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Abstract: In recent years, the Internet has become an increasingly important venue for 

meeting partners. While meeting online may have a range of effects on family-related 

outcomes, studies on the link between meeting online and family-related outcomes are scarce. 

Using eight follow-up waves of the German Family Panel (Pairfam), with observations from 

8,177 persons from three birth cohorts between 2009 and 2016, this study investigates 

whether meeting online is associated with relationship satisfaction, intention to separate, 

separation, moving in together, intentions to have a child, and entry into parenthood. More 

specifically, a series of between-person regressions are used to compare those who met their 

partners offline and those who met their partners online. Results show that meeting online is 

associated with likelihood to separate and intentions to have a child in the youngest birth 

cohort, and transition to parenthood in the oldest birth cohort. These findings are discussed 

with the concepts of selectivity and intentionality in searching for and meeting partners 

online. 
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Introduction 

 

As the rise of the Internet has increasingly displaced traditional meeting venues for partners, 

such as school or the workplace, it may also transform the partnership market and change 

partnership formation and dissolution (Bellou, 2015; DiMaggio, Hargittai, Neuman, & 

Robinson, 2001; Rosenfeld, 2017; Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012). Using data from a 2010 

representative survey on the United States, Rosenfeld and Thomas (2012) estimated that 

more than 20% of heterosexual individuals met their partners online, making the Internet the 

second most popular venue for meeting a partner (the most popular was meeting through 

friends). Cacioppo, Cacioppo, Gonzaga, Ogburn, and VanderWeele, (2013) estimated that 

more than one-third of marriages in the United States between 2005 and 2012 had had their 

roots in the Internet. Numbers are less striking in Germany, where  approximately 10% of 

younger adults met their partners online in 2015–2016 (Danielsbacka, Tanskanen, & Billari, 

2019). 

 

In the present study we examine whether meeting a partner online is associated with various 

family related outcomes, such as relationship satisfaction, intention to separate, actual 

separation, moving in together, intention to have a child, and entry into parenthood among 

three German cohorts. We contribute to the online partnering literature first by considering a 

wider range of family outcomes than in previous studies, and second by analyzing data from 

Germany, i.e., providing results that are complementary to the literature, which tends to be 

focused on the United States (with the significant exceptions of Danielsbacka et al., 2019; 

Potarca, 2017). 

 



Previous studies have implicated that as the diffusion of the Internet decreases the cost of 

searching for a partner, it may accelerate the transition to marriage (Bellou, 2015). Those 

who are looking for a potential partner through the Internet might be more ready to start a 

family than those who meet their partner offline. Thus, meeting online may be associated 

with a more intentional partner search than meeting offline, meaning that individuals who are 

ready to start a family may choose the Internet as a site to search for a long-term partner 

(Rosenfeld, 2017). In line with this idea of “intentionality,” Rosenfeld (2017) has shown that 

those who meet their partners online, especially those who meet via online dating sites, tend 

to have a faster transition to marriage compared to those who meet their partners offline. In 

addition, it has been found that broadband Internet access in general is positively related to 

fertility among highly educated women aged 25 and above (Billari, Giuntella, & Stella, 2017, 

indicating that partner searches via the Internet could be more common among those who 

already have intentions to have a child.  

 

People can meet online through a wide range of different platforms, such as chats or 

discussion forums, social network sites (e.g., Facebook) and increasingly via online dating 

platforms (Nam, 2017). Meeting through dating sites that try to match couples with similar 

attitudes and life goals might lead to more stable unions due to the algorithms of online 

dating platforms (Finkel, Eastwick, Karney, Reis, & Sprecher, 2012; Hitsch, Hortaçsu, & 

Ariely, 2010; Schwartz, 2013). Because similarity in life goals, values, and personality tend 

to be associated with relationship satisfaction and stability (Becker, 2013), couples who met 

online (via dating sites) may therefore experience lower union dissolution rates with respect 

to those who met offline, and similarly, relationship satisfaction may be higher for couples 

who met online (Cacioppo et al., 2013, but see Paul, 2014). By contrast, one could foresee 

that the availability of a wide market for marriage and marriage-like relationships via dating 



sites could potentially postpone partnership formation—the consumer idea of “choice 

overload” applied to marriage implies later and lower-quality relationships (Yang & Chiou, 

2010). The two effects might also balance out. For instance, Rosenfeld and Thomas (2012) 

found no difference in relationship quality between those who met online and offline. 

 

Characteristics of individuals who look for partners online might also play an important role 

in family-related effects of meeting online. Previous studies have shown that some groups are 

more likely than others to use social networking and online dating sites (e.g., Blackhart, 

Fitzpatrick,  & Williamson, 2014; Hall, Park, Song, & Cody, 2010; Nam, 2017; Sautter, 

Tippett & Morgan, 2010) and consequently meet a future spouse online (e.g., Danielsbacka et 

al., 2019; Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012; Cacioppo et al., 2013). For instance, selectivity may 

appear in the way that searching a partner online may help individuals for whom finding a 

partner was more challenging in the pre-Internet world (Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012).  

 

Selectivity may also concern the personal characteristics of individuals who use online versus 

offline venues to find a partner (on similar selectivity issues see also: Perelli-Harris & Styrc, 

2018). Regarding personality and dispositional factors, the literature has shown that it is 

typically more extroverted people and those who are more open to experiences that are more 

likely to look for a partner online (Correa, Hinsley, & de Zuniga, 2010; Ross, Orr, Sisic, 

Arseneault, Simmering, & Orr, 2009; Zyrowica & Danowski, 2008), although opposite 

results (Orr, Sisic, Ross, Simmering, Arseneault, J & Orr, 2009) and null results (Blackhart et 

al., 2014) have been also detected concerning the association between personality traits and 

looking for a partner online. However, one must bear in mind that searching for a partner via 

the Internet may not necessarily lead to relationship formation. Thus, those who search for 

partners via the Internet may be of a different group than those who actually end up in long-



term relationships with partners they met online. In line with this assumption, a German study 

found that less extrovert personalities were associated with an increased likelihood to meet 

partners online (Danielsbacka et al., 2019). In addition, the German study found that older 

age and higher number of previous partners were associated with increased likelihood to meet 

a partner online.  

 

In addition, people who use online venues to look for a partner may form a heterogenous 

sample according to their goals for their partner search (Menkin, Robles, Wiley & Gonzaga, 

2015). Individuals who are looking for a short-term partner and individuals who are looking 

for a long-term relationship may have different characteristics (Paul, 2014). In the present 

study our main interest is in those who found long-term partners via the Internet.  

 

Based on previous literature, we may expect that meeting a partner online as compared to 

meeting a partner offline could have certain family-related outcomes, although they are not 

necessarily univocal, nor apply similarly to all birth cohorts. First, the idea that meeting via 

the Internet may (especially if a couple meets via a dating site) mean that couples share 

similar beliefs and goals led us to predict that those who met online have more stable 

relationships and better relationship satisfaction than those who met offline. However, it is 

not clear that meeting online, even via dating sites, is related to better relationship quality 

because “choice overload,” for instance, may postpone the decision to cohabit, and lower 

relationship quality. Second, based on the idea that meeting online may be selective, such that 

the individuals who form relationships via the Internet are more likely to start a family than 

others, we may predict a faster transition to different family-related outcomes (e.g., 

cohabitation or parenthood) for those who meet online as compared to those who meet 

offline. Third, selection can also be based on birth cohort, meaning that finding a long-term 



partner is more urgent for older single people for whom the Internet may be their last chance 

to find a partner, whereas for younger birth cohorts dating online may be a more common 

way to find a partner. Thus, people of different birth cohorts with different relationship goals 

may use online venues in different ways to form relationships (Stephure, Boon, MacKinnon 

& Deveau, 2009). 

 

The present study 

 

This study investigates the following six questions by making comparisons between three 

birth cohorts: (Q1) whether individuals who met their partners online have better relationship 

satisfaction than those who met their partners offline; (Q2) whether people who met their 

partners online have less intention to separate than those who met their partners offline; (3) 

are individuals who met their partners online less likely to separate than those who met their 

partners offline; (4) whether individuals who met their partners online live together more 

often than those met their partners offline; (Q5) are individuals who met their partners online 

more likely to have intentions to have a child than those who met their partners offline; and 

(Q6) are people who met their partners offline more likely experience a transition to 

parenthood than those who met their partners offline? 

 

Data and methods 

 

We use eight waves from the Panel Analysis of Intimate Relationships and Family Dynamics 

(Pairfam) data, which provides longitudinal data on three German birth cohorts born in 1971–

1973, 1981–1983, and 1991–1993 (Brüderl, Hank, Huinink, Nauck, Neyer, Walper, Alt, 

Borschel, Buhr, Castiglioni, Fiedrich, Finn, Garrett, Hajek, Herzig, Huyer-May, Lenke, 



Müller, Schmiedeberg, Schütze, Schumann, Thönnissen, Wetzel, & Wilhelm, 2017; Huinink, 

Brüderl, Nauck, Walper, Castiglioni, & Feldhaus, 2011). The first Pairfam wave was 

conducted in 2008–2009, when the cohort members were aged approximately 15–17, 25–27, 

and 35–37 respectively. The sampling scheme is representative of German-speaking persons 

(regardless of nationality) living in private households in Germany. Further data collections 

were conducted annually. The Pairfam data samples vary between 12,402 respondents in the 

first wave and 5,461 respondents in the eighth wave. We include in our analyses only 

heterosexual respondents who had a partner in the first wave, or who met a partner during 

waves two to eight, and who have data on all variables studied here. These restrictions result 

in a sample of 37,616 observations from 8,177 persons. 

 

Our main explanatory variable indicates whether a respondent met a partner online or offline. 

In the Pairfam, a partner is defined as someone with whom the respondent has an intimate 

relationship. Thus, having a partner does not necessarily mean marital spouse, or even 

cohabiting partner. The respondents who had a partner were asked “how did you meet?” with 

response options that included “through the Internet.” Offline meeting venues mentioned in 

the questionnaire included “school or training,” “work,” “hobby, club, association, or sports,” 

“bar, night-club,” “through friends or acquaintances,” “through relatives,” “through a 

personal ad,” “vacation,” and “other.” In the first wave of Pairfam, those who reported having 

a partner were asked to name the venue where they met this partner. In subsequent waves, the 

question was asked only of those with a new partner. Those participants who met a new 

partner during waves two to eight could have either been single in the first wave, or their 

relationship with the first wave partner had ended, and they now had a new partner. For the 

analyses, we formed a variable that cumulatively accounts for the meeting venue of partners 

in each of the eight waves studied. We code the variable as 0 if the meeting venue was offline 



and 1 if the meeting venue was online. Between the first and eighth Pairfam wave the 

cumulative proportion of participants who met their partners via the Internet rose from 5% to 

9%. Among individuals who formed a new relationship between the second and eighth wave, 

the proportion of those who met online rose from 11% to 21% (Danielsbacka et al., 2019). 

From wave four onwards, it was possible to separate those who met online via partner-

finding services from those who met online via social networks, or chat rooms. Regarding 

those who met a new partner, in 2011–2012 (wave four), only 3% met via an online partner-

finding service, and 7% via online social networks or chat rooms, whereas in 2015–2016 

(wave eight), these proportions were 8% and 13% respectively (see Appendix Table 1). 

 

Our main outcome variables relate to perceived relationship satisfaction, assessed in Pairfam 

through the question; “overall, how satisfied are you with your relationship?” (ranging from 0 

= very dissatisfied, to 10 = very satisfied). Intention to separate was assessed through the 

question; “did you seriously consider a separation or a divorce during the past year?” (0 = no 

intention to separate, 1 = intention to separate). Intention to have a first or subsequent child 

was assessed as follows; “do you intend to become a mother/father in the next two years?” (0 

= no intention to have a/nother child, 1 = intention to have a/nother child). We also built 

outcome variables exploiting the longitudinal nature of the data by measuring the outcomes 

one wave after the independent variable measures (meeting a partner online). In the case of 

whether the respondent experienced an actual separation (0 = no separation, 1 = experienced 

a separation), moved in with a partner (0 = no move in together, 1 = moved in together), and 

whether the respondent had become a parent (0 = no entry into parenthood, 1 = entry into 

parenthood), we treated these outcomes as right censored. As such if entry into parenthood, 

moving in together or separation happened, that individual was censored out of the data 

because the present study is interested in the first appearances of these events. 



 

In terms of covariates, we use age, birth cohort, highest education, ethnicity, having the same 

vs. new partner, whether the respondent currently lives in East Germany, relationship 

duration, and personality (measured with the Big Five personality traits, which include 

openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism). 

Because personality was questioned only in waves two and six, we had to extract this 

information for other waves, which means there was a drop in observations, especially in the 

first wave. However, for sensitivity purposes, we also ran our analyses without the first wave, 

which did not change the results considerably (not shown here, but available upon request). 

In addition, in analyses concerning intention to separate, actual separation, cohabitation, and 

relationship quality between partners, we controlled for the number of children (see Table 1 

for descriptive statistics). 

 

[Table 1 about here] 

 

We used random-intercept multilevel regression to study associations between meeting online 

and family-related outcomes and conducted between-person models to represent the results 

across individuals. Between-person models were used because the study is interested in the 

differences in outcomes between those who met their partners online, and those who met 

their partners offline. Because there were few individuals in the data who had multiple 

subsequent relationships during data collection and who would have had variation according 

to meeting venue (online or offline), we were unable to implement fixed-effect regressions. 

We ran between-person regression models where the outcome variables are used as time-

lagged (i.e., measured one wave after rather than concurrently with the independent variable 

and covariates). All analyses include an interaction term between meeting online and birth 



cohort because the three birth cohorts followed in Pairfam are at different stages of their life 

courses, which may affect their partnership and reproductive behaviors. 

 

Results 

 

First, we investigated whether meeting venue (online or offline) is associated with 

relationship satisfaction (Q1) or stability (i.e., intention or likelihood of separation; Q2 and 

Q3). The meeting venue did not correlate with relationship satisfaction between partners or 

intention to separate in any of the birth cohorts when all covariates were added to the model 

(Tables 2 and 3). However, meeting online as compared to meeting offline was associated 

with lower relationship satisfaction among the youngest birth cohort before the Big Five 

personality traits were added to the model (Table 2). Moreover, actual union dissolution was 

significantly more likely to take place in the youngest birth cohort among those who met their 

partners online as compared to those who met their partners offline, even in the fully adjusted 

model (Table 4). 

 

[Table 2 about here] 

 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

[Table 4 about here] 

 

Next we investigated whether meeting venue is associated with a transition to cohabit (Q4). 

However, the meeting venue did not correlate with moving in together among any of the 

cohorts when all covariates were added to the model (Table 5). 



 

[Table 5 about here] 

 

Then we examined intentions to have a first or subsequent child (Q5). As meeting offline was 

the reference category, meeting online was associated with increased intention to have a first 

child in the youngest birth cohort, even after controlling for all confounding variables (Table 

6). There were no differences in intentions to have another child among parents in any of the 

birth cohorts when comparing those who met online and offline after adding all covariates to 

the model (see Table 7). We also ran models without forward-lagged dependent variables 

because meeting a partner may not precede having intentions to have a child, as these may be 

concurrent events. The results were fairly similar compared to the models with forward-

lagged dependent variables (not shown here, but available upon request). 

 

In addition, because having intentions to have a/nother child may be an impetus to look for a 

partner, we ran models with meeting online in the subsequent wave as a dependent variable, 

and intentions to have a child in the baseline as an independent variable. The results indicate 

that higher intentions to have a child may indeed be associated with being more likely to meet 

a (new) partner online. Among childless persons in the youngest birth cohorts, those who 

were more likely to have intentions to have a child in the baseline wave were also more likely 

to meet their (new) partner online in the subsequent wave (β = 0.22, p = 0.001, 95% CIs = 

0.092–0.343, see Appendix Table 2). Because so few parents met a new partner during waves 

two to eight, we were unable to study the reverse associations on mothers and fathers. 

 

[Table 6 about here] 

 



[Table 7 about here] 

 

Finally, we studied whether the meeting venue is associated with having a first child (Q6). 

Despite the findings concerning intentions to have a child, those in the youngest cohort who 

met their partners online were not more likely to actually have a first child during the panel 

study when compared to those who met their partners offline (Table 8). However, in the 

oldest cohort, those childless persons who met their partners online were more likely to have 

their first child during the panel study as compared to those who met their partners offline 

(Table 8). Thus, meeting online may be associated with the transition to parenthood among 

older individuals. 

 

[Table 8 about here] 

 

Discussion 

 

In this study we began to disentangle whether digitalized online partnership markets and 

online partnering influence family-related outcomes using data from three German birth 

cohorts. Meeting online was not associated with relationship satisfaction, moving in together, 

or intentions to separate in any of the birth cohorts after adding all covariates, including 

personality traits to the models. Our results are in line with Rosenfeld and Thomas (2012), 

who used data from the United States and found no difference in relationship satisfaction in 

relation to meeting venue. However, our results are inconsistent with the U.S. study by 

Cacioppo and colleagues (2013), who found slightly better marital satisfaction among 

couples who met online via dating sites as compared to those who met offline. One must keep 

in mind that our results consider all couples, not just those who are married, which may partly 



explain the different results between our study and this investigation. In addition, our data 

includes couples who met via the Internet in general, not only, or mainly via dating sites. 

 

Association between meeting venue and relationship satisfaction was negative in the 

youngest birth cohort before adding personality traits to the model, which indicates that 

personality type may be associated with meeting a partner online. Indeed, a previous Pairfam 

study showed that among all three birth cohorts less extrovert personalities were associated 

with likelihood to meet online (Danielsbacka et al., 2019). In addition, and contrary to 

previous results (Cacioppo et al., 2013), we found that among the youngest birth cohort, those 

who met online were more likely to separate than those who met offline. Again, one should 

bear in mind that our results consider all union dissolutions, not just marital break-ups. One 

reason for the present findings could be that in our study sample the majority of those who 

met their partners online met via online social networks or chat rooms, whereas a smaller 

proportion met via dating sites. The idea of a better match through meeting online may be 

more accurate in the cases of those who use online dating sites and meet their partners via 

those channels because dating sites typically use algorithms that match people. The present 

finding that online partnering is more often associated with separation than offline partnering 

in the youngest birth cohort is in line with the assumption that individuals in the youngest 

cohort may be more likely to be seeking short-term than long-term relationships online. 

 

Regarding the outcomes related to intentions to have a child and entry into parenthood, 

childless individuals in the youngest birth cohort who met their partners online were more 

likely to have fertility intentions as compared to their counterparts who met offline. In 

addition, individuals in the oldest birth cohort who met their partners online were more likely 

to have a first child during the panel than their counterparts who met offline. 



 

The result that meeting online as compared to meeting offline is associated with having more 

likely intentions to have a child and having a first child is in line with Rosenfeld’s (2017) 

assumption, noting that those seeking a partner online may be more ready to start a family. 

However, we did not find that those who met online would be more or less likely to move in 

together than those who met offline. 

 

A seemingly contradictory finding is that persons in the youngest cohort were more likely to 

break up if they met their partner online, and had more intentions to have a child if they met 

online as compared to those who met offline. Together with the result that among the 

youngest cohort there was no difference in actual transition to parenthood between those who 

met online and offline, this finding may indicate that partners do not share the same 

intentions, and that this results in break-ups. However, a more likely explanation (and one 

supported by the data) is that those persons in the youngest cohort who have intentions to 

have a/nother child and who separate are, in most cases, different persons. There were only 

28 respondents who separated and had intentions to have a child, whereas 302 separated 

respondents in the youngest cohort did not have intentions to have a child. 

 

Online partnering was associated with increased transition to parenthood in the oldest birth 

cohort. This finding is in line with the assumption that finding a long-term partner could be 

more urgent for older single people for whom the Internet might be the so-called last chance 

to find a partner. It is also possible that people belonging to the oldest cohort and who met 

their partners online are in some other way a selected group. Although we controlled for 

several socio-demographic factors and personality, all potentially confounding variables are 

hard, if not impossible to account for. 



 

Despite the strengths of this study, there are also some limitations. In the case of entry into 

parenthood and separation, our lack of more significant differences may partly result from 

weak statistical power. Thus, in the case of these outcomes we would need a larger sample to 

gain more accurate results. Attrition in the Pairfam panel sample could also cause biases, for 

instance, if those who separate then drop-off before the subsequent survey wave. Despite 

these limitations, our study makes an important contribution to the field because prior studies 

on the association between meeting online and family-related outcomes are scarce. 

 

In summary, the present study found that when it comes to family-related outcomes between 

those who met their partner online and offline, differences exist between birth cohorts. 

Overall, there were few significant associations in family-related outcomes between those 

who met online and those met offline, and these were somewhat contradictory between the 

oldest and the youngest birth cohorts. Future studies should test whether cohort differences 

exist in other countries as well. 
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Brüderl, J. K., Hank, J., Huinink, B., Nauck, F. J., Neyer, S., Walper, P., Alt, E., Borschel, P., 

Buhr, L., Castiglioni, S., Fiedrich, C., Finn, M., Garrett, K., Hajek, M., Herzig, B., 

Huyer-May, R., Lenke, B., Müller, Peter, T. C., Schmiedeberg, P., Schütze, N., 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics across Waves 1–8 in the Pairfam 

    Total no. 
No. of 
persons % Mean (SD) 

Within person 
SD 

Meeting venue           

  Offline 35082 7767 93.26     

  Online 2534 832 6.74     

Relationship satisfaction 36651 8012   7.9 (2.17) 1.58 

Intention to have a child           

  No  10616 4537 60.2     

  Yes 7021 2841 39.8     

Entry into parenthood           

  No  13567 4385 94.33     

  Yes 815 815 5.67     

Intention to separate           

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2008.12.024


  No  29601 7177 86.13     

  Yes 4767 2544 13.87     

Separation           

  No  21705 6080 97.4     

  Yes 580 580 2.6     

Sex           

  Men  16118 3694 42.85     

  Women 21498 4483 57.15     

Age at interview 37616 8177   31.5 (8.10) 1.9 

Cohort           

  1991 -1993  8403 2543 22.34     

  1981-1983 13045 2670 34.68     

  1971-1973 16168 2964 42.98     

Currently living in East Germany           

  No 27658 6121 73.53     

  Yes 9958 2215 26.47     

Ethnicity           

  German native  30112 6468 80.05     

  Ethnic-German immigrant 1645 385 4.37     

  Half-German 2119 452 5.63     

  Turkish background 972 242 2.58     

  
Other non-German 
background 2768 630 7.36     

Highest education           

  Currently enrolled  2288 1362 6.08     

  Primary and lower secondary 3339 1063 8.88     

  Upper secondary 14998 3572 39.87     

  Post-secondary 6339 1938 16.85     

  Tertiary 10652 2096 28.32     

Partner           

  Same partner 32479 7255 86.34     

  New partner 5137 3691 13.66     

Number of children 37616 8177   1.0 (1.14) 0.29 

Relationship duration (in months) 37616 8177   
100.6 
(85.0) 23.2 

Extrovert 37616 8177   14.2 (3.18)   

Agreeableness 37616 8177   13.1 (2.9)   

Neurotic 37616 8177   10.6 (3.18)   

Openness 37616 8177   18.1 (3.57)   

Conscientiousness 37616 8177   15.4 (2.64)   

Notes. Total no. = Number of total person-observations; Number of persons = number of unique persons; 

SD = Overall standard deviation; Within-person SD = within-person standard deviation.   

 

 



Table 2. Association between meeting venue and relationship satisfaction 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

95% CI 95% CI 95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online -0.35 0.034 -0.67 -0.03 -0.37 0.026 -0.69 -0.05 -0.36 0.030 -0.68 -0.03 -0.25 0.124 -0.56 0.07

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 -0.23 0.000 -0.34 -0.12 -0.55 0.001 -0.87 -0.23 -0.64 0.000 -0.97 -0.31 -0.75 0.000 -1.08 -0.42

1971-1973 -0.47 0.000 -0.58 -0.37 -1.03 0.001 -1.66 -0.40 -1.15 0.000 -1.78 -0.51 -1.32 0.000 -1.96 -0.68

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 0.26 0.230 -0.16 0.68 0.25 0.248 -0.17 0.67 0.31 0.152 -0.11 0.73 0.28 0.179 -0.13 0.69

Online x 1971-1973 0.03 0.902 -0.41 0.47 0.04 0.847 -0.40 0.49 0.20 0.388 -0.25 0.65 0.06 0.797 -0.38 0.50

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female -0.13 0.001 -0.21 -0.05 -0.14 0.001 -0.23 -0.06 -0.08 0.053 -0.17 0.001

Age at interview 0.02 0.219 -0.01 0.05 0.02 0.261 -0.01 0.05 0.02 0.149 -0.01 0.06

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes -0.03 0.529 -0.12 0.06 -0.03 0.573 -0.12 0.07 -0.06 0.239 -0.15 0.04

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary 0.15 0.213 -0.09 0.40 0.22 0.076 -0.02 0.46 0.19 0.123 -0.05 0.42

Upper secondary 0.09 0.459 -0.14 0.31 0.10 0.375 -0.12 0.33 0.02 0.854 -0.20 0.24

Post-secondary 0.17 0.154 -0.06 0.41 0.19 0.113 -0.05 0.43 0.15 0.193 -0.08 0.38

Tertiary 0.35 0.005 0.10 0.59 0.35 0.005 0.10 0.59 0.27 0.028 0.03 0.50

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant 0.10 0.337 -0.10 0.29 0.09 0.357 -0.10 0.29 0.14 0.158 -0.05 0.33

Half-German -0.03 0.746 -0.21 0.15 -0.03 0.775 -0.20 0.15 0.0001 0.999 -0.18 0.18

Turkish background 0.28 0.029 0.03 0.53 0.27 0.038 0.01 0.52 0.21 0.102 -0.04 0.45

Other non-German background 0.08 0.289 -0.07 0.24 0.11 0.172 -0.05 0.26 0.10 0.215 -0.06 0.25

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner -0.26 0.003 -0.44 -0.09 -0.25 0.004 -0.43 -0.08

Relationship duration (in months) 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.002

Number of children -0.10 0.000 -0.15 -0.05 -0.10 0.000 -0.15 -0.05

Extraversion -0.002 0.804 -0.02 0.01

Neuroticism -0.09 0.000 -0.11 -0.08

Agreeableness 0.05 0.000 0.03 0.06

Conscientiousness 0.06 0.000 0.04 0.08

Openness 0.01 0.233 0.00 0.02

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations:  28,004 number of groups:  7,308

Model 2 number of observations: 27,308 number of groups:  7,131

Model 3 number of observations:  27,238 number of groups:  7,114

Model 4 number of observations: 26,847 number of groups: 6,874



Table 3. Associations between meeting venue and intentions to separate 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

95% CI 95% CI 95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online 0.03 0.363 -0.03 0.08 0.04 0.163 -0.02 0.09 0.03 0.218 -0.02 0.09 0.02 0.508 -0.04 0.07

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 -0.12 0.000 -0.14 -0.10 0.02 0.466 -0.03 0.08 0.06 0.043 0.00 0.11 0.07 0.012 0.02 0.13

1971-1973 -0.16 0.000 -0.18 -0.14 0.11 0.044 0.00 0.22 0.18 0.001 0.07 0.29 0.19 0.001 0.08 0.30

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 0.03 0.462 -0.04 0.10 0.02 0.568 -0.05 0.09 -0.003 0.940 -0.07 0.07 0.003 0.930 -0.07 0.07

Online x 1971-1973 0.06 0.131 -0.02 0.13 0.05 0.196 -0.03 0.13 -0.02 0.609 -0.10 0.06 0.003 0.932 -0.07 0.08

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female 0.03 0.000 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.000 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.007 0.01 0.03

Age at interview -0.01 0.000 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.000 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.000 -0.02 0.00

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes -0.01 0.533 -0.02 0.01 -0.005 0.552 -0.02 0.01 -0.003 0.722 -0.02 0.01

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary -0.06 0.005 -0.11 -0.02 -0.08 0.001 -0.12 -0.03 -0.06 0.006 -0.10 -0.02

Upper secondary -0.08 0.000 -0.12 -0.04 -0.08 0.000 -0.12 -0.04 -0.06 0.002 -0.10 -0.02

Post-secondary -0.06 0.006 -0.10 -0.02 -0.07 0.001 -0.11 -0.03 -0.06 0.003 -0.10 -0.02

Tertiary -0.09 0.000 -0.14 -0.05 -0.10 0.000 -0.14 -0.06 -0.09 0.000 -0.13 -0.04

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant 0.003 0.859 -0.03 0.04 0.01 0.586 -0.02 0.04 0.00 0.873 -0.03 0.04

Half-German 0.04 0.007 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.009 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.065 0.00 0.06

Turkish background -0.02 0.487 -0.06 0.03 -0.002 0.921 -0.04 0.04 0.01 0.758 -0.04 0.05

Other non-German background 0.03 0.060 -0.001 0.05 0.02 0.086 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.088 0.00 0.05

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner 0.06 0.000 0.04 0.09 0.06 0.000 0.03 0.09

Relationship duration (in months) -0.001 0.000 -0.001 -0.0005 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 -0.0004

Number of children 0.01 0.013 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.002 0.005 0.02

Extraversion 0.005 0.000 0.002 0.01

Neuroticism 0.01 0.000 0.01 0.02

Agreeableness -0.01 0.000 -0.01 -0.01

Conscientiousness -0.01 0.000 -0.01 -0.01

Openness 0.004 0.000 0.002 0.01

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations: 27,151 number of groups: 7,155

Model 2 number of observations: 26,473 number of groups: 6,981

Model 3 number of observations: 26,406 number of groups: 6,965

Model 4 number of observations:   26,024 number of groups:  6,729



Table 4. Associations between meeting venue and separation 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

95% CI 95% CI 95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online 0.07 0.019 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.209 -0.02 0.09 0.06 0.012 0.01 0.11 0.06 0.010 0.02 0.11

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 -0.34 0 -0.36 -0.32 0.10 0.005 0.03 0.17 0.03 0.393 -0.04 0.09 0.03 0.416 -0.04 0.09

1971-1973 -0.44 0 -0.46 -0.42 0.41 0.000 0.28 0.54 0.15 0.019 0.02 0.27 0.14 0.027 0.02 0.26

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 0.004 0.928 -0.08 0.08 0.05 0.210 -0.03 0.12 -0.05 0.190 -0.11 0.02 -0.05 0.161 -0.12 0.02

Online x 1971-1973 0.02 0.601 -0.06 0.11 0.08 0.043 0.00 0.16 -0.06 0.129 -0.13 0.02 -0.06 0.123 -0.13 0.02

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female -0.05 0.000 -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 0.116 -0.03 0.00 -0.01 0.109 -0.03 0.00

Age at interview -0.04 0.000 -0.05 -0.03 -0.01 0.000 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.000 -0.02 -0.01

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes 0.03 0.005 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.018 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.014 0.00 0.04

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary -0.08 0.000 -0.12 -0.04 -0.14 0.000 -0.17 -0.10 -0.13 0.000 -0.17 -0.10

Upper secondary -0.13 0.000 -0.17 -0.10 -0.18 0.000 -0.22 -0.15 -0.18 0.000 -0.21 -0.15

Post-secondary -0.16 0.000 -0.19 -0.12 -0.22 0.000 -0.25 -0.18 -0.22 0.000 -0.25 -0.18

Tertiary -0.14 0.000 -0.18 -0.10 -0.18 0.000 -0.22 -0.15 -0.18 0.000 -0.22 -0.15

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant -0.06 0.001 -0.10 -0.03 -0.06 0.001 -0.09 -0.02 -0.05 0.001 -0.09 -0.02

Half-German -0.01 0.576 -0.05 0.03 -0.01 0.455 -0.04 0.02 -0.02 0.335 -0.05 0.02

Turkish background -0.07 0.003 -0.11 -0.02 -0.07 0.000 -0.12 -0.03 -0.06 0.003 -0.11 -0.02

Other non-German background -0.02 0.152 -0.05 0.01 -0.03 0.017 -0.06 -0.01 -0.03 0.042 -0.05 -0.001

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner 0.50 0.000 0.47 0.54 0.51 0.000 0.48 0.54

Relationship duration (in months) -0.0005 0.000 -0.001 -0.0003 -0.0005 0.000 -0.001 -0.0003

Number of children -0.003 0.515 -0.01 0.01 -0.002 0.722 -0.01 0.01

Extraversion 0.002 0.174 -0.001 0.004

Neuroticism 0.001 0.444 -0.002 0.004

Agreeableness -0.004 0.002 -0.01 -0.001

Conscientiousness -0.003 0.066 -0.01 0.0002

Openness 0.003 0.013 0.001 0.01

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations: 22,620 number of groups: 6,750

Model 2 number of observations: 22,103 number of groups: 6,597

Model 3 number of observations: 22,076 number of groups: 6,573

Model 4 number of observations: 22,030 number of groups: 6,555



Table 5. Association between meeting venue and moving in together 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

95% CI 95% CI 95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online 0.08 0.034 0.01 0.15 0.06 0.106 -0.01 0.13 0.05 0.179 -0.02 0.12 0.05 0.153 -0.02 0.12

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 0.29 0.000 0.26 0.32 0.35 0.000 0.26 0.44 0.41 0.000 0.33 0.50 0.40 0.000 0.31 0.49

1971-1973 0.16 0.000 0.12 0.20 0.37 0.000 0.19 0.56 0.49 0.000 0.31 0.68 0.48 0.000 0.29 0.66

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 -0.14 0.010 -0.24 -0.03 -0.11 0.036 -0.22 -0.01 -0.12 0.026 -0.22 -0.01 -0.12 0.021 -0.22 -0.02

Online x 1971-1973 0.01 0.830 -0.11 0.13 0.03 0.568 -0.08 0.15 0.04 0.497 -0.08 0.16 0.03 0.665 -0.09 0.15

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female 0.04 0.008 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.001 0.02 0.07 0.05 0.001 0.02 0.08

Age at interview -0.01 0.004 -0.02 -0.005 -0.02 0.000 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 0.000 -0.03 -0.01

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes 0.02 0.144 -0.01 0.06 0.03 0.047 0.00 0.06 0.03 0.050 -0.00001 0.06

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary 0.13 0.000 0.07 0.18 0.13 0.000 0.08 0.19 0.13 0.000 0.07 0.19

Upper secondary 0.12 0.000 0.07 0.17 0.13 0.000 0.08 0.18 0.12 0.000 0.07 0.17

Post-secondary 0.14 0.000 0.08 0.19 0.14 0.000 0.09 0.20 0.14 0.000 0.09 0.20

Tertiary 0.16 0.000 0.10 0.22 0.16 0.000 0.10 0.23 0.16 0.000 0.10 0.23

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant 0.02 0.479 -0.04 0.08 0.03 0.334 -0.03 0.09 0.03 0.283 -0.03 0.10

Half-German 0.01 0.804 -0.05 0.06 0.01 0.687 -0.04 0.07 0.02 0.544 -0.04 0.07

Turkish background 0.03 0.572 -0.07 0.12 0.04 0.431 -0.06 0.13 0.02 0.682 -0.07 0.11

Other non-German background -0.05 0.095 -0.10 0.01 -0.06 0.033 -0.11 0.00 -0.05 0.061 -0.11 0.002

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner 0.23 0.000 0.18 0.27 0.23 0.000 0.19 0.28

Relationship duration (in months) 0.001 0.007 0.0002 0.001 0.001 0.014 0.0001 0.001

Number of children -0.02 0.106 -0.04 0.004 -0.02 0.107 -0.04 0.004

Extraversion -0.001 0.615 -0.01 0.003

Neuroticism -0.0003 0.904 -0.005 0.004

Agreeableness -0.0003 0.884 -0.005 0.004

Conscientiousness 0.003 0.252 -0.002 0.01

Openness -0.003 0.131 -0.01 0.001

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations: 6,709  number of groups:  3,075

Model 2 number of observations: 6,576 number of groups:  3,011

Model 3 number of observations: 6,562 number of groups: 3,006

Model 4 number of observations: 6,490 number of groups: 2,954



Table 6. Associations between meeting venue and intentions to have a first child 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 . Model 4

95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online 0.09 0.001 0.04 0.15 0.07 0.018 0.01 0.12 0.07 0.017 0.01 0.12 0.06 0.024 0.01 0.12

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 0.51 0.000 0.49 0.54 0.32 0.000 0.25 0.40 0.29 0.000 0.22 0.37 0.30 0.000 0.22 0.37

1971-1973 0.65 0.000 0.61 0.69 0.30 0.000 0.15 0.45 0.24 0.002 0.09 0.40 0.25 0.002 0.09 0.40

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 -0.10 0.012 -0.19 -0.02 -0.07 0.091 -0.15 0.01 -0.05 0.247 -0.13 0.03 -0.04 0.277 -0.12 0.04

Online x 1971-1973 -0.07 0.237 -0.19 0.05 -0.06 0.286 -0.18 0.05 -0.01 0.866 -0.13 0.11 -0.01 0.916 -0.13 0.11

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female 0.07 0.000 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.000 0.04 0.08 0.06 0.000 0.04 0.08

Age at interview 0.02 0.000 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.01 0.02

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes 0.05 0.000 0.03 0.07 0.05 0.000 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.000 0.03 0.08

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary 0.15 0.000 0.11 0.20 0.15 0.000 0.10 0.19 0.15 0.000 0.10 0.19

Upper secondary 0.08 0.000 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.000 0.03 0.12 0.07 0.002 0.03 0.11

Post-secondary -0.01 0.626 -0.06 0.03 -0.01 0.519 -0.06 0.03 -0.02 0.478 -0.06 0.03

Tertiary 0.13 0.000 0.08 0.18 0.12 0.000 0.07 0.17 0.12 0.000 0.07 0.17

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant 0.06 0.009 0.02 0.11 0.06 0.007 0.02 0.11 0.06 0.007 0.02 0.11

Half-German 0.05 0.040 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.037 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.038 0.00 0.09

Turkish background 0.07 0.069 -0.01 0.14 0.07 0.065 0.00 0.14 0.08 0.030 0.01 0.15

Other non-German background 0.03 0.125 -0.01 0.07 0.04 0.077 0.00 0.08 0.05 0.035 0.00 0.09

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner -0.01 0.645 -0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.46 -0.05 0.02

Relationship duration (in months) 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001

Extraversion 0.001 0.706 -0.003 0.004

Neuroticism 0.000 0.815 -0.004 0.003

Agreeableness 0.002 0.346 -0.002 0.01

Conscientiousness 0.003 0.122 -0.001 0.01

Openness 0.000 0.982 -0.003 0.003

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations: 10,529 number of groups:  4,046

Model 2 number of observations: 10,358 number of groups: 3,975

Model 3 number of observations:  10,331 number of groups: 3,967

Model 4 number of observations: 10,238 number of groups:  3,895



Table 7. Associations between meeting venue and intentions to have a subsequent child 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

95% CI 95% CI 95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online -0.13 0.531 -0.53 0.27 -0.13 0.513 -0.53 0.27 -0.16 0.413 -0.56 0.23 -0.13 0.557 -0.56 0.30

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 0.31 0.000 0.19 0.42 0.39 0.000 0.22 0.56 0.37 0.000 0.20 0.54 0.41 0.000 0.24 0.59

1971-1973 0.17 0.004 0.06 0.29 0.33 0.020 0.05 0.61 0.34 0.015 0.07 0.62 0.42 0.004 0.13 0.70

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 0.15 0.495 -0.27 0.56 0.14 0.513 -0.28 0.56 0.15 0.474 -0.26 0.56 0.11 0.619 -0.34 0.57

Online x 1971-1973 0.40 0.063 -0.02 0.83 0.39 0.074 -0.04 0.81 0.33 0.122 -0.09 0.75 0.30 0.201 -0.16 0.76

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female 0.00 0.981 -0.04 0.04 0.02 0.362 -0.02 0.06 0.02 0.373 -0.02 0.07

Age at interview -0.01 0.299 -0.02 0.01 -0.002 0.726 -0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.404 -0.02 0.01

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes -0.01 0.710 -0.06 0.04 -0.004 0.881 -0.05 0.04 0.01 0.693 -0.04 0.06

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary 0.14 0.721 -0.63 0.91 0.12 0.756 -0.64 0.88 0.11 0.780 -0.65 0.86

Upper secondary 0.16 0.676 -0.60 0.93 0.14 0.707 -0.61 0.90 0.14 0.721 -0.61 0.89

Post-secondary 0.15 0.707 -0.62 0.91 0.12 0.756 -0.64 0.87 0.11 0.781 -0.64 0.86

Tertiary 0.25 0.522 -0.52 1.02 0.22 0.56 -0.53 0.98 0.22 0.569 -0.53 0.97

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant -0.05 0.243 -0.14 0.04 -0.03 0.561 -0.11 0.06 -0.01 0.746 -0.10 0.07

Half-German 0.04 0.453 -0.06 0.13 0.04 0.381 -0.05 0.14 0.04 0.391 -0.05 0.14

Turkish background 0.03 0.619 -0.09 0.15 0.06 0.335 -0.06 0.18 0.06 0.308 -0.06 0.18

Other non-German background -0.05 0.153 -0.13 0.02 -0.06 0.108 -0.13 0.01 -0.05 0.172 -0.13 0.02

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner -0.26 0.000 -0.37 -0.15 -0.27 0.000 -0.38 -0.16

Relationship duration (in months) -0.001 0.000 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.002 -0.001

Extraversion 0.01 0.042 0.000 0.01

Neuroticism 0.001 0.882 -0.01 0.01

Agreeableness 0.002 0.576 -0.01 0.01

Conscientiousness -0.01 0.061 -0.02 0.0004

Openness -0.002 0.540 -0.01 0.004

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations: 3,420 number of groups: 1,779

Model 2 number of observations: 3,306 number of groups: 1,728

Model 3 number of observations:   3,304 number of groups: 1,726

Model 4 number of observations:  3,242 number of groups:  1,678



Table 8. Associations between meeting venue and transition to parenthood 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

95% CI 95% CI 95% CI 95% CI

Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper Coeff. p lower upper

Meeting venue

Offline (ref.)

Online -0.0003 0.990 -0.04 0.04 -0.01 0.448 -0.05 0.02 -0.02 0.439 -0.05 0.02 -0.01 0.496 -0.05 0.03

Cohort

1991 -1993 (ref.)

1981-1983 0.15 0.000 0.13 0.16 0.36 0.000 0.31 0.41 0.36 0.000 0.31 0.41 0.37 0.000 0.32 0.42

1971-1973 0.14 0.000 0.12 0.16 0.64 0.000 0.54 0.74 0.63 0.000 0.52 0.73 0.64 0.000 0.54 0.75

Meeting venue x cohort

Online x 1991-1993 (ref.)

Online x 1981-1983 -0.04 0.171 -0.10 0.02 -0.01 0.777 -0.06 0.05 -0.01 0.826 -0.06 0.05 -0.01 0.756 -0.06 0.05

Online x 1971-1973 0.05 0.216 -0.03 0.12 0.09 0.016 0.02 0.17 0.11 0.006 0.03 0.18 0.09 0.021 0.01 0.17

Gender

Male (ref.)

Female 0.02 0.026 0.002 0.03 0.01 0.036 0.001 0.03 0.02 0.012 0.00 0.03

Age at interview -0.03 0.000 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.000 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.000 -0.03 -0.02

Currently living in East Germany

No (ref.)

Yes 0.05 0.000 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.000 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.000 0.04 0.07

Highest education

Currently enrolled (ref.)

Primary and lower secondary 0.12 0.000 0.09 0.15 0.11 0.000 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.000 0.08 0.14

Upper secondary 0.11 0.000 0.08 0.14 0.10 0.000 0.08 0.13 0.10 0.000 0.07 0.13

Post-secondary 0.10 0.000 0.07 0.13 0.09 0.000 0.06 0.13 0.09 0.000 0.06 0.13

Tertiary 0.11 0.000 0.07 0.14 0.10 0.000 0.07 0.14 0.10 0.000 0.06 0.13

Ethnicity

German native  (ref.)

Ethnic-German immigrant 0.04 0.015 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.011 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.007 0.01 0.08

Half-German 0.02 0.294 -0.01 0.04 0.02 0.252 -0.01 0.05 0.02 0.125 -0.01 0.05

Turkish background 0.01 0.661 -0.04 0.06 0.01 0.735 -0.04 0.05 0.00 0.909 -0.04 0.05

Other non-German background -0.01 0.369 -0.04 0.01 -0.01 0.326 -0.04 0.01 -0.01 0.555 -0.04 0.02

Partner

Same partner (ref.)

New partner 0.05 0.000 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.000 0.03 0.08

Relationship duration (in months) 0.0003 0.001 0.0001 0.001 0.0003 0.001 0.000 0.001

Extraversion -0.001 0.369 -0.003 0.001

Neuroticism -0.003 0.023 -0.01 -0.0004

Agreeableness 0.002 0.188 -0.001 0.004

Conscientiousness 0.002 0.104 -0.0005 0.005

Openness -0.003 0.012 -0.005 -0.001

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the baseline and outcome measure interview

Model 1 number of observations:  13,832 number of groups: 4,639

Model 2 number of observations:  13,564 number of groups: 4,549

Model 3 number of observations:  13,531 number of groups: 4,540

Model 4 number of observations:  13,393 number of groups:  4,444



Appendix Table 1. All heterosexual respondents who met new partners between 2011 and 2016 

through online venues (%) 

 

  Wave 4 Wave 5 Wave 6 Wave 7 Wave 8 

  2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 

Other 89 88 85 83 79 

Met online via partner finding service 3 3 4 5 8 

Met online via social networks, chat rooms, etc. 7 9 12 13 13 

Total (n) 875 722 570 470 426 
 

 

  



Appendix Table 2. Associations between intentions to have a first child and meeting venue 

        95% CI   

    Coeff. p lower upper 

Intentions to have a first child         

  No (ref.)         

  Yes 0.22 0.001 0.09 0.34 

Cohort         

  1991 -1993 (ref.)         

  1981-1983 0.05 0.558 -0.13 0.24 

  1971-1973 -0.12 0.755 -0.86 0.63 

Meeting venue × cohort         

  Online × 1991-1993 (ref.)         

  Online × 1981-1983 -0.16 0.065 -0.33 0.01 

  Online × 1971-1973 -0.16 0.666 -0.88 0.56 

Gender         

  Male (ref.)         

  Female -0.02 0.446 -0.08 0.03 

Age at interview -0.002 0.857 -0.02 0.02 

Currently living in East Germany         

  No (ref.)         

  Yes 0.02 0.644 -0.05 0.08 

Highest education         

  Currently enrolled (ref.)         

  Primary and lower secondary -0.003 0.956 -0.09 0.09 

  Upper secondary 0.06 0.142 -0.02 0.15 

  Post-secondary -0.01 0.858 -0.11 0.09 

  Tertiary 0.12 0.09 -0.02 0.26 

Ethnicity         

  German native (ref.)         

  Ethnic-German immigrant 0.07 0.365 -0.08 0.21 

  Half-German -0.05 0.446 -0.17 0.08 

  Turkish background -0.11 0.406 -0.36 0.15 

  Other non-German background 0.10 0.095 -0.02 0.22 

Partner         

  Same partner (ref.)         

  New partner 0.01 0.858 -0.07 0.08 

Relationship duration (in months) -0.001 0.421 -0.002 0.001 

Extraversion -0.01 0.179 -0.01 0.003 

Neuroticism 0.001 0.758 -0.01 0.01 

Agreeableness -0.001 0.865 -0.01 0.01 

Conscientiousness -0.002 0.719 -0.01 0.01 

Openness -0.01 0.132 -0.01 0.002 

Note: In addition to other covariates, we controlled for the time period (in months) between the 
baseline and outcome measure interview. 

Number of observations: 721 number of groups: 590     
 


