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The rise of the internet has changed the way people meet and marry (Rosenfeld and Thomas 2012; Rosenfeld et al. 2019; Potarca, 2017,
Potarca, 2021). One-third of marriages in the United States between 2005 and 2013 began online, mostly through dating sites (Cacioppo et al.,
2013; Rosenfeld and Thomas 2012). The growth of online dating is potentially transformative: it creates a broader pool of potential partners and
opens up the possibility of meeting almost anyone with an intemet connection. Online danng allows individuals to search for and partner with
someone very different from themselves (Bruch and Newman 2018; Skopek et al. 2011; Thomas 2020). It also allows individuals to search for
specific characteristics. For instance, online dating has become the dominant method of meeting among same-sex daters, premmably because of
the efficiency of k finding a same-sex partner (Rosenfeld 2017; Rosenfeld and Thomas 2012). For individuals seeking a partner with rare
characteristics, online dating makes it easier to do so, which could lead to either more or less similarity in marriage.

(a) Homogamy is an important indicator of marriage market boundaries, especially racial homogamy, but it is unclear how the rise of online
dating has affected partner selection along racial lines in a country like the United States, where race has served as a major division in the marriage
market. Do individuals match on racial or ethnic characteristics more or less through online dating than they would have without online dating?
Existing research suggests both possibilities. There is less homogamy along racial (and educational and religious) lines among those who meet -
online than among those who meet in traditional face-to-face settings (Potarca, 2017, Potarca, 2021; Thomas 2020). Because offline social ﬁetworks
are typically segregated racially (DiPrete et al., 2011, Smith et al., 2014), online dating may facilitate interracial matching. Online daters, however,
continue to exhibit strong same-race preferences (Feliciano et al. 2011; Lewis 2016; Lin and Lundquist 2013; Robnett and Feliciano 2011).

(b) This paper contributes to existing research in two ways. First, it examines whether population-level changes in homogamy in the United

States are related to the growth of online dating. It does so by examining whether cities where online dating grew more rapidly experienced more
rapid changes in hdmogamy than cities where online dating grew more slowly. Although existing research shows that online daters are more likely
to be interracial and cross educational lines (Thomas 2020; Potarca, 2017), this could be a function of selection effects: those who choose to date
online are more open to dating individuals of a different race or ethnicity than their own. Second, we investigate whether the rise of online dating
has differential effécts on homogamy across ethnic and racial groups. Existing evidence suggests strong racial preferences among online daters,
and differences in preferences for particular groups could influence whether the rise of online dating creates homogamy similarly across groups. |

| We examine these questions in the United States by combining data from Google Trends on searches for popular online dating sites with
data from the American Community Survey on recent marriages. Using fixed-effects models to rule out time-invariant differences across dating
markets, we find that there is little association between how quickly online dating sites greW in popularity and shifts in homogamy;, either increases
or decreases. We do, however, observe a small decline in homogamy among Latinos, but not among other racial and ethnic groups, in citiés where

the rise of online dating occurred most rapidly.

(Hi#) Sabino Kornrich, Blaine Robbins, 2024, The rise of online dating and racial homogamy in marriage, Social Science Research, Volume 119,
102976.
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