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Introduction Profile Text Similarity Modeling reply probability

* Member profiles include free text responses to a ||We use a Linear Probability Model to measure the
set of questions. effect of dyad homophily and competition

 We use this text to measure the similarity of self- ||distinctiveness on the likelihood of a male u
presentation between users. receiving a reply from female v.

 For each user, we generate a TF-IDF vector from
the bag-of-words derived by taking all responses
and removing stop words.

* For users A and B with TF-IDF vectors V, and V, .
similarity between the profile text of A and B is
estimated as the cosine similarity of V, and Vg

* Online dating site users compete for the
attention of potential partners.

* What determines whether a message will receive
a reply?

* |n this work we explore the effects of two social

mechanisms on the likelihood of a response:

Homophily: similarity between a user and their

potential partner.

Distinctiveness: similarity between a user and

their competition.

Control Variables

Dyad similarity/distance measure for various
orofile properties (12 variables)

ii. Indicator of whether u and v live in the same city.
iii. The difference in attractiveness (as measured by

 We consider profile text similarity between users

: .. . . ratings) between u and the average among his
Homophily and Distinctiveness N two ways competition sets.
i. Dyad text similarity: similarity between the iv. Age of v.
» Homophily suggests that users will be successful male and the female he initiates contact v. Percentage of message v replied to.
if they are perceived as similar to the users they witn.
message. ii. Competition text similarity: average
* Theories of optimal distinctiveness suggest that a similarity of the male who initiates contact Results
user will benefit from standing out from the with a female and his competition. * Across all competition sets, a male is more likely
competition. . - . to receive a response when his profile text is
Variation of reply probability with - " -
different from the competition — net of variables
- - - imilari that account for effects of homophily.
Online Dating Site Data Text Similarity | , phtly.
| - « As the dyad-similarity increases, so does * Afemaleis more likely to respond when height,
° - ) :
We used a dataset of anonymized user activity ) hody-type, age and attractiveness of the male
from a popular U.S dating site orobability of response from a female. st able”
' ' . nave “desirable” values.
- - Homophily has an effect
® . . .
I?cek(sjaatr?dcfar;tr?lgnsec? Lejieaer::glnetSk; pmee:cs)?jgff)sr, * All other control variables support homophily.
| | V |
. . : . MLC FCC PVC
approximately 410,000 active users. . .As Market tevﬁi alhhd Fzmqle Choice swtnlarlty T
i 0 P increases, the likelihood of a response from a
* Males initiated 86% of communication and e e tp' : MLC text similarity omsorer
0 emale decreases. Being distinct from those FCC text similarity - 10,0222 :
account for 62% of all MESSagES . 5 . - PVC text similarity . -0.0074%
competing for the attention of a female
. CONTROL VARIABLES
s improves chances of success.
Types of Competition
y p p MLC attractiveness 0.1162%** -
FCC attractiveness - (0.1354%%** -
Competition sets of a male u who nitiates contact -  As profile View similarity increases, iniially the || DSRS0 e D
with a female v: female response probability decreases but later e oo rence 003197 -0.02047 0,024
increases as the similarity increases further. A Avad heigh diference 0012677 001507 00077
. Yy u 11mil Iy . . .
* Market Level: other males who also contacted male has better odds with a female if his profile dyad sought relationship type similarity  0.0009 0.0001  -0.0001
f | e v _ . L o dyad physical distance indicator 0.0070***  0.0074***  (0.0098%**
emailc v. s either distinct from or very similar to the dyad preferred age interval overlap 0.0179%%%  0.0174%%%  0,0179%#
P , ) , dyad body-type similarity _0.0028%**%  _0.0035%*%  _(.0037***
* Female Choice: other males who also contactead orofiles of males viewed by her. dyad drugs similarity 0.0041%%%  (0.0032%**  (.0027%%*
" dyad ethnicities similarity 0.0192%*%  (.0185***  (.0227%***
female v befO reu dld dyad smokes similarity 0.0076***  0.0075***  0.0062%**
* Profile View: the set of males whose profiles " 00 . dyad attractiveness difference 006407+ 00339 00599+
- - yad text similarity : : ek : etk
were viewed by v prior to being contacted by u. || zo0.195 20.190- Intercept 404e-15  1447¢-15  7.635¢-15
5 0.190 5 0.185 * p <0.05 ** p <0.01 *** p <0.005
'80.185- -50.180-
O 0.180- A 0.175-
04 . v o mo oo R - o Vi G -
TRESIERRET S SREEEE. Conclusions
STN&8IBBR °XR83IIAL 4
Dyad Text Similiarity(x10™) Text Similarity w.r.t MLC(x10™ .
g CA0) 11 Homophily: our results suggest that male-female
0.190- —1 . . . . :
=02 > L text and profile similarity increases chances of a
§0.19- EOJSS- _( '/Z response.
201 goiwo ST -4 ||+ Distinctiveness: we find that being textually
i O L different from the competition, improves a
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Market level = {m2,m3,m4,m5} °R33I3ITBE8 g °i88%%938¢ male’s odds of a response.
Female Choice ={m3,m4} Text Similarity w.r.t FCC(x10™®)  Text Similarity w.rt PvC(x107) ||* An optimal strategy will need to balance
Profile view={m6,m7} exh|b|t|ng common interests with twg.female
while standing out from the competition.




