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Abstract
How do political predispositions shape the social relationships individuals create? To address
these issues, we leverage the domain of online dating, in which we can observe people’s political
identities and preferences before they express a partner preference, which is important for
distinguishing choice homophily from induced homophily and convergence. Further, we
theoretically distinguish between two types of political homophily: preference-based homophily
and engagement-based homophily. We first conducted an experiment in which we randomized
political characteristics in online dating profiles presented to participants. To demonstrate
external validity, we also analyzed behavioral data from a novel dataset gathered from a large,
national online dating community. In both datasets, we observe that people find those with
similar political beliefs more desirable and are more likely to “match” with them compared to
people with discordant opinions. Additionally, people select relationship partners with whom
they have a shared level of interest and engagement in politics. We therefore provide the first
causal evidence that pre-match political characteristics produce political homophily and
potentially political inequality. Our results have important implications for the literatures on
social networks and politics, political polarization, homophily, social stratification and
inequality, and others.

One of the most enduring empirical phenomena in sociological research is homophily,
the tendency of people to associate with similar others (e.g., Burt 1991; Laumann 1966;
Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1987; for a thorough review, see
McPherson et al. 2001). Homophily arises for both fixed and malleable individual characteristics
such as race (e.g., Fu and Heaton 2008; Marsden 1988), education (Blossfeld 2009; Kalmijn
1993; Schwarz and Mare 2005; Zeng and Xie 2008), earnings potential (Sweeney and Cancian
2004), religiosity (Vargas and Loveland 2011), and occupational status (Hartman and Hartman
2009). Homophily is also present in relationships of various levels of intensity, including
marriages (e.g., Kalmijn 1998; Mare 1991), cohabitation and dating (Blackwell and Lichter
2004; Joyner and Kao 2005), friendships (Mouw and Entwistle 2006; Quillian and Campbell
2003; Verbugge 1977, 1983), casual romantic encounters (McClintock 2010), social contact
(Wellman 1996), acquaintanceships (DiPrete et al. 2011), and even simply knowing about
someone else (Hampton and Wellman 2001). Homophily can induce social stratification, which
can affect subsequent social outcomes and in turn further exacerbate social stratification (e.g.,
Blau 1977; Fu and Heaton 2008; Western et al. 2008).
This paper explores homophily and social stratification along a surprisingly understudied
dimension: politics. We examine political homophily as measured by political attitudes,
affiliations, and levels of engagement. Others have noted that Americans’ social networks are not
politically diverse (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; Mutz and Martin 2001) and that people appear
increasingly likely to live near like-minded citizens (Bishop 2008; Gimpel and Schuknecht
2004). This tendency toward politically polarized social interactions may risk further
stratification if it prevents exposure to alternative viewpoints (Mutz 2002; Mutz and Mondak
2006). At the same time, it is unclear why this pattern arises. There are at least three distinct
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mechanisms by which people may come to associate with politically similar others. McPherson
and Smith-Lovin (1987) distinguish between two such mechanisms: choice homophily and
induced homophily. Choice homophily refers to people’s preferences to associate with similar
others along a given dimension. 1 Conversely, induced homophily arises when social structures
constrain the types of people to whom one is exposed (see also Feld 1981, 1982; Kalmijn and
Flap 2001; Liben-Nowell et al. 2005; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1982). For instance, due to
residential segregation, people may not come into day-to-day contact with people of different
races or educational backgrounds, factors that are themselves often correlated with political
orientations.
Finally, because political attitudes are malleable over time, there is also a third possible
mechanism for political homophily: convergence (alignment), or the tendency of social partners
to influence one another’s views or behaviors after meeting (Becker and Lois 2010; Kalmijn
2005). 2 Attitudes may also converge over time because individuals who are close to one another
experience similar life events and circumstances that affect political orientations (Cohen-Cole
and Fletcher 2008). Finally, those who do not converge may be more likely to terminate their
relationships (Noel and Nyhan 2011).
In studying political homophily, we are particularly interested in isolating people’s
preferences for politically similar others because this provides direct evidence of political
polarization. In this account, if the divide between conservatives and liberals in the United States
is large enough to influence not only choices in elections but also the formations of their social
relationships, then reducing future levels of political homogeneity requires not only addressing
structural sources of homophily but also individual-level preferences for politically similar
others. At present, however, we know relatively little about the nature of political sorting in the
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formation of contemporary relationships. At the most basic level, which political characteristics
shape social sorting? Is political sorting driven by social and ideological identity (i.e.,
partisanship and ideology), specific policy attitudes, or engagement with politics more generally
(i.e., political interest)? Across those types of political characteristics, which factors are most
important? These questions are particularly ripe because existing data make it difficult to
distinguish among the different theoretical explanations for observed homophily. This is because
they tend to observe social relationships after they have formed, when the observed similarity of
relationship partners may be due to any of the three mechanisms outlined above.
We present novel data that allow us to directly measure the preferences for politically
similar relationship partners in the domain of online dating. The key advantage of our approach
and data is that we observe a broad range of stated political preferences and beliefs before people
evaluate and choose potential partners. We can therefore examine how those characteristics
predict which others a person would like to form a relationship with, a direct behavioral measure
of preference-based political homophily. In two different studies, we find that when choosing
from among potential relationship partners, individuals prefer those who have similar political
views and levels of political engagement as their own. Online pairings in which men send a
message and women reply are about 8 to 10% more similar on ideology and partisanship and
about 11% more similar in levels of political interest and economic policy views than all
potential pairings, effects which are similar in size to educational homophily and about half the
size of racial homophily. Political sorting therefore takes place even at the earliest stages of
relationship formation and in an environment in which individuals can choose from among many
different relationship partners using many different criteria.
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Our first study is a lab experiment in which we randomly manipulated the political
characteristics of online dating profiles presented to participants. We then examined whether
participants’ assessments of the profiles were predicted by the concordance of their own views
with those shown in the profile. We find that participants evaluated profiles more positively (e.g.,
had greater interest in dating the targeted individual) when the target’s profile shared their
political ideology and level of interest in politics. Because we are able to manipulate the political
characteristics of profiles while holding all other things constant, including the characteristics of
the other available dating partners, these experimental results isolate the causal effects of shared
political predispositions.
Our second study uses a novel behavioral dataset from a large, national online dating
community. This sample is substantially larger and more diverse than that used in prior studies.
These data allow us to examine how three types of political characteristics—political identity,
issue positions, and political engagement—distinguish pairings in which individuals
communicate from other potential dating partners. This behavioral measure of social discernment
is important because it provides evidence not just of stated preference for political similarity, but
also that individuals act on those preferences in their real social interactions. We find that men
are more likely to message a woman if they share these key political traits with her, and women
are similarly more likely to respond to a man’s message if they share these traits with him.
Cumulatively, the online pairings in which both members communicate show markedly higher
rates of shared political preferences than expected by chance. Sorting is strongest based on
ideology, partisanship, and political interest; it is weaker based on media choice, social and fiscal
policy positions, and attitudes about whether voting is a civic duty.
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Our findings contribute to four areas of active research in sociology. First, and most
directly, we explore in detail an aspect of homophily that has been surprisingly understudied:
social sorting on the basis of political predispositions. We use a combination of experimental and
large-scale behavioral data to reveal the nature and magnitude of how shared political
characteristics affect the romantic relationships that individuals attempt to form. Second, we
provide new theoretical and empirical evidence about the sociology of political polarization (e.g.,
Baldassarri and Bearman 2007; DiMaggio et al. 1996; Evans 2003). We document political
homophily, which is an important sociological manifestation of people becoming increasingly
divided along political lines. Additionally, we show such sorting is apparent in the formation of
romantic relationships, implying that contemporary patterns of social interactions tend to
reinforce, rather than undercut, cleavages along important political dimensions. Thus, political
homophily may be another cause of social sorting that may in turn further exacerbate political
polarization. For example, this sorting reduces political disagreement within the household,
which risks creating political enclaves and may in turn increase polarization and decrease
political tolerance (Mutz 2002; see also Jennings and Niemi 1968 and Jennings et al. 2009 for
evidence about the effects on children).
Third, we show that people are also selected relationship partners on the basis of shared
levels of political engagement, rather than solely based on ideological predispositions,
suggesting that the country may become increasingly stratified between those who have the
resources and motivation to engage with the political system and those who do not. Thus, as with
growing stratification in marriages along class and educational divisions (Schwartz and Mare
2005; Sweeney and Cancian 2004), this pattern raises the possibility that social sorting may
exacerbate differences in the distribution of political resources that are associated with the ability
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to affect public policy. If engaged people are more likely to associate with one another, then it
could help explain how such social inequality, when it affects policy outcomes, can sustain
political inequality in a feedback loop (Bartels 2009).
Finally, because our empirical analyses focus on a particular manifestation of political
homophily—the decision to initiate romantic relationships—this work adds to the literature on
assortative mating (Kalmijn 1994; Mare 1991; Rosenfeld 2005). In particular, our empirical
approach allows us to explore how attitudes, which are malleable, unlike, for example, height or
race, influence mate choice. This topic has heretofore been difficult to study because it requires
measuring attitudes prior to relationship formation.
Theoretical Overview
Dimensions of Political Homophily
How and why does politics affect the social relationships that individuals form?
Theoretically, a preference for politically similar partners may reflect a general tendency to
prefer similarity for any given personal characteristic (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954; McPherson
et al. 2001; Park and Burgess 1921; Simmel 1971). 3 Political homophily, in this view, may
simply be a particular manifestation of a preference for similar others. Of course, political
attitudes and orientations are often deeply held, and so a particular preference for politically
similar relationship partners may arise because of a view that choosing a dissimilar partner will
invite future relationship conflict (Gerber et al. 2012) or predict differences about other core
values (Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009) that may be implicated in childrearing or other salient
choices. We therefore distinguish theoretically between three different types of political
homophilyidentity homophily, issue homophily, and engagement homophilythat may
generate different patterns of social sorting.
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First, individuals may sort on political identities, such as identification with a political
party (e.g., Democrat/Republican) or with an ideological disposition (e.g. liberal/conservative).
These identities are formed early in life and persist throughout time, leading many scholars to
argue that they are more akin to group identities than simple summaries of political opinions
(Campbell et al. 1960; Green et al. 2002). Thus, in light of social and group identity theories
(Brewer 1991; Mullen et al. 1992), we expect political homophily to take place along these lines,
just as it does for social identities for which sorting is ubiquitous (e.g., ethnicity, religion).
Second, people may sort according to political issue positions, such as their stances on
economic, social, and foreign policy issues. While these attitudes are also often stable over time,
they are distinct from party and ideological identification in several ways. For instance, policy
issues evolve, moving in and out of the national policy agenda, which requires citizens to
constantly develop new beliefs (Carmines and Stimson 1989). Sometimes social groups cleave
along policy lines (e.g. pro-life vs. pro-choice activists), but unlike party identification, most
issues do not define social groups. Additionally, individuals’ policy views appear quite malleable
and subservient to political identities (e.g., Lenz 2013; Levendusky 2009). Thus, despite the fact
that issues may signal other group and value commitments, particularly on social issues, we
expect political homophily for issue positions to be weaker than it is for political identities.
Finally, people may sort based on their political engagement. Independent of whether
they agree with another person about politics, they may prefer someone who shares their (lack
of) engagement with political debates and civic issues. Those who are civically engaged may
view those who are not as failing the duties of citizenship (Thiess-Morse and Hibbing 2005),
which may be akin to violating a core value. This may in turn cause those who are not engaged
with politics to shun the engaged so as to avoid their social disapprobation; a pattern may be
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exacerbated if those who dislike politics view it as conflictual, partisan, corrupt, and uncivil
(Hibbing and Thiess-Morse 2002). We note that sorting on the basis of engagement may amplify
the effect of political homophily on identity and issue grounds: If those who are most engaged
are also seeking out those who are both engaged and agree with them, polarization will be even
sharper among the subset of the population that is engaged with the political process.
Bridging Theory and Empirics
Empirically, understanding whether or not individuals choose politically similar
relationship partners requires gathering data that allow the researcher to account for the two
alternative theoretical explanations for why relationships are more politically similar than if
selected at random. As we note above, one alternative account relates to induced homophily, in
which restrictions on the set of available partners reduce the chances of forming relationships
with politically dissimilar partners for reasons apart from a preference for political similarity. For
example, individuals may only encounter likeminded relationship partners because of politically
segregated social networks or educational environments. Alternatively, individuals may not be
concerned with politics per se, but shared politics may be correlated with other characteristics,
like religion, about which individuals do care deeply. In that type of account, shared politics is
simply a byproduct of a preference for some other type similarity.
The second alternative source of observed political similarity in formed relationships is
convergence. Because political views and orientations are malleable over time, comparisons of
the similarity of relationship partners to those not in relationships will be unable to distinguish
initial sorting from the influence of relationship partners on one another. So, for example, if
relationship partners influence each other’s political beliefs because of (1) shared interests (e.g.,
employment or family characteristics create political interests), (2) common environments (e.g.,
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those living in the same area are subject to similar community or political influences), or (3)
simple persuasion (e.g., one partner convinces the other or it is simply easier to reach agreement
than to face regular disagreement with one’s partner), then political similarity in formed
relationships may be a consequence of those relationships forming rather than a source of those
relationships. 4 Thus, unlike work studying social segmentation on the basis of less malleable
characteristics like race or educational attainment, a new approach is needed to disentangle
sorting in relationship formation from the effects of relationships on shared and changeable
political views.
Given these concerns, it is clear that the ideal dataset with which to isolate choice
homophily from induced homophily and convergence is one where we can measure a given
group of people’s attitudes before they interact socially and then observe their social interactions
in “real time.” An early example of such a research design was Snyder’s (1964) study of
members of sophomore classes from 13 rural Pennsylvania high schools, many of whom ended
up marrying one another later in life. Snyder was able to measure attitudes among a captive
group—holding fixed structural features of the marriage market—and assess assortative mating.
Unfortunately, these data are old and limited in scope. Alford et al. (2011) similarly describe the
ideal research design for studying assortative mating based on attitudes: “The ideal research
design would include a longitudinal sample of spouses before they met; however, this would
require the ability to foresee the future, or to obtain a large enough sample that by chance a large
number of people would eventually meet and mate” (370). Further, Blossfeld (2009) suggests
that data collected after people meet can never truly disentangle choice-based and induced
homophily: “Using this kind of enriched life course data, investigators will never be sure
whether positive assortative mating is the result of preferences rather than opportunities. Among
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promising steps to solve this problem are studies of dating behavior…[using] analysis of
processes of partner choice on digital marriage markets” (525-6). In addition to providing robust
data, Internet sites are also an increasingly important way in which people form relationships
with others (Rosenfeld and Thomas 2012).
This paper presents two studies that take advantage of exactly these kinds of data. In
addition to allowing us to measure attitudes prior to efforts to form relationships, we can account
for the entire range of feasible relationship partners in a given geographic area. This allows us to
rule out the possibility that homophily arises due to restrictions on the available set of dating
partners. Additionally, because we observe a rich set of information about potential dating
partners, we can distinguish a preference for politically similar others from a preference for
similarity along other dimensions (e.g., race, religion, etc.) that would also be associated with
having similar political views. Overall, these data allow us to test the hypothesis that social
relationships are initially stratified on politics because people prefer political congruence.
This paper adds to recent work that has used online interactions to study homophily.
Skopek et al. (2011) analyze data from a German online dating site and find strong evidence of
educational homophily, mainly driven by women’s preferences. Wimmer and Lewis (2010) use
data from a college’s students on Facebook to disentangle sources of racial homophily and find
that preferences are an important independent mechanism. Kossinets and Watts (2009) analyze
email exchanges within a university and find that choice and induced homophily build on one
another and interact in important ways. Hitsch et al. (2010) analyze online dating behavior from
users in two cities and find that revealed and stated preferences often align. Instead of focusing
on efforts to form relationships, other research has examined what individuals advertise in their
public profiles in online dating communities. Robnett and Feliciano (2011) uncover patterns of
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same-race stated preferences, while Anderson et al. (forthcoming) examine the relationship
between same-race preferences and political ideology. Klofstad et al. (2012) find that a minority
of people explicitly advertise their political preferences on their profiles. In a follow up study,
Klofstad et al. (2013) find that one possible cause of political assortative mating is shared
preferences for non-political attributes among conservatives and liberals.
This research also builds on studies that have explored homophily based on attitudes and
values, including political predispositions. These studies generally analyze couples after they
have met but implement various techniques to sort out selection from structual and conversion
mechanisms. Several studies have found similarities among spouses with respect to political
attitudes (e.g., Alford et al. 2011; Feng and Baker 1994; Heath and Eaves 1985; Kalmijn 1994;
Martin et al. 1986; Nagoshi et al. 1992; Vandenberg 1972). Buss (1984) and Buss and Barnes
(1986) find a strong correlation between spouses’ political beliefs but find no increase over time,
suggesting initial (choice or induced) homphily. Similarly, some researchers have studied
newlyweds to find evidence of political sorting before couples have a chance to converge (Luo
and Klohnen 2005; Watsen et al. 2004), although such convergence may take place prior to
marriage or may be a byproduct of induced homophily or sorting on other characteristics.
Generally, political similarity predicts attraction (Byrne 1997; Byrne and Griffitt 1973; Byrne et
al. 1967). In a speed dating experiment, Tidwell et al. (forthcoming) find that shared political
affiliation (among other variables) predicts matching, while in a similar setup Luo and Zhang
(2009) find that physical attractiveness drowned out the effects of almost all other variables.
More generally, while the bulk of studies that compare relationships that have formed to those
that have not find spousal similarity, some have not. For instance, Snyder’s (1964) study with the
pre-post design mentioned above found little evidence of pre-match sorting based on attitudes.
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Overall, there are no contemporary studies of observed relationship formation that
simulatenously account for (1) the entire range of potential relationship partners (to account for
induced homohily); (2) pre-match political characteristics (to rule out convergence homphily);
and (3) a large set of non-political characteristics on which individuals may choose that are
potentially correlated with shared political orientations.
Overview of Studies
Increasing Importance of Online Dating
Online dating has become an increasingly important means by which Americans search
for romantic partners (Rosenfeld and Thomas 2012). According to a Pew Study conducted in
2005, 74% of single Americans seeking partners reported using the Internet to facilitate dating
(Madden and Lenhart 2006). 5 A substantial number of marriages also result from interactions
started online. For instance, a Harris Interactive study conducted in 2007 found that 2% of U.S.
marriages could be traced back to relationships formed on eHarmony.com, a single online dating
site (Bialik 2009).
Undeniably, online dating is becoming an increasingly popular and common method by
which people form romantic relationships. However, two caveats about these data are in order.
First, we observe only the initial periods of relationship formation, making it difficult to observe
long-term effects of shared political affiliation. Second, the population of online daters is not a
perfectly representative subset of the population of Americans on the relationship market.
Accordingly, our results are valid for the subject populations we study. Despite these limitations,
we note above the multiple advantages of these data for understanding political homophily.
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Study One: A Laboratory Experiment
Procedures
We recruited 198 subjects to participate in a study about online dating. Subjects were
paid $10 for their participation in the experiment, which did not involve deception and was held
in a university research lab. The study took about half an hour to complete. 6 All data were
collected anonymously using network computers provided in the lab. After we obtained
informed consent, subjects took a short survey about their personal characteristics and prior
online dating behavior. (The complete text of the survey appears in Appendix 1.) Next, they were
asked to evaluate 15 randomly constructed opposite-sex dating profiles. We describe how those
profiles were constructed and the evaluations gathered in greater detail below. Finally, subjects
were asked a series of questions about the factors they considered important in selecting dating
partners and why they thought the study was being conducted, after which they were debriefed
and paid for their participation. 7
The profiles were presented in a standard template similar to those found on many
popular online dating sites. Indeed, we used elements of the most popular online dating websites
in our own design, enhancing the realism of the experimental stimuli. A sample profile appears
in Figure 1, and the complete list of information included in the profile is listed in Table 1, where
we also show which characteristics were randomly manipulated and the range of values used.
These independent manipulations included a person’s picture, textual description, user ID, age,
gender, height, physical stature, and political orientation. The photographs, user IDs, and profile
text were harvested from existing public dating profiles. 8 However, no combination of a
photograph, user ID, or profile text came from an actual profile.
Participants were shown a profile and asked to evaluate it by answering six questions in
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closed response format about (1) the person’s attractiveness, (2) their interest in contacting the
person, (3) their interest in responding to a message from the person, (4) whether or not they
could get along with the person in the long term, (5) their assessment of the person’s values, and
(6) their interest in being friends with the person. These questions tap multiple dimensions of
evaluations, from simple measures of physical attractiveness to interest in dating and beliefs
about long term compatibility and shared values. Full question wordings and response options
are presented in Appendix 1.
Method of Analysis
Our primary theoretical interest is in the effect of the manipulation of the political
description in the profile on evaluations of the person portrayed in the profile. Politics was
randomly assigned with equal probability to: none (i.e., the field for political affiliation was left
blank), “Not interested in politics,” “Conservative,” “Moderate,” and “Liberal.” This
manipulation allows us to assess political sorting along two dimensions. First, we can ascertain
whether or not participants evaluate more favorably individuals who share their political
ideology than those who do not. Second, we can assess whether or not participants react more
favorably to individuals who have similar levels of political interest. Note that because the
political affiliation of each profile was independently randomized, it is uncorrelated with any
other aspect of the profile (e.g., religion, education, physical attractiveness, etc.).
Because this is an experiment and both politics and other features of the profiles were
randomly assigned, our analysis of these data is straightforward. In particular, for each outcome
measure Y we estimate participant i’s evaluation of profile j using the following equation,
Yij = αi + β1*Match Ideologyij + β2*Match Not Interested in Politicsij + β3*No politics in
profilej + β4*Not Interested in politics in profilej + β5*Liberal in profilej +
β6*Conservative in profilej + β7*Match Religion Christianij + β8*Match Not Religiousij
+ β9*Better educated profilej + β10*Education matchesij + β11*Younger profilej +
14

β12*Absolute age difference between profile and participantij + β13*Taller profilej +
γ*Picturej + η*Profile Textj + εij.
The unit of analysis is a participant-profile dyad, meaning that there are 2955
observations (197 respondents x 15 profiles) in the dataset. 9 Our primary interest is the effect of
shared political ideology and shared levels of political interest. “Match Ideology” is coded “1” if
the participant’s self-reported ideology (Liberal, Conservative, or Moderate) matches the
ideology shown in the profile, and “0” otherwise. “Match Not Interested in Politics” is coded “1”
if the respondent reports “hardly at all” or “only now and then” for how often s/he follows
politics and the profile states “Not interested in Politics.” Additionally, we include indicators for
profiles that do not list politics and those that state not interested in politics. Our theoretical
prediction is that β1 and β2 will be greater than 0.
In addition to these political variables, we also account for whether the profile was the
taller of two heights assigned, whether the respondent and profile matched on religion (either
Christian or not religious), whether the profile had the higher education level of the two
assigned, and whether the respondent had the same education level as the profile. Finally, we
also included indicators for each individual picture and each individual profile textual
description. Prior work suggests β12 will be less than zero (i.e., larger age gaps depress
evaluations), and the remaining coefficients (β7-β11, β13) should be positive.
We estimate equation (1) using OLS regression with fixed effects for the individual
respondent (αi) and cluster standard errors at the respondent level to account for correlated
responses by each respondent. 10 Results for this specification appear in Table 2. All dependent
variables are scaled to range from 0 to 1, with 1 representing the most positive outcome and 0
representing the most negative one.
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Results
In column (1), we begin by estimating the effect of the experimental manipulations on
evaluations of interest in dating, the measure most similar to our outcome in the behavioral data.
We find that shared ideology increases assessments of interest in dating by about .032 units
(p<.01) 11 and a shared lack of interest in politics improves evaluations by .033 units (p<.07).
Within respondent, by comparison, the average standard deviation of interest in dating is about
.25 units (see the bottom row of Table 2), so substantively these manipulations affect average
evaluations by about 13% of that range. In short, shared politics, measured both ideologically
and as level of interest, affects how much participants stated they would like to date the people in
the profiles we presented to them. 12
Some of the other factors manipulated in the profile also have statistically significant
effects on evaluations. For example, a shared non-religious orientation increases interest in
dating by .039 units (p=.01), similar in magnitude to the effect of shared Christian identity (.047,
p=.02). The effect of shared educational attainment is small and statistically insignificant, but
being better educated increases interest in dating by .03 units (p=.01). We do not find statistically
significant effects of variation in height or age, which may be due to the relatively narrow range
of ages and heights used in the experiment.
We find similar effects for shared political orientations for the other outcome measures,
which are shown in the remaining columns of Table 2. In columns (2) through (4) the outcome
variables are measures of interest in responding to a hypothetical message, beliefs about longterm compatibility, and assessments of shared values, respectively. In each case, shared ideology
has a statistically significant effect on evaluations, and those effects are similar in magnitude to
those observed for interest in dating. Relative to the average standard deviation by respondent for
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each outcome (shown in the bottom row of the table), shared ideology increases interest in
responding by 12% of that amount, interest in long-term dating by 16%, and assessments of
shared values by 20%. By the same comparison, shared lack of political interest increases
assessments of likelihood of responding by a statistically significant 18%, but has more modest
(11%, p=.11, and 2%, p=.41) effects on interest in long-term dating and assessments of shared
values, respectively.
We also asked two more general questions about participants’ evaluations of the people
shown in the profiles. The first was about whether or not the person was attractive (column 5),
which is perhaps the least likely case for politics to affect evaluations. Nonetheless, we find
evidence that shared political ideology improves assessments of attractiveness by a statistically
significant 9% (p=.03) relative to the average standard deviation by respondent, and shared lack
of interest does so by 16% (p=.03). The magnitude of the effect of shared ideology is about the
same as evaluating a profile with a better-educated person and somewhat smaller than the effect
of shared non-religious orientation. Finding that politics, as well as these other factors, affect
assessments of attractiveness suggests that overall evaluations of an online dating profile are
affected by all the information provided in it.
The second general question was about whether or not the profile displayed is someone
the participant would like to be friends with (column 6), which we used to assess non-romantic
social sorting. Shared ideology improves friendship assessments by 17% relative to the average
standard deviation by respondent (p<.01), but shared lack of interest has effects close to zero.
This pattern is most similar to assessments of shared values, where shared ideology had large
effects but shared lack of interest had much smaller effects. Interestingly, shared ideology has
larger effects on friendship assessments than either shared religious orientations or being better
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educated.
Our original specification defines ideological matching as taking place only if a
participant and the profile share a common ideology. This means that we do not code a
participant-profile dyad as a match if the participant is liberal or conservative and the profile is of
a moderate. It could be the case, however, that moderates are perceived as ideologically close by
both liberals and conservatives. For this reason, we also replicated our analysis after excluding
all moderate profiles. The effects of shared ideology are highly similar in this restricted sample,
implying that our original coding of shared ideology is correct (See Appendix Table A1). We
have also examined whether these results are driven by differences in how men and women react
to political cues. Analysis broken down by the gender of the participant appears in Appendix
Table A2, where we find that the effects of shared ideology are indistinguishable for men and
women.
The results of this experiment provide strong causal evidence that shared political
orientations, measured using both ideology and interest in politics, affect social evaluations in
the online dating context. People prefer politically similar others when evaluating potential
dating partners. By randomly manipulating the political characteristics presented to participants
in these dating profiles, we are able to isolate the effect of political factors from other factors that
may also affect evaluations. The remaining question is whether these survey measures accurately
predict behavior outside of the experimental setting. To address this question, we turn to our
second study.
Study Two: An Observational Study of Behavioral Data
The Online Dating Site
The data for Study 2 come from a major, national online dating site, which we refer to as
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“the site.” 13 Users interact with the site using an Internet web browser, and can also choose to be
notified about activities on the site by email. Details of how the site operates and how users
interact within it appear in the Supplemental Appendix and are summarized here. When a user
first joins the site, he or she constructs a public profile, which can include a photograph and a
free-form textual description. As part of their profile, users can list a series of attributes that they
are looking for in their potential dating partners: sexual orientation, relationship status, age,
location, and what the other user is looking for (e.g., casual dating, a serious relationship, etc.).
After reporting this public information, the user then has the option of answering other
questions about his or her personality, interests, and opinions about relationships. These items
are referred to as “match questions,” distinct from the profile questions that are part of setting up
an account. These questions, which include both items submitted by users and the operators of
the site, are eclectic. The site operators indicated to us that in constructing questions, they sought
to mimic the types of conversations people might have on dates. Users also report how important
each question they answer is to them in partner choice on a five-point scale (“mandatory,” “very
important,” “somewhat important,” “a little important,” and “irrelevant”). Answers to these
questions are not made public unless the user specifically requests that this occur, which we are
told is rare. As we describe in greater detail below, our new political questions were included in
this list of non-profile questions.
Once a user has completed a profile, the user can search for others based on the profile
characteristics mentioned above. Users can also filter based on whether their potential match has
a photo as well as recent account activity. The site also presents suggested matches to
respondents based on what they state they are looking for in their profile. Additionally, the site
creates a “match score” based on the match questions answered by the user and all potential
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partners, taking into account the user’s stated importance of each of the questions and the other
users’ responses. All online dating sites use proprietary algorithms to suggest potential matches
to users. However, unlike the fixed algorithms for suggesting potential matches used by most
other online dating sites, the site’s algorithm allows users to assign greater weight to those
factors they believe are important in partner choice, including politics. For this reason, the role of
shared politics in shaping the match score, and therefore which individuals a user initially
reaches out to, is a function of a user’s own explicit preferences for shared political views. In
other words, the fact that users themselves may use political preferences to shape the algorithm
(which may influence their behavior on the site) is exactly the phenomenon we are attempting to
explore.
Our analysis here focuses on the acts of sending a message and responding to it, which is
a means by which individuals can converse with one another and, if desired, arrange interactions
outside of the online dating environment (e.g., private email communications, phone calls, or
dates).
Sample and Dataset Overview
We obtained a list of all users who were registered on the site for the period between
October 1, 2010 and December 15, 2010. We began by removing from this list users whose site
membership was revoked for inappropriate behavior, who withdrew from the site before the end
of the sample period, or who resided outside the 50 U.S. States or the District of Columbia.
Additionally, for reasons of analytic tractability, we restricted our analysis to heterosexual men
and women age 18 to 64 who reported being single and seeking heterosexual opposite sex
partners. 14 Finally, to eliminate inactive users and low quality profiles, we removed all men who
never sent a message or were never replied to and all women who were never sent a message or
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never replied to a message. These restrictions yield 142,964 men and 119,754 women.
The final dataset for our analysis is a set of dyads, in which for a given geographic area,
we form all possible pairwise comparisons between each man and each woman. 15 Geographic
areas are identified by 2-digit zip codes (e.g., 60, which includes all zip codes from 60000 to
60999), which is the lowest level of geographic reporting provided to us by the site and which is
chosen so that users could meet in person if they wanted to. This yields a dataset of 367,047,169
dyads, which we use for our analysis.
Outcome Measurement
We examine three outcomes in our analysis. The first outcome is a man sending a
message to a woman in a shared geographic area. While both men and women send messages,
men overwhelmingly initiate on-line conversations, 16 and so we begin by exploring men’s initial
efforts to reach out to women. In the complete dataset, men send messages to 0.565% of the
women with whom they are in a dyad. Selected descriptive statistics for this sample, broken
down separately for men and women, appear in Table A3 in the appendix.
The second outcome we analyze is each woman’s messaging behavior in response to a
man having sent her a message. Here, we begin by taking all cases where a man sent a woman a
message in the same geographic area and retain cases where there is variation in the woman’s
responding behavior and whether each man’s messages yield responses. This yields a dataset of
2,073,902 dyads composed of 142,622 unique men and 119,569 women in which women
respond to 24.09% of the messages sent to them.
Finally, our third outcome of focus is the joint occurrence of a man messaging a woman
and a woman replying. Insofar as bilateral communication is required to continue and develop a
social relationship, this analysis provides us with a means to assess the cumulative effect of a
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man’s initial messaging and a woman’s replying behavior on the formation of potentially
enduring relationships. This analysis employs the same dataset used in the analysis of men’s
initial messaging behavior. In the entire sample, in 0.136% of dyads both parties send messages.
Independent Variables
The site, in cooperation with us, fielded seven new political questions. These seven
questions tap three overarching individual political characteristics: (1) political identity; (2) issue
positions; and (3) political participation. The question wordings are presented in Appendix 2. We
included three questions to tap various aspects of political identity, or how individuals describe
themselves in political terms. In addition to partisanship and liberal-conservative ideology (two
traditionally-studied identities in studies of political behavior), we also asked about users’ media
choices, which might indicate political orientation in a less-explicit manner. In addition to
measuring users’ broad political orientations, we also asked them about their positions on
specific issues, one economic and one social/cultural. Finally, we asked two questions designed
to tap users’ political engagementhow important politics is to them personally and the level of
participation they expect of other citizens. These questions, while not exhaustive of political
identity and beliefs, cover a broad range of elements of political identity and orientation towards
politics. Political Ideology and Importance of Politics most closely match the manipulated
independent variables from Study 1. 17
Our goal is to analyze how well responses to these political questions predict sorting on
the site. These questions were presented to users in the larger set of potential match questions
during the period covered by our study. As with any other match question, users had the option
to decline answering each of these new questions. We sought to use standard question wording
from existing surveys (e.g., the American National Election Study and the General Social
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Survey) where possible, but negotiations with the site and technical concerns affected the final
set of questions that were fielded.
In addition to these seven new questions, we also used site participants’ responses to a
range of other questions included in the non-anonymous profile to account for user preferences
and characteristics. The public profile variables include age, height, education, race, what the
user is looking for in a dating partner, tobacco/alcohol/drug use, whether the user has/wants kids,
length of short textual description, and religion. Note that many of these public questions may be
correlated with politics (e.g., race, religion).
Results
We examine the level of political and non-political sorting in online dating markets. To
do so, we compare dyads in which parties communicate to the entire set of dyads in each
geographic area. We focus on three outcomes: men’s initial messaging behavior, women’s
replying behavior (conditional on having been sent a message), and the joint probability a man
sends a woman a message and she replies. We do so separately for five non-political
characteristics on which individuals may seek to match (height, age, race, religion, and
education), and the three categories of political questions mentioned above. The non-political
characteristics provide a baseline with which to calibrate the effects of political predispositions.
In Table 3, we compare homophily in the population of eligible dyads to those in which
our outcome of interest occurs. So, for example, the first row of Table 3 begins by displaying the
proportion of all dyads in which men and women are in the same height quintile. By this
calculation, 23.4% of all dyads match on this measure of height similarity. Among those cases in
which a man sends a message, however, height is matched 24.7% of the time, a proportional
increase in height homogeneity of about 5.5% [(24.7-23.4)/23.4]. (Not surprisingly given the
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large number of observations in our dataset, most differences between dyads that message and
those that do not, for each messaging outcome, are statistically significant at p < .001. For this
reason, we instead highlight cases where results are not statistically significant.) The second
group of numbers is for the universe of dyads included in the woman’s replying analysis (i.e.,
cases where a man first messaged a woman). Here, 24.7% of all dyads match on height, a
number that increases to 25.7% among cases where women reply, a proportional increase of
about 4%. In other words, women are reinforcing the initial sorting based on height performed
by men. 18 Finally, the rightmost set of numbers is the same dataset as used for the man sending
analysis, but here the outcome is joint messaging behavior. We find that the cumulative effect of
shared height is even larger: it increases the probability both parties send a message relative to all
dyads by 9.8%.
As this table makes clear, matching on height is not an anomalous case. Focusing on the
remaining non-political items, age differences (i.e., users not in the same 5-year bin) reduce joint
messaging by over a half, shared race increases cases of joint messaging by 16.6%, shared
religion by 50.0%, and shared education by 10.6% (all comparisons are relative to the baseline of
all geographically constructed dyads).
By comparison, the political items vary considerably in their discernment. At the low
end, shared beliefs about the role of religion in shaping policy (0.6% proportional decrease for
both parties messaging, which is the only case in which dyads where messaging takes place are
less similar than those in which it does not), the duty to vote (2.1%), and media preferences
(3.8%) are modestly associated with joint messaging. By contrast, common ideology (7.7%),
partisanship (9.5%), levels of political interest (10.7%), and ideas about how to balance the
budget (10.8%) are substantially more frequent in dyads where both parties communicate. These
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larger effects are on par with the effects of shared educational attainment. Recall that ideology
and political interest were also the two variables we manipulated in the laboratory experiment.
The effects of shared ideology and levels of political interest are therefore consistent in both
studies, and concord with our theoretical expectations that political identities and engagement
should be especially strong predictors of political homophily.
Several patterns in these results are important to highlight. First, of the 21 differences in
proportions for the political items shown in Table 3, 19 are positive and statistically significant,
indicating increased homogeneity relative to all dyads. Second, as with the non-political items,
women appear to reinforce the initial increase in political homogeneity generated by men’s
messaging behavior (women also appear to select on shared views about the role of religion in
shaping policy, whereas men do not). This provides direct evidence that women’s choices are
important in shaping the observed levels of homogeneity (i.e., men do not fully anticipate
women’s responses and women do not simply respond to some random proportion of the
messages they receive). 19 Third, there are large baseline differences in match rates across items,
differences that reflect both the frequency with which different items were answered and the
range of responses given in different geographic areas. At one extreme, 89.7% of geographically
constructed dyads match on beliefs about the role of religion in setting policy (2 response options
were available), but only 28.2% match in levels of political interest (4 response options). There is
also a large range in the frequency with which our political items were answered, from a low of
about 4.5% (partisanship) to a high of 44.1% (political interest).
One potential concern with this analysis is that communication behavior in the online
dating environment may not reflect more serious decisions about forming enduring social
relationships. We take two different approaches to address this concern. First, we replicate our
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earlier analysis, but require more extensive communication to take place before coding an
outcome as having occurred. Specifically, we require a person to have sent five messages to code
that person as having communicated. Results of this analysis for more fully developed
relationships are shown in Panel A of Table A4. Given the relative infrequency of these
outcomes (in only 4.7% of cases do women respond with at least 5 messages and in only 0.026%
of cases do both parties send at least 5 messages), these data are relatively sparse. Nonetheless,
for the 5 non-political measures, all 15 proportional increases in match rates are positive and
statistically significant. Additionally, for the 7 political items, we find 16 proportional increases
in match rates (14 statistically significant at p<.05) and 5 decreases in match rates. Cumulatively,
this pattern implies that it is not simply casual conversation partners who exhibit sorting along
political lines, sorting that might be less relevant as individuals learn more about others through
continued interactions.
In addition to focusing on more developed relationships (i.e., those in which more
messages are sent), we also replicate our results among users more likely to be seeking serious
relationships. We employ two definitions of seriousness: (1) those who self-report seeking longterm dating relationships and (2) those who report seeking long-term relationships and wanting
to have children. Results for these samples appear in panels B and C, respectively, of Table A4.
Among these more “serious” samples (and those who, ex ante, one might believe are more likely
to subsequently form families and have children), results are similar to those reported above.
Apart from the case of church-state separation, we find increased homogeneity for all of the
political and non-political characteristics considered in this analysis. It is therefore less likely that
our earlier results were driven by casual dating concerns that would not affect decisions about
more important and enduring personal relationships.
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Overall, these data provide clear evidence of increased political homogeneity in the
subset of online dyads in which men message, women respond to an initial message, and both
parties send a message. Confirming our earlier experimental finding, these data suggest that
individuals outside of the laboratory setting also exhibit a behavioral preference for political
homogeneity. Additionally, unlike much prior research, these data show that shared political
predispositions precede relationship formation. Thus, it is not simply that social relationships
generate shared political beliefs, but instead that shared political beliefs lead to the generation of
new relationships.
Multivariate Analysis
Although these observational data do not allow us the same experimental control as in the
laboratory setting, we can nonetheless undertake additional regression analysis to assess the
robustness of these results to including an extensive set of control variables. In addition to the
publically available profile information (e.g., race, education, religion), we also include
anonymous responses to 40 existing match questions. 20 Additionally, we harvested information
about users’ behaviors in the online dating environment. For this analysis, computational limits
force us to select a subset of the original dataset (see supplementary appendix for details). Full
question wordings and coding for the profile and match questions, as well as complete results of
the regression analyses, appear in the supplemental appendix.
The statistical analysis we undertake uses equation (2),
(2) Sendij = γΣmiwj + β1Mj + β2Mi + η1Rj + η2Ri + εij,
where i indexes men and j indexes women, Sendij is a dichotomous variable taking on the value 1
when man i sends an initial message to woman j and 0 otherwise, miwj represents a vector of
personal characteristics of the man (mi) and woman (wj), and εij represents the stochastic error.
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The model also controls for a woman’s received messaging rate (Mj), the proportion of time a
woman is messaged that she responds in the dataset (Rj), a man’s messaging rate (Mi), and the
proportion of time that his messages are responded to (Ri). The woman’s received messaging rate
(Mj) is included as a proxy for her overall desirability—women who receive more messages
should, on average, be more desirable conversation partners than those who receive fewer
messages. The woman’s rate of replying (Rj) is included to account for the possibility that men
are strategic and more frequently contact women who reply at higher rates. The man’s messaging
rate (Mi) is a proxy for his overall rate of reaching out to women, while the rate at which his
messages are replied to (Ri) is a proxy both of his desirability and his effort in constructing
messages. We also test the robustness of our results to specifications that employ fixed effects
for individual men in lieu of these proxies of men’s activity and quality (Mi and Ri) and find they
produce highly similar results. 21
In order to avoid making any functional form assumptions about the effect of the
different response profiles included in miwj on outcomes, we created a series of indicator
variables representing each possible response to each item, including whether the response was
missing where appropriate. For example, when examining the effect of liberal-conservative
ideology on men’s messaging behavior, one miwj variable would be “Ideology: Man Liberal,
Woman Liberal” and another would be “Ideology: Man Liberal, Woman Conservative.” (Where
feasible, the omitted category was set to the case where the woman’s response was missing.) The
test of the linear combination of “Man Liberal, Woman Liberal” minus “Man Liberal, Woman
Conservative” is therefore the estimate of how much more likely a liberal man is to message a
liberal rather than a conservative woman after accounting for all other factors included in the
model.
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We estimate equation (2) via OLS, clustering standard errors by man. 22 We present OLS
models because of the ease of analytical interpretation and speed of computation. Selected
models estimated using logistic regression are available upon request and provide substantively
similar results. For the analysis examining the probability a woman responds to a man’s
message, we again use equation (1), substituting as the dependent variable Replyij for Sendij.
Replyij takes on the value 1 when woman j sends a message to man i after having received a
message from him and 0 otherwise (as a reminder, this analysis is restricted to cases in which
man i first sent a message to woman j; additionally, in this case we cluster standard errors at the
women level). Finally, for the analysis examining the joint probability that both a man sends a
message and a woman replies, the dependent variable is BothSendij, which takes on the value 1
when man i sends a message to woman j and she replies and 0 otherwise (i.e., either the man did
not send a message or the woman did not reply despite the man having sent a message). Standard
errors are clustered by man for the third analysis.
We begin by analyzing men’s decisions to initially message a woman. For ease of
presentation, we present our results graphically and report complete regression results in the
supplemental appendix. For reasons of space, we focus on results concerning our political
variables of interest and present the results for important non-political items (e.g., race,
education, etc.) in the supplemental appendix. In these initial specifications, sets of political
items (e.g., ideology or partisanship) are included individually. As shown in Figure 2, sorting
based on political characteristics appears to be strong and prevalent. We begin with the measures
of Political Identity. The top of the figure illustrates that both liberal and conservative men are
more likely to message women of similar political ideology, consistent with the results from the
experiment in Study 1. A liberal man is 0.51 percentage points more likely to message a liberal
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woman vs. a conservative woman, a nearly 39% increase over the baseline messaging rate (p<
.001). Conservative men behave in an even stronger assortative fashion (0.58 percentage points,
44%, p<.001). Partisanship exhibits a significant effect as well. Republican males prefer
Republican females over Democratic females by 0.66 percentage points (p<.001, 51%), with
Democratic males exhibiting a preference for Democratic females over Republican females by
0.46 percentage points (p<.001, 36%). Media outlet preferences have smaller correlations with
messaging: The effect of shared preferences for Fox News increases the probability of messaging
by 0.28 percentage points (p<.01), and the effect of shared preferences for MSNBC is 0.13 (p =
.21). Hence, we find strong evidence of political social sorting based on traditional measures of
political identity (party identification and liberal-conservative ideology), but men appear less
likely to base their messaging behavior on shared media choice.
Beliefs about Issue Positions also provide evidence of sorting explicitly on the basis of
politics. Men believing that church and state should be separate are 0.19 percentage points more
likely to message a similarly minded woman compared to a socially conservative one (p <.01,
14%). For socially conservative men the effect exceeded the baseline messaging rate by 38%
(0.50 percentage points, p < .01). Interestingly, our earlier descriptive analysis did not document
sorting on the basis of this preference, suggesting it is correlated with another factor (e.g.,
religious orientation) included in the regression model. Once we account for those factors, we
now find that shared beliefs about the role of religion in shaping policy affect communication
behavior. Positions on fiscal issues also influenced men’s messaging behavior. The total effect of
common beliefs about how to balance the budget on sorting is 0.28 percentage points (p=.10,
6%) for those preferring spending cuts and 0.28 percentage points (p<.01, 22%) for those
preferring raising taxes.
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Finally, men also appear to be sorting on Political Engagement in their messaging
behavior. A politically interested man (i.e., one for whom politics is personally very important) is
0.54 percentage points more likely to message a woman expressing similar interest in politics vs.
a woman expressing no interest (p<.001, 42%). Politically disinterested men exhibit a similar
effect (0.38 percentage points, p <.01, 29%). These effects are also consistent with the results on
political interest from Study 1. For the other political engagement variable—the “duty to vote”
question—effects are more modest. Men who believe that voting is a civic duty are less likely to
message women who do not believe it is (0.13 percentage points, p < .001, 10%), and men who
do not believe that voting is a duty are less likely to contact women who believe it is (0.12
percentage points, p < .01, 9%).
We next analyze whether women’s political attitudes and dispositions affect their
decisions to reply to a man’s initial communication (see Figure 3). In most cases, women either
modestly reinforce men’s political sorting or do not counteract it. Across the 14 marginal effects
presented in Figure 3, we estimate 10 positive coefficients (4 are significant at p<.05) and 4
negative coefficients (minimum p=.10). There are notable statistically significant and positive
results for each of the three political constructs: (1) liberal women reinforce sorting based on
political ideology; (2) women who take the liberal position on church-state separation are more
likely to respond to socially-liberal men; and (3) politically-interested women are more likely to
reply to politically-interested men. Overall, these results show that for some important political
factors, women are reinforcing men’s initial political sorting. Further, women are rarely undoing
it. Most importantly, this means that political sorting is not solely driven by men (potentially in
anticipation of women’s behaviors).
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As a final analysis, we examine whether a man and a woman both communicated with
one another in a given dyad (see Figure 4). We again find evidence for political social sorting
based on political identity, issue positions, and political engagement: (1) liberal dyads and
conservative dyads are more likely to consummate contact compared to mixed dyads; (2) shared
partisanship also influences sorting, with Republican-Republican and Democratic-Democratic
pairs more likely to jointly message compared to mixed pairs; (3) shared views about how to
balance the budget and church-state separation are associated with an increase in the probability
of joint messaging; and (4) stated personal importance of politics and views about the duty to
vote also significantly shape the likelihood of bilateral communication.
Across all the regression analyses, the general pattern that emerges is that sorting is
strongest based on ideology, partisanship, and political interest (recall that we also found
substantively large effects in Study 1 for ideology and political interest); it is weaker based on
media choice, social and fiscal policy positions, and attitudes about whether voting is a civic
duty. This is in accord with our theoretical expectation that political identities will be the most
powerful predictors of political homophily, while sorting along policy positions will be less
pronounced.
In the supplemental appendix, we assess the robustness of these results. In particular, we
undertake additional analyses by estimating models with all seven political match questions
included simultaneously as well as with users’ answers to a series of 40 additional match
questions. Overall, we find that even in those most conservative models, ideological similarity
and shared views about the importance of politics explain which relationships form, providing
clear evidence of a preference for political similarity.
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Discussion and Conclusion
The analysis presented here provides strong evidence of purposive political social sorting
in the formation of social relationships. We find that individuals seek out relationship partners
who share their political identities and degree of engagement with politics, and that this
preference for political homophily can be distinguished from either induced or conversion
homophily, as well as simply sorting on other factors that are correlated with shared political
characteristics. Our experimental study revealed that people react more positively to
ideologically congruent profiles as well as to those that exhibit similar levels of political interest.
The observational study of behavioral data demonstrated that, in the aggregate, dyads in which
men message women, women respond, and both men and women communicate, are all more
politically similar than would be expected by chance. Both analyses offer strong evidence of
political sorting because we show that shared political preferences precede relationship
formation rather than follow from it. While this analysis does not provide evidence about
whether or not those in social relationships subsequently develop more closely aligned views, it
demonstrates convincingly that shared political beliefs are not solely a consequence of those
relationships or induced by the range of available partners. Instead, a preference for political
homophily explains, in part, which relationships form.
These findings have important implications for major research areas in the social
sciences. Contributing to the extensive sociological literature on homophily and homogamy, we
find that online dating pairings where communication takes place display greater political
homogeneity than the population as a whole. We strengthen this extant literature by showing that
shared political preferences precede relationship formation. Additionally, we provide
experimental evidence that it is political orientations themselves, rather than correlated
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characteristics, that generate the apparent preference for politically similar dating partners.
Together, our two studies provide a more direct test of the claim that homogeneity originates in
political sorting because our results are not confounded by post-relationship formation
influences. The experimental setting helps use rule out the possibility these effects arise due to
the correlation between shared political orientations and other characteristics, while the
observational data provide behavioral evidence of this political sorting outside the survey
context. Finally, our findings speak not only to assortative mating based upon politics, but also to
the effect of political predispositions on the formation of social relationships more broadly.
Further, our findings have important implications for the growing literature on the effects
of social networks and the contextual environment on attitudes and behaviors, both in the
political domain and outside of it (e.g., Christakis and Fowler 2007, 2008; Heaney and McClurg
2009; Klofstad 2007; McClurg 2006). We clearly show that the social environments individuals
form—including their romantic attachments—are not haphazard and are instead inclined toward
shared political characteristics. Although the criticism that homophily is a confounder of results
positing social contagion is not new (see, e.g., Cohen-Cole and Fletcher 2008; Fowler et al.
2011; Noel and Nyhan 2011), our analysis reinforces this concern, particularly in the study of
politics, by showing that shared preferences precede the creation of those relationships.
Our analysis also lays the groundwork for future research. The next step is to examine the
entire process of political socialization. In this analysis, we show that political attitudes influence
social sorting, thereby shaping individuals’ contextual environments. However, if the social
environment affects political attitudes as well, greater initial homogeneity in relationships may
feedback into additional preferences for even greater sorting in subsequent generations. Studying
this complex process requires longitudinal data, in which we can examine how people’s social
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environments and attitude change over time. 23 Such data would also allow us to explore
conversion, or how people can affect each other’s political beliefs.
Although political socialization has a longstanding intellectual tradition in sociology and
political science, the rise of online social networking has reinvigorated the study of the effect of
social context on social relationships, political attitudes, and behavior. Accordingly, an important
preliminary question is: Do political predispositions influence how people select their social
relationships to begin with? With two novel datasets we have addressed this important question.
People do seem to construct their social lives around politics, and such sorting appears to be
more than the result of selecting on common and publically revealed demographic and social
characteristics. Of continuing importance, this finding may help explain polarization as well as
the increased homogenization of political beliefs within social networks.
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire for Study 1
Pre-Treatment Questions
1. Are you male or female?
Male
Female
2. In what year were you born?
3. What is your race or ethnicity?
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
Native American
Other
4. Are you single or in a relationship?
Single
In a relationship
5. How would you describe your political views?
Liberal
Moderate
Conservative
6. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
Less than high school diploma (Match for College)
High school diploma or equivalent (Match for College)
Some college (Match for College)
College degree (Match for College)
Some graduate school (Match for Graduate School)
Graduate school (Match for Graduate School)
7. What is your religious affiliation?
Protestant (Match for Christian)
Catholic (Match for Christian)
Jewish
Muslim
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Hindu
Buddhist
None (Match for Not Religious)
Other
8. How often do you use online dating sites?
All the time
Very often
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
9. Some people seem to follow what's going on in government and public affairs most of the
time, whether there's an election going on or not. Others aren't that interested. How often do you
follow what's going on in government and public affairs?
Most of the time
Some of the time
Only now and then (Match for not interested in politics)
Hardly at all (Match for not interested in politics)
Questions about Profiles
10. In your personal opinion, how attractive is this person?
Extremely attractive (1)
Very attractive (.75)
Moderately attractive (.5)
Slightly attractive (.25)
Not attractive at all (0)
11. If you were single, how interested would you be in contacting this person using the online
dating site?
Extremely interested (1)
Very interested (.75)
Moderately interested (.5)
Slightly interested (.25)
Not interested at all (0)
12. Suppose this person sent you a message using the online dating site. If you were single,
would you respond to their message?
Definitely would respond (1)
Probably would respond (.66)
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Probably would not respond (.33)
Definitely would not respond (0)
13. How well do you think you would get along with this person in the long term?
Get along extremely well (1)
Get along very well (.75)
Get along somewhat well (.5)
Get along a little well (.25)
Not get along with at all (0)
14. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: This person has good values.
Strongly agree (1)
Somewhat agree (.66)
Somewhat disagree (.33)
Strongly disagree (0)
15. How likely is it that you would be friends with someone like this?
Extremely likely (1)
Very likely (.75)
Somewhat likely (.5)
Slightly likely (.25)
Not likely at all (0)
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Appendix 2: Question Wordings for Political Items in Study 2
Political Identity
Political Partisanship. “How do you think of yourself politically?” (“as a Republican,” “as a
Democrat,” “as an Independent/Something else,” “I don’t think of myself in these terms/I don’t
live in the U.S.”).
Political Ideology. “How would you describe yourself politically?” (“liberal,” “centrist,”
“conservative,” “N/A”).
Media Choice. “Which of these news sources do you turn to first for information about what is
going on in politics?” (“Fox News,” “MSNBC,” “CNN,” “none of these”).
Issue Positions
Fiscal Policy Position. “What do you think is the best way for the government to balance the
budget?” (“Cut services and keep taxes at the same level,” “Raises taxes and keep services at the
same level”).
Social Policy Position. “What is closer to you view of the role of religion in government?”
(“There should be a strict separation between church and state,” “A nation’s policies should
reflect the religious beliefs of the majority”).
Political Engagement
Importance of Politics. “How important are your political beliefs to you?” (“very,” “somewhat,”
“a little,” “not at all”).
Civic Duty to Vote. “Generally speaking, do you believe that people have a civic duty to vote?”
(“Yes, people ought to vote in every election,” “No, people should vote only when they are
interested”).
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ENDNOTES
1

Homophily can also arise if people prefer to avoid others. For example, Schaefer et al. (2011)

show that homophily among people with depression is not due to attraction between depressed
individuals, but rather by avoidance of depressed people by those who do not suffer from
depression.
2

Of course, decomposing homophily into these three distinct mechanisms is a simplification, as

they may influence each other in feedbacks. For instance, someone’s choice of who to associate
with may affect characteristics of their social structure, limiting the scope of possible “friends of
friends” (Kossinet and Watts 2009; McPherson 2004).
3

This pattern may arise either because individuals explicitly prefer similarity or simply because

they use similarity to make decisions in the face of a large number of potential choices (see work
on satisficing [Bendor 2003; Simon 1978] and Tversky’s [1972a, 1972b] heuristic of
“elimination by aspects.”)
4

An additional concern about analysis that uses survey data to assess homophily relates to

measurement error, in particular the tendency for individuals to incorrectly ascribe one’s political
views to others (Goel, Mason, and Watts 2010).
5

About a quarter of all Internet users—regardless of age or marital status—visit an online dating

site in any given month (Jones 2011).
6

In the advertisement, people were asked to participate in a study of online dating websites.

Politics was not mentioned in the advertisement. Subjects were recruited between May 21, 2012
and June 18, 2012. The sample was 66% female and the median age was 22. The education
distribution was as follows: 7% had only a high school diploma, 53% had some college
education, 12% had only a college degree, 12% had some graduate education, and 17% held a
48

graduate degree. 54% of subjects identified as liberal, 37% as moderates, and 10% as
conservatives. When asked how often they followed politics: 18% said “most of the time,” 31%
said “some of the time,” 32% said “only now and then,” and 20% said “hardly at all.”
7

At the conclusion of the survey, subjects were asked to provide their assessments of why the

researchers were conducting the study. None of the subjects accurately identified politics as our
research interest.
8

Textual descriptions were edited for length and to remove inconsistencies with the other

manipulations (e.g., mentions of religion that would conflict with those we presented).
9

We eliminated one participant who did not view all 15 profiles. Additionally, there are between

4 and 12 missing responses for each outcome measure.
10

Because the dependent variables are rating scales, we also estimated the model using ordered

logistic regression and obtained substantively similar results. We report OLS regression
coefficients here for two reasons. First, they are more straightforward to discuss and interpret.
Second, econometricians (e.g., Angrist and Pischke 2009) advocate OLS over generalized linear
models (GLMs) such as ordered logit because: (1) estimating the conditional mean requires
fewer assumptions (e.g., the ordered logit model requires the proportional odds assumption); (2)
including fixed effects in GLMs produces inconsistent standard errors; and (3) there are
numerous statistical complications with including interaction terms in GLMs (see also Ai and
Norton 2003).
11

Because we have strong theoretical priors, we report one-tailed tests throughout.

12

One pattern in this table is that profiles without a mention of politics are generally evaluated

favorably relative to moderate profiles (the excluded category). We note, however, that these
profiles are evaluated about as favorably as liberal profiles.
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13

Due to our agreement with “the site,” we cannot reveal its name. Information about the site

was obtained from communication with the CEO and key technical personnel responsible for the
site’s operation. Features of the site described below have changed since 2010, the year in which
the data were collected.
14

We set aside the handful of users whose age is less than 18 to comply with imposed human

subjects requirements. The number of users over 64 is very small. We exclude those already in a
relationship because some of these users may not be seeking relationship partners. Our focus on
heterosexual men and women is driven by the relatively small number of bisexual and
homosexual users in certain geographic areas, which makes it difficult to construct a sufficiently
large set of potential messaging partners in these areas.
15

For example, if there were three men, X1, X2, and X3, and three women, Y1, Y2, and Y3, in a

geographic area, we would create 9 dyads: X1Y1, X1Y2, X1Y3, X2Y1, X2Y2, X2Y3, X3Y1,
X3Y2, and X3Y3.
16

In our dataset, men initiate outreach 88% of the time and start 84% of conversations in which

both parties participate.
17

Two features of these political questions are worth noting here. First, we were not provided

access to the weight participants gave to any question. For this reason, while we can account for
a respondent’s answer to any given question, we cannot assess how important the participant
believed the question was relative to any other question. These importance weights affect the
match score used to order the profiles presented to users when they are logged onto the site, and
therefore likely affect which other users a site member will contact if he/she does not conduct a
customized search or browse nearby listings on the basis of other factors (e.g., age). For our
purposes this is not problematic as our estimates are intended to capture the aggregate effect of
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various means of selection. Second, respondents’ answers to all match questions, including our
political questions, were largely private. This means that users could not explicitly search on the
basis of answers to these political questions (or any other match questions) apart from giving
them greater weight when answering the match questions. Political factors, or any other trait, can
be searched for indirectly if they are correlated with age or other public profile characteristics.
Additionally, users may choose to display signals of their political traits in the text of their public
profile descriptions or when sending a message to another user (e.g., describing their hobbies,
interests, occupation, etc.). People may also pick up political cues in others’ appearance and
demeanor in photographs, things that are observable to the site users but not easily measured by
the researcher.
18

Whether or not one expects women to reinforce men’s initial sorting depends on one’s

hypotheses about men’s strategic behavior. In particular, if men are accurately predicting a
woman’s likelihood of responding—that is, if they understand the factors on which women
distinguish among potential dating partners and message those women who are more likely to
respond—then we would expect whether or not a woman matches a man on that trait to have no
additional effect on her probability of responding. More concretely, suppose, for example, that
on average white women are more likely to respond to white men then black men. (Presumably,
in such a situation, exceptions would involve cases in which other factors made a white man a
less desirable conversation partner or a black man a more desirable conversation partner.) If, as a
consequence, black men on average message white women less than do white men, we might
observe few differences between the rates at which white women respond to black and white
men because all of a woman’s anticipated discernment is already accounted for by the men. For
these reasons, it is useful to think of three potential patterns in this analysis: (1) women
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reinforcing the initial sorting created by men; (2) women undoing men’s sorting; or (3) null
effects in which women are not contributing to sorting above and beyond what men have already
done, either because men anticipate their preferences or because women do not consider these
factors at all.
19

Additionally, it suggests that political sorting does not arise solely due to the site’s matching

algorithm. The matching algorithm score, which ranks potential conversation partners for those
choosing to initiate a conversation, is not automatically presented when a respondent is choosing
whether or not to respond to a message from another user. For this reason, the woman’s choice to
respond to a message is likely conditional on the matching algorithm already have affected
men’s initial outreach.
20

These questions were chosen either because they might be correlated with political concerns

(e.g., beliefs about gender roles, sex outside of marriage, and contraception) or because they
were widely answered and/or exhibited high discernment (defined as individuals differing in
their responses and rating the question as important). These questions also include responses to
various verbal and mathematical intelligence questions asked by the site (e.g., analogies, number
series, etc.) as proxies for intelligence.
21

We eschew using fixed effects in all specifications because of computational limits. Results

are similar in models using smaller samples that permit fixed effects estimations.
22

Our analysis examines the rates of messaging, responding, and joint messaging among

geographically defined dyads formed from all eligible men and women. However, the relative
performance of this method of analysis is unknown, in particular its sensitivity to false positive
results (this could originate in overly precise standard error estimates). For this reason, for both
the men’s sending and women’s replying analysis, we also conducted a form of a placebo test in
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which we pseudo-randomly simulated the behavior of interest and then estimated the model
specified above to produce the empirical distribution of coefficient estimates and standard errors
that this near-random messaging would yield. Those placebo tests, which are similar to exact
randomization tests, are described in the supplemental appendix and suggest that our standard
error estimates, assuming our model is accurately specified, are not overly precise.
23

Of course, studying such environmental effects is likely to be difficult if those environments

are themselves the function of different preferences for shared political characteristics.
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Figure 1: Sample Profile from Experiment 1

Religion

Not Religious

Education

Graduate school

Job

--

Kids

Would like, some day

Pets

--

Profile

Politics

--

The fact of the matter is I've just been too busy to meet new people. I am very driven and passionate

Drinks

Socially

Smokes

No

Drugs

No

Cutie26
25 / F / Straight / Single
White / 5'7" / Average Build

about what I do. I am also very straight forward and don't like to play games. If I like you...you will know
right away. If you don't like me...I'd like to know as soon as possible. Otherwise, I'd just like to meet
someone who I can have a few drinks with. I love TV comedies with an edge?.30 Rock, Arrested
Development, Weeds. I have sort of an edgy sense of humor. But also like Harry Potter!

Figure 2: Effect of Political Characteristics on Men's Messaging Behavior
Estimates from models with individual sets of political items
Ideology: Man Liberal, Woman Liberal vs Conservative
Ideology: Man Conservative, Woman Conservative vs Liberal

PID: Man Republican, Woman Republican vs Democrat
PID: Man Democrat, Woman Democrat vs Republican

News Source: Man Fox, Woman Fox vs MSNBC
News Source: Man MSNBC, Woman MSNBC vs Fox

Church State: Man Separate, Woman Separate vs No Division
Church State: Man No Divison, Woman No Division vs Separate

Balance Budget: Man Cut Services, Woman Cut Services vs Raise Taxes
Balance Budget: Man Raise Taxes, Woman Raise Taxes vs Cut Services

Importance of Politics: Man Very, Woman Very vs Not
Importance of Politics: Man Not, Woman Not vs Very

Duty to Vote: Man Yes, Woman Yes vs No
Duty to Vote: Man No, Woman No vs Yes

-.01

0

.01

.02

Estimate and 95% Confidence Interval
Note: Mean of DV in this sample is .0130. See Supplemental Appendix Table 2 for full regression results.

.03

Figure 3: Effect of Political Characteristics on Women's Messaging Responses
Estimates from models with individual sets of political items
Ideology: Woman Liberal, Man Liberal vs Conservative
Ideology: Woman Conservative, Man Conservative vs Liberal

PID: Woman Republican, Man Republican vs Democrat
PID: Woman Democrat, Man Democrat vs Republican

News Source: Woman Fox, Man Fox vs MSNBC
News Source: Woman MSNBC, Man MSNBC vs Fox

Church State: Woman Separate, Man Separate vs No Division
Church State: Woman No Divison, Man Division vs Separate

Balance Budget: Woman Cut Services, Man Cut Services vs Raise Taxes
Balance Budget: Woman Raise Taxes, Man Raise Taxes vs Cut Services

Importance of Politics: Woman Very, Man Very vs Not
Importance of Politics: Woman Not, Man Not vs Very

Duty to Vote: Woman Yes, Man Yes vs No
Duty to Vote: Woman No, Man No vs Yes

-.06

-.04

-.02

0

.02

.04

Estimate and 95% Confidence Interval
Note: Mean of DV in this sample is .231. See Supplemental Appendix Table 3 for full regression results.

.06

Figure 4: Effect of Political Characteristics on Joint Messaging Behavior
Estimates from models with individual sets of political items
Ideology: Man Liberal, Woman Liberal vs Conservative
Ideology: Man Conservative, Woman Conservative vs Liberal

PID: Man Republican, Woman Republican vs Democrat
PID: Man Democrat, Woman Democrat vs Republican

News Source: Man Fox, Woman Fox vs MSNBC
News Source: Man MSNBC, Woman MSNBC vs Fox

Church State: Man Separate, Woman Separate vs No Division
Church State: Man No Divison, Woman No Division vs Separate

Balance Budget: Man Cut Services, Woman Cut Services vs Raise Taxes
Balance Budget: Man Raise Taxes, Woman Raise Taxes vs Cut Services

Importance of Politics: Man Very, Woman Very vs Not
Importance of Politics: Man Not, Woman Not vs Very

Duty to Vote: Man Yes, Woman Yes vs No
Duty to Vote: Man No, Woman No vs Yes

-.005

0

.005

.01

.015

Estimate and 95% Confidence Interval
Note: Mean of DV in this sample is .0039. See Supplemental Appendix Table 4 for full regression results.

.02

Table 1: Complete List of Information Listed in Profiles (Study 1)
Piece of Information
Manipulated?
Possible Values
Profile Picture
Manipulated
32 male pictures
30 female pictures
Profile ID Name

Manipulated

30 male IDs
30 female IDs

Profile Text

Manipulated

26 male profile paragraphs
25 female profile paragraphs

Political Affiliation

Manipulated

Conservative
Moderate
Liberal
Not interested in politics
 (none listed)

Religion

Manipulated

Christian
Not Religious

Education

Manipulated

College
Graduate School

Age

Manipulated

Male profiles: 25, 28
Female profiles: 22, 25

Height

Manipulated

Male profiles: 5’9”, 6’0”
Female profiles: 5’4”, 5’7”

Sexual Orientation

Not manipulated

Straight

Relationship Status

Not manipulated

Single

Ethnicity

Not manipulated

White

Body Type

Not manipulated

Average build

Kids

Not manipulated

Would like, some day

Drinks

Not manipulated

Socially

Smokes

Not manipulated

No

Drugs

Not manipulated

No

Job

Not manipulated

 (none listed)

Pets
Not manipulated
 (none listed)
Note: For manipulated information, values are assigned randomly with equal probability from all listed
values.

Table 2: Effects of Shared Ideology and Political Interest on Online Dating Profile Evaluations, Study 1 (Experiment)
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Would you
Do they share
Interest in
respond to
Interest in LT your values? (0- Attractiveness
dating (0-1)
(0-1)
person? (0-1)
Dating (0-1)
1)
Fixed effects for respondent, picture,and profile text?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Ideology matches
0.032
0.029
0.034
0.034
0.022
[0.011]***
[0.012]**
[0.012]***
[0.011]***
[0.012]*
Match not interest (Explicit not interested in profile)
0.033
0.045
0.024
0.004
0.042
[0.022]
[0.022]**
[0.020]
[0.018]
[0.021]*
Profile doesn't include politics
0.039
0.033
0.028
0.037
0.034
[0.013]***
[0.012]***
[0.012]**
[0.009]***
[0.013]***
Profile not interested in politics
0.007
0.003
0.003
0.023
-0.002
[0.018]
[0.017]
[0.016]
[0.013]*
[0.018]
Profile liberal
0.085
0.116
0.012
-0.116
0.042
[0.067]
[0.068]*
[0.052]
[0.047]**
[0.069]
Profile conservative
0.139
0.236
0.214
0.235
0.059
[0.044]***
[0.050]***
[0.041]***
[0.035]***
[0.044]
Match Christian
0.047
0.033
0.024
0.055
0.007
[0.022]**
[0.019]*
[0.015]
[0.018]***
[0.016]
Match Not Religious
0.039
0.028
0.021
-0.009
0.034
[0.016]**
[0.016]*
[0.015]
[0.013]
[0.014]**
Better educated profile
0.030
0.030
0.020
0.007
0.021
[0.012]**
[0.010]***
[0.009]**
[0.007]
[0.011]**
Education matches
0.001
0.001
0.015
0.002
0.000
[0.012]
[0.010]
[0.009]
[0.008]
[0.010]
Younger of profile ages
0.007
0.008
0.001
0.008
0.008
[0.011]
[0.011]
[0.009]
[0.008]
[0.011]
Absolute value of age difference
-0.001
-0.002
-0.003
-0.001
-0.002
[0.004]
[0.004]
[0.003]
[0.003]
[0.004]
Taller profile
0.007
0.004
0.001
-0.001
0.002
[0.009]
[0.009]
[0.008]
[0.007]
[0.008]
Constant
0.054
0.276
0.246
0.444
0.193
[0.040]
[0.044]***
[0.036]***
[0.033]***
[0.041]***
Observations
2951
2943
2948
2947
2948
Number of subjects
197
197
197
197
197
R-squared
0.267
0.247
0.196
0.167
0.338
Avg. standard deviation of outcome, within respondent.
0.253
0.244
0.219
0.168
0.259
OLS Coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets,* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).

(6)
Would you like
to be friends?
(0-1)
Yes
0.039
[0.012]***
-0.003
[0.021]
0.039
[0.012]***
0.035
[0.015]**
0.096
[0.062]
0.221
[0.040]***
0.024
[0.016]
0.023
[0.017]
0.017
[0.011]
0.009
[0.010]
0.012
[0.010]
-0.003
[0.003]
-0.002
[0.009]
0.241
[0.039]***
2951
197
0.196
0.232

Table 3: Observed Homogeneity for Selected Characteristics Study 2, for all potential dyads and those in which communication occurs

Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

p-value of
difference in
means

If Man Sends
Message and
Woman Replies

Among All Dyads

Joint Communication Behavior,
at least 1 message each
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

p-value of
difference in
means

If Woman Replies

Among All Dyads
Where Man Sent
First Message

Women's Replying Behavior,
at least 1 message
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

p-value of
difference in
means

If Man Sends
First Message

Among All Dyads

Men's Sending Behavior,
at least 1 message
Proportion Matching

Characteristic
Match Height Quintile
23.4%
24.7%
<.001
5.5%
24.7%
25.7%
<.001
4.0%
23.4%
25.7%
<.001
9.8%
Match Age (5 year bins, beginning with 18-22)
20.6%
38.4%
<.001
87.0%
38.4%
41.5%
<.001
8.0%
20.6%
41.5%
<.001
101.9%
Match Race
54.7%
59.5%
<.001
8.7%
59.5%
63.8%
<.001
7.3%
54.7%
63.8%
<.001
16.6%
Match Religion
21.4%
29.6%
<.001
38.6%
29.6%
32.0%
<.001
8.2%
21.4%
32.0%
<.001
50.0%
Match Education
43.2%
46.6%
<.001
7.9%
46.6%
47.7%
<.001
2.5%
43.2%
47.7%
<.001
10.6%
Match Ideology
50.6%
52.6%
<.001
3.8%
52.6%
54.5%
<.001
3.7%
50.6%
54.5%
<.001
7.7%
Match Partisanship
42.1%
44.1%
<.001
4.9%
44.1%
46.1%
<.001
4.5%
42.1%
46.1%
<.001
9.5%
Match Media Preferences
42.4%
43.4%
<.001
2.5%
43.4%
44.0%
0.028
1.4%
42.4%
44.0%
<.001
3.8%
Match Role of Church
89.7%
88.4%
1.000
-1.4%
88.4%
89.2%
<.001
0.9%
89.7%
89.2%
1.000
-0.6%
Match How Balance Budget
51.5%
55.5%
<.001
7.7%
55.5%
57.1%
<.001
2.9%
51.5%
57.1%
<.001
10.8%
Match Political Interest
28.2%
30.1%
<.001
6.9%
30.1%
31.2%
<.001
3.6%
28.2%
31.2%
<.001
10.7%
Match Duty to Vote
60.3%
61.4%
<.001
1.7%
61.4%
61.6%
0.044
0.4%
60.3%
61.6%
<.001
2.1%
Dyads
367,047,169
2,073,902
367,047,169
Men
142,964
142,622
142,964
Women
119,754
119,569
119,754
Outcome rate
0.565%
24.091%
0.136%
Note: Cell entries in each block (e.g., Men's Sending Behavior) are first the proportion of dyads that match for a given row variable (e.g., both heights in the same quintile), second the proportion matching for the subset of
dyads in which the outcome of interest occurs (e.g., the man sends the woman a message), third the p-value of the one-tailed hypothesis test that the second proportion is larger than the first, and fourth the proportional
increase in matching from the first to the second ((Column 2-Column 1)/Column 1). All statistics exclude individuals who did not provide a response (there are no missing cases for age or height).

Appendix Table A1: Effects of Shared Ideology and Political Interest on Online Dating Profile Evaluations, Study 1 (Experiment) Excluding Moderate Profiles
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Would you
Do they share
Interest in
respond to
Interest in LT your values? (0- Attractiveness
dating (0-1)
(0-1)
person? (0-1)
Dating (0-1)
1)
Fixed effects for respondent, picture,and profile text?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Ideology matches
0.034
0.027
0.041
0.025
0.002
[0.014]**
[0.016]*
[0.014]***
[0.013]*
[0.015]
Match not interest (Explicit not interested in profile)
0.028
0.047
0.021
0.011
0.046
[0.022]
[0.024]**
[0.021]
[0.020]
[0.022]**
Profile not interested in politics
-0.001
-0.008
-0.004
0.009
-0.018
[0.018]
[0.017]
[0.016]
[0.014]
[0.017]
Profile liberal
0.053
0.063
0.028
-0.026
0.039
[0.078]
[0.076]
[0.061]
[0.062]
[0.082]
Profile conservative
-0.093
-0.057
-0.092
-0.091
-0.083
[0.048]*
[0.047]
[0.039]**
[0.035]***
[0.045]*
Match Christian
0.052
0.038
0.032
0.069
0.008
[0.024]**
[0.022]*
[0.017]*
[0.019]***
[0.020]
Match Not Religious
0.055
0.046
0.034
-0.001
0.048
[0.018]***
[0.019]**
[0.015]**
[0.014]
[0.015]***
Better educated profile
0.028
0.023
0.017
0.003
0.020
[0.014]*
[0.012]*
[0.011]
[0.009]
[0.013]
Education matches
-0.005
-0.006
0.010
-0.003
-0.009
[0.014]
[0.012]
[0.011]
[0.009]
[0.012]
Younger of profile ages
0.003
0.002
0.000
0.005
0.011
[0.012]
[0.012]
[0.011]
[0.011]
[0.013]
Absolute value of age difference
-0.001
-0.003
-0.004
-0.002
-0.002
[0.004]
[0.004]
[0.004]
[0.004]
[0.005]
Taller profile
0.012
0.009
0.005
-0.004
0.006
[0.010]
[0.011]
[0.010]
[0.008]
[0.010]
Constant
0.217
0.469
0.420
0.621
0.307
[0.051]***
[0.048]***
[0.050]***
[0.037]***
[0.049]***
Observations
2352
2345
2352
2348
2352
Number of subjects
197
197
197
197
197
R-squared
0.266
0.259
0.205
0.183
0.335
OLS Coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets,* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).

(6)
Would you like
to be friends?
(0-1)
Yes
0.038
[0.013]***
-0.003
[0.022]
0.024
[0.016]
0.078
[0.072]
-0.066
[0.044]
0.037
[0.018]**
0.033
[0.018]*
0.015
[0.013]
0.004
[0.012]
0.011
[0.011]
-0.004
[0.004]
0.001
[0.010]
0.412
[0.052]***
2352
197
0.201

Appendix Table A2: Effects of Shared Ideology and Political Interest on Online Dating Profile Evaluations, Study 1 (Experiment) by Gender of Participant
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Women: Do
Women:
they share Men: Do they
Would you Men: Would
Women: Would Men: Would
Women:
Women:
Men:
like to be
Men: Interest in you respond to you respond to Interest in LT Men: Interest in your values? share your Attractivenes Attractivenes
you like to be
person? (0-1)
person? (0-1)
(0-1)
values? (0-1)
dating (0-1)
Dating (0-1)
LT Dating (0-1)
s (0-1)
s (0-1)
friends? (0-1) friends? (0-1)
Fixed effects for respondent, picture,and profile text?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Ideology matches
0.023
0.026
0.036
0.023
0.058
0.030
0.047
0.017
0.031
0.037
0.044
[0.020]
[0.016]*
[0.021]*
[0.013]*
[0.022]**
[0.012]**
[0.021]**
[0.015]
[0.019]
[0.013]***
[0.022]*
Match not interest (Explicit not interested in profile)
0.049
0.033
0.055
0.026
0.008
-0.019
0.059
0.034
0.064
-0.018
0.018
[0.036]
[0.027]
[0.039]
[0.025]
[0.035]
[0.023]
[0.029]**
[0.026]
[0.038]*
[0.026]
[0.038]
Profile doesn't include politics
0.031
0.034
0.030
0.025
0.036
0.037
0.038
0.031
0.040
0.049
0.018
[0.021]
[0.015]**
[0.018]
[0.015]
[0.019]*
[0.011]***
[0.015]**
[0.015]**
[0.023]*
[0.015]***
[0.023]
Profile not interested in politics
-0.012
0.017
-0.013
0.003
0.006
0.035
0.009
-0.002
-0.002
0.051
0.016
[0.029]
[0.022]
[0.026]
[0.021]
[0.025]
[0.019]*
[0.020]
[0.022]
[0.030]
[0.020]**
[0.025]
Profile liberal
0.084
0.119
0.056
-0.116
0.039
0.092
[0.068]
[0.068]*
[0.055]
[0.048]**
[0.071]
[0.062]
Profile conservative
0.140
0.236
0.215
0.232
0.058
0.221
[0.044]***
[0.050]***
[0.040]***
[0.035]***
[0.044]
[0.040]***
Match Christian
0.053
0.038
0.040
0.015
0.022
0.026
0.058
0.047
0.003
0.023
0.018
0.040
[0.025]**
[0.042]
[0.020]**
[0.043]
[0.018]
[0.028]
[0.023]**
[0.027]*
[0.019]
[0.029]
[0.019]
[0.029]
Match Not Religious
0.043
0.030
0.025
0.037
0.024
0.011
-0.013
0.003
0.041
0.013
0.030
0.007
[0.020]**
[0.026]
[0.020]
[0.026]
[0.018]
[0.025]
[0.015]
[0.023]
[0.017]**
[0.023]
[0.021]
[0.024]
Better educated profile
0.029
0.026
0.038
0.016
0.023
0.014
0.023
-0.022
0.018
0.021
0.022
0.006
[0.014]**
[0.021]
[0.014]***
[0.016]
[0.012]*
[0.014]
[0.009]**
[0.012]*
[0.014]
[0.017]
[0.013]*
[0.019]
Education matches
-0.009
0.019
0.004
-0.002
0.011
0.025
0.005
0.006
-0.012
0.019
0.009
0.014
[0.014]
[0.020]
[0.014]
[0.015]
[0.012]
[0.014]*
[0.010]
[0.012]
[0.014]
[0.016]
[0.013]
[0.018]
Younger of profile ages
0.015
0.000
0.009
0.010
0.009
0.008
-0.004
0.021
0.007
0.008
0.023
0.009
[0.019]
[0.015]
[0.015]
[0.017]
[0.014]
[0.013]
[0.010]
[0.014]
[0.015]
[0.016]
[0.014]
[0.015]
Absolute value of age difference
0.001
-0.002
-0.001
-0.004
0.003
-0.012
-0.004
0.000
-0.002
-0.001
0.002
-0.006
[0.006]
[0.006]
[0.005]
[0.007]
[0.004]
[0.005]**
[0.003]
[0.005]
[0.005]
[0.006]
[0.005]
[0.005]
Taller profile
0.001
0.020
0.001
0.009
0.005
-0.008
0.000
-0.006
-0.006
0.018
-0.003
0.000
[0.011]
[0.015]
[0.013]
[0.013]
[0.010]
[0.013]
[0.008]
[0.013]
[0.010]
[0.012]
[0.011]
[0.014]
Constant
-0.051
0.236
0.128
0.548
0.099
0.441
0.341
0.668
0.152
0.284
0.135
0.397
[0.059]
[0.068]***
[0.060]**
[0.068]***
[0.048]**
[0.059]***
[0.041]***
[0.054]***
[0.057]***
[0.065]***
[0.052]**
[0.062]***
Observations
1947
1004
1942
1001
1948
1000
1946
1001
1944
1004
1947
1004
Number of userid
130
67
130
67
130
67
130
67
130
67
130
67
R-squared
0.271
0.263
0.262
0.216
0.212
0.174
0.182
0.153
0.349
0.321
0.204
0.185
OLS Coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets,* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests). Missing cells are coefficients dropped due to collinearity.
Women:
Interest in
dating (0-1)
Yes
0.036
[0.014]***
0.019
[0.028]
0.043
[0.016]***
0.023
[0.024]

Appendix Table A3: Summary Statistics by Gender, Study 2
(1)
(2)
Men
Women
30.586
31.677
[9.7085]
[10.9584]
Height, Quintiles
0.314
-0.082
[1.7171]
[1.5646]
Race = Asian
0.027
0.028
[.1615]
[.165]
0.003
0.002
Race = Middle Eastern
[.0512]
[.0456]
0.035
0.046
Race = Black
[.1838]
[.2099]
Race = Native American
0.003
0.003
[.0496]
[.0495]
Race = Indian
0.007
0.005
[.085]
[.0682]
Race = Pacific Islander
0.002
0.002
[.0472]
[.0427]
0.043
0.039
Race = Hispanic
[.2032]
[.1942]
0.597
0.616
Race = White
[.4904]
[.4863]
0.013
0.013
Race = Other
[.1151]
[.1136]
Race = None
0.201
0.184
[.4006]
[.3877]
Race = Multiple
0.069
0.062
[.2532]
[.2408]
0.093
0.078
Educ = H.S.
[.2903]
[.2677]
0.097
0.089
Educ = Assoc. Degree
[.2961]
[.2841]
Educ = College
0.399
0.414
[.4898]
[.4925]
Educ = Grad.
0.103
0.157
[.3033]
[.3634]
Educ = Null
0.308
0.264
[.4617]
[.4406]
Religion = Agnostic
0.102
0.081
[.3024]
[.2727]
Religion = Athiest
0.076
0.039
[.2656]
[.1936]
Religion = Buddhist
0.011
0.010
[.1063]
[.0997]
Religion = Catholic
0.088
0.111
[.2826]
[.3146]
Religion = Christian
0.211
0.267
[.4082]
[.4423]
Religion = Hindu
0.004
0.002
[.0612]
[.0483]
Religion = Islamic
0.002
0.001
[.0458]
[.0375]
Religion = Jewish
0.022
0.036
[.1476]
[.1853]
Religion = Missing/Null
0.382
0.353
[.486]
[.4777]
Religion = Other
0.101
0.100
[.3013]
[.2999]
Ideology = Liberal
0.326
0.473
[.4687]
[.4993]
Ideology = Centrist
0.169
0.119
[.3744]
[.3237]
Ideology = Conservative
0.157
0.125
[.3639]
[.3304]
Ideology = None Of The Above
0.348
0.283
[.4764]
[.4506]
Politics = Very important
0.166
0.181
[.3723]
[.3853]
Politics = Somewhat important
0.356
0.381
[.4789]
[.4857]
Politics = A little important
0.257
0.255
[.437]
[.4357]
Politics = Not at all important
0.220
0.183
[.4145]
[.3863]
Partisanship = As a Republican
0.120
0.104
[.3243]
[.3056]
Partisanship = As a Democrat
0.249
0.426
[.4324]
[.4945]
Partisanship = As a an Independent/Something Else
0.538
0.393
[.4985]
[.4884]
Partisanship = None of these / I'm not American
0.093
0.077
[.2908]
[.2669]
Voting a civic duty? Yes
0.664
0.754
[.4723]
[.4306]
Voting a civic duty? No
0.336
0.246
[.4723]
[.4306]
Role of Church = Church and state should be strictly separate.
0.927
0.923
[.2609]
[.2674]
Role of Church = Policy should reflect the majority's religion.
0.074
0.078
[.2609]
[.2674]
Preferred News Source = Fox News
0.132
0.125
[.3386]
[.3312]
Preferred News Source = CNN
0.217
0.295
[.412]
[.456]
Preferred News Source = MSNBC
0.081
0.110
[.2734]
[.3134]
Preferred News Source = None of these
0.570
0.469
[.4951]
[.4991]
How Balance Budget? Cut services and keep taxes at the same
0.579
0.504
[.4938]
[.5]
How Balance Budget? Raise taxes and keep services at the sa
0.421
0.496
[.4938]
[.5]
Observations
481407
261059
Standard deviations in brackets. For political questions, proportions are among those answering
the question.
Variable

Age in Years

Appendix Table A4: Robustness of Observed Homogeneity for Selected Characteristics Study 2, for all potential dyads and those in which communication occurs
Panel A: Depth of interaction (at least 5 messages)

Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

23.4%
0.21
54.7%
21.4%
43.2%
50.6%
42.1%
42.4%
89.7%
51.5%
28.2%
60.3%

p-value of
difference in
means

4.7%
14.8%
8.8%
15.0%
2.7%
2.5%
4.1%
1.2%
-0.3%
3.3%
4.9%
-2.1%

If Man Sends
Message and
Woman Replies

Among All Dyads

25.8%
<.001
0.44
<.001
64.7%
<.001
34.0%
<.001
47.8%
<.001
53.9%
<.001
45.9%
0.010
44.0%
0.189
88.1%
0.949
57.3%
0.002
31.6%
<.001
60.1%
1.000
2,073,902
142,622
119,569
4.708%

Joint Communication Behavior,
at least 5 messages each
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

24.7%
0.38
59.5%
29.6%
46.6%
52.6%
44.1%
43.4%
88.4%
55.5%
30.1%
61.4%

p-value of
difference in
means

10.1%
105.6%
17.2%
58.2%
9.4%
5.2%
8.7%
4.1%
-2.2%
9.7%
11.5%
0.1%

If Woman
Replies

Among All Dyads
Where Man Sent
First Message

p-value of
difference in
means

25.8%
<.001
0.42
<.001
64.1%
<.001
33.8%
<.001
<.001
47.2%
<.001
53.3%
45.7%
<.001
44.1%
<.001
1.000
87.7%
56.6%
<.001
31.4%
<.001
0.442
60.4%
367,047,169
142,964
119,754
0.040%

Women's Replying Behavior,
at least 5 messages
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

23.4%
0.21
54.7%
21.4%
43.2%
50.6%
42.1%
42.4%
89.7%
51.5%
28.2%
60.3%

If Man Sends
First Message

Characteristic
Match Height Quintile
Match Age (5 year bins, beginning with 18-22)
Match Race
Match Religion
Match Education
Match Ideology
Match Partisanship
Match Media Preferences
Match Role of Church
Match How Balance Budget
Match Political Interest
Match Duty to Vote
Dyads
Men
Women
Outcome rate

Among All Dyads

Men's Sending Behavior,
at least 5 messages
Proportion Matching

25.8%
<.001
0.44
<.001
64.6%
<.001
34.0%
<.001
47.8%
<.001
53.8%
<.001
46.0%
<.001
44.0%
0.003
88.1%
1.000
57.2%
<.001
31.6%
<.001
60.0%
0.909
367,047,169
142,964
119,754
0.026%

10.3%
115.1%
18.1%
59.4%
10.7%
6.2%
9.4%
3.9%
-1.8%
11.0%
12.1%
-0.6%

Panel B: Among those looking for serious relationships (long-term dating)

Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

23.5%
0.20
56.6%
21.3%
43.0%
51.1%
42.0%
42.7%
90.3%
51.5%
28.4%
61.3%

p-value of
difference in
means

4.3%
8.5%
7.9%
8.3%
2.7%
3.7%
4.2%
2.4%
0.9%
3.0%
3.9%
0.6%

25.9%
<.001
0.41
<.001
65.8%
<.001
32.4%
<.001
47.4%
<.001
54.9%
<.001
46.0%
<.001
44.4%
0.004
89.7%
<.001
57.4%
<.001
31.5%
<.001
0.007
63.0%
1,307,559
113,812
92,922
23.921%

If Man Sends
Message and
Woman Replies

Among All Dyads

Joint Communication Behavior,
at least 1 message each
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

24.9%
0.38
61.0%
29.9%
46.2%
52.9%
44.1%
43.4%
88.8%
55.7%
30.3%
62.6%

p-value of
difference in
means

5.8%
87.6%
7.8%
40.3%
7.4%
3.5%
4.9%
1.6%
-1.6%
8.1%
7.0%
2.1%

If Woman
Replies

Among All Dyads
Where Man Sent
First Message

p-value of
difference in
means

24.9%
<.001
0.38
<.001
61.0%
<.001
29.9%
<.001
46.2%
<.001
52.9%
<.001
44.1%
<.001
43.4%
<.001
88.8%
1.000
55.7%
<.001
30.3%
<.001
62.6%
<.001
238,120,903
115,886
93,593
0.549%

Women's Replying Behavior,
at least 1 message
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

23.5%
0.20
56.6%
21.3%
43.0%
51.1%
42.0%
42.7%
90.3%
51.5%
28.4%
61.3%

If Man Sends
First Message

Characteristic
Match Height Quintile
Match Age (5 year bins, beginning with 18-22)
Match Race
Match Religion
Match Education
Match Ideology
Match Partisanship
Match Media Preferences
Match Role of Church
Match How Balance Budget
Match Political Interest
Match Duty to Vote
Dyads
Men
Women
Outcome rate

Among All Dyads

Men's Sending Behavior,
at least 1 message
Proportion Matching

25.9%
<.001
0.41
<.001
65.8%
<.001
32.4%
<.001
47.4%
<.001
<.001
54.9%
46.0%
<.001
44.4%
<.001
89.7%
1.000
57.4%
<.001
31.5%
<.001
63.0%
<.001
238,120,903
115,886
93,593
0.131%

10.3%
103.5%
16.3%
51.9%
10.3%
7.3%
9.4%
4.0%
-0.7%
11.4%
11.1%
2.8%

Panel C: Among those looking for serious relationships (long-term dating) and wanting children

26.3%
<.001
0.40
<.001
66.3%
<.001
34.8%
<.001
44.7%
<.001
52.0%
<.001
45.1%
<.001
43.4%
<.001
87.7%
1.000
56.8%
<.001
31.6%
<.001
63.4%
<.001
100,194,842
74,138
65,535
0.146%

Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

23.8%
0.19
56.6%
23.5%
40.9%
48.6%
41.3%
41.8%
89.0%
51.6%
28.3%
62.0%

p-value of
difference in
means

5.0%
8.1%
7.6%
7.9%
2.6%
3.1%
3.8%
1.7%
0.4%
2.1%
4.0%
0.6%

If Man Sends
Message and
Woman Replies

Among All Dyads

26.3%
<.001
0.40
<.001
66.3%
<.001
34.8%
<.001
44.7%
<.001
52.0%
<.001
45.1%
0.007
43.4%
0.078
87.7%
0.016
56.8%
0.019
31.6%
<.001
63.4%
0.057
602,176
70,090
63,579
24.325%

Joint Communication Behavior,
at least 1 message each
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

25.0%
0.37
61.6%
32.2%
43.6%
50.4%
43.5%
42.6%
87.4%
55.7%
30.4%
63.0%

p-value of
difference in
means

5.2%
89.4%
8.9%
37.1%
6.6%
3.7%
5.2%
2.0%
-1.9%
7.8%
7.2%
1.6%

If Woman
Replies

Among All Dyads
Where Man Sent
First Message

p-value of
difference in
means

25.0%
<.001
0.37
<.001
61.6%
<.001
32.2%
<.001
43.6%
<.001
50.4%
<.001
43.5%
<.001
42.6%
<.001
87.4%
1.000
55.7%
<.001
30.4%
<.001
63.0%
<.001
100,194,842
74,138
65,535
0.601%

Women's Replying Behavior,
at least 1 message
Proportion Matching
Proportional
Increase in
Match Rate

23.8%
0.19
56.6%
23.5%
40.9%
48.6%
41.3%
41.8%
89.0%
51.6%
28.3%
62.0%

If Man Sends
First Message

Characteristic
Match Height Quintile
Match Age (5 year bins, beginning with 18-22)
Match Race
Match Religion
Match Education
Match Ideology
Match Partisanship
Match Media Preferences
Match Role of Church
Match How Balance Budget
Match Political Interest
Match Duty to Vote
Dyads
Men
Women
Outcome rate

Among All Dyads

Men's Sending Behavior,
at least 1 message
Proportion Matching

10.4%
104.8%
17.2%
47.9%
9.4%
6.9%
9.2%
3.8%
-1.5%
10.1%
11.4%
2.2%

