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Article

Matchmaking Promotes Happiness

Lalin Anik1 and Michael I. Norton2

Abstract

Four studies document and explore the psychology underlying people’s proclivity to connect people to each other—to play
‘‘matchmaker.’’ First, Study 1 shows that chronic matchmaking is associated with higher well-being. Studies 2 and 3 show that
matching others on how well they will get along increases happiness and is more intrinsically rewarding than other tasks (e.g.,
deciding which people would not get along). Study 4 investigates a moderator of the rewarding nature of matchmaking: the type
of connection. We show that bridging ties are relatively more attractive than bonding ties: The more unlikely the match, the
more rewarding it is. Taken together, these studies provide correlational and causal evidence for the role of matchmaking in
promoting happiness.

Keywords

matchmaking, social capital, happiness, social networks, tie strength

At some point, most people have made matches between others,

from introducing strangers at a party to brokering romantic con-

nections. Indeed, social networking websites such as Facebook

and LinkedIn increasingly make brokering such introductions as

effortless as a few clicks of a mouse. In fact, people often err on

the side of ‘‘overintroduction,’’ checking to make sure that two

people know each other only to find that the two are already

acquainted. Despite its ubiquity, the psychological drivers of such

matchmaking have received little attention, with some perspec-

tives suggesting that matchmakinghas negative costs to the match-

maker. We investigate the proclivity to make matches between

others, demonstrating that such matchmaking is both intrinsically

rewarding and pays in the form of increased well-being.

A great deal of evidence suggests that people enjoy connect-

ing themselves to others and that such connections are associ-

ated with well-being. Humans spend some 80% of their

waking hours in the company of others (Emler, 1994; Kahne-

man, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, & Stone, 2004), such that

their dual needs of being alone and belonging often tip toward

the latter (Aronson, 1988; Baumeister & Leary, 1995). More-

over, having connections with others is associated with better

objective and subjective well-being (Myers, 1999). Having

more discrete types of social relationships is associated with

increased longevity (Berkman, 1995) and better physical health

outcomes (Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 2000; Cohen,

1988; House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988; Seeman, 1996;

Uchino, 2004). Social relationships not only impact objective

but also subjective well-being (Andrews, Tennant, Hewson,

& Vaillant, 1978; Henderson, 1980; Miller & Ingham, 1976),

such that having a rich network of close family and friends cor-

relates with psychological well-being (Diener & Seligman,

2002; Fleeson, Malanos, & Achille, 2002).

Matchmaking and Happiness

The previous research clearly demonstrates the positive impact

of having connections, but the possibility that initiating con-

nections for others might also impact well-being remains unex-

plored. In short, we explore the emotional benefits of making

matches between two other people. We note that matchmaking

takes many forms, from romantic matchmaking (e.g., connect-

ing partners for dates) to social matchmaking (e.g., introducing

friends and acquaintances) to professional matchmaking (e.g.,

linking two colleagues). Though the term ‘‘matchmaking’’ is

most commonly associated with romantic efforts, we use the

term to refer to a broad category of connections to explore the

general emotional benefits of matchmaking.

Why might people find matchmaking rewarding? Existing

research suggests that the benefits of matchmaking may arise

due to a variety of motivations. Introducing unacquainted indi-

viduals may allow matchmakers to signal positive traits such as

social acumen and intelligence to themselves (Bem, 1972;

Bodner & Prelec, 2003). But people also engage in public dis-

plays—such as conspicuous consumption—to signal their sta-

tus and power to others (Becker, 1974; Glazer & Konrad,

1996; Griskevicius et al., 2007); being the person who brings

others together may signal one’s status in the social network.
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Indeed, connecting two people who form a lasting partner-

ship—whether romantic, platonic, or professional—may put

those individuals in the matchmakers’ debt, leading them to

reciprocate in the future (Cialdini, 1993). Relatedly, match-

making may signal that the matchmaker is a helpful person,

which may increase others’ likelihood of behaving generously

to the matchmaker; indeed, matchmaking increases the density

of social networks, which has been shown to facilitate trust and

cooperation (Coleman, 1990; Ibarra, 1992). Matchmakers

might also have altruistic motivations: to increase the happi-

ness and well-being of others. The act of connecting two lonely

people, for example, might be driven by a desire to increase

their happiness; altruistic behaviors have been shown to have

emotional benefits for both givers and receivers (Dunn, Aknin,

& Norton, 2008). Given the variety of research supporting a

possible link between matchmaking and well-being, we sug-

gest that matchmaking may promote happiness.

Overview

We first explore whether chronic matchmakers—those who

habitually connect others in their everyday lives—have higher

well-being (Study 1). Next, we measure the benefits of match-

making in two ways, by assessing happiness before and after

engaging in matchmaking (Study 2) and examining intrinsic

willingness to persist at creating connections between others

(Study 3). We pit the rewarding nature of matchmaking against

another kind of reward—money—and explore whether paying

people to make matches between others ‘‘crowds out’’ their

inherent desire to create connections (Study 3). Finally, Study

4 investigates a moderator of the rewarding nature of match-

making: the type of connection.

Study 1: Matchmaking Correlates With
Well-Being

Study 1 offers an initial examination of the relationship

between chronic matchmaking and overall well-being. In

addition, because chronic matchmakers may have larger

social networks, in and of itself a predictor of well-being

(Burt, 1987; Chan & Lee, 2006), we control for network size.

Since matchmakers may have personality traits (e.g., extra-

version) that correlate with well-being (DeNeve & Cooper,

1998), we also control for personality traits. In an online sur-

vey, participants rated their propensity to make matches

between others and their perceived success at matchmaking,

reported their total number of acquaintances and friends, and

completed well-validated scales assessing subjective well-

being and personality.

Method

A sample of 301 participants (32% female; Mage ¼ 29.1, stan-

dard deviation [SD] ¼ 9.2) were recruited on Amazon’s

Mechanical Turk for a 5-min study on social interactions and

were paid US$.25.

Respondents rated their propensity to make matches

between others and their perceived success at matchmaking.

We used 4 items to assess people’s propensity to make

matches between others: I introduce my acquaintances to

each other, I introduce my friends to each other, I set up

my friends on dates, and I am a resource for people around

me to find social and professional connections (Cronbach’s

a ¼ .81). These items were rated on a 4-point scale (1 ¼ not

at all true of me to 4 ¼ very true of me). We used 4 items to

assess their perceived success at making connections: How

good are you at connecting your friends with each other?

How good are you at connecting your acquaintances with

each other? How good are you at setting up your friends

on dates? and What percentage of these dates are success-

ful? (Cronbach’s a ¼ .85). The first 3 items were rated on a

10-point scale (1 ¼ not at all good at it to 10 ¼ extremely

good at it), and participants provided open-ended responses

to the percentage question; we standardized these items to

create the composite measure.

Respondents also reported their total number of acquain-

tances and total number of friends, and completed Diener,

Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin’s (1985) well-being scale (Cron-

bach’s a ¼ .85). Finally, participants completed the Ten-Item

Personality Inventory (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003),

which measures the Big Five personality dimensions (extraver-

sion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and

openness to experiences) on a 7-point scale (1 ¼ disagree

strongly to 7 ¼ agree strongly).

Results

Both propensity to make matches and perceived success at

matchmaking were positively correlated with well-being,

rs¼ .36 and .37, ps < .001. Interestingly, the 7 individual items

for each scale (4 for propensity, 3 for perceived success)

displayed striking consistency in their correlation with

well-being, .24 < rs < .35, all ps < .001. Thus, despite the

different types of matchmaking assessed—from setting up

friends on dates (r ¼ .28) to introducing friends to each other

(r ¼ .31)—matchmaking appears to have a consistent positive

relationship with well-being.

Number of acquaintances and number of friends were each

correlated with propensity, rs ¼ .13 and .12, ps < .04, and per-

ceived success, rs ¼ .15 and .14, ps < .02. However, when we

controlled for number of friends and acquaintances, the

relationships between well-being and both propensity and

perceived success remained significant, bs ¼ .36 and .37,

ps < .001. Moreover, when we controlled for the five personal-

ity dimensions, the relationships between well-being and both

propensity and perceived success also remained significant,

bs ¼ .25 and .24, ps < .001. In the regressions for both propen-

sity and perceived success, emotional stability predicted well-

being, ps < .001; extraversion was a significant predictor in the

former analysis, p < .05, and marginally significant in the latter,

p ¼ .055; no other factors emerged as significant predictors in

either analysis, ps > .07.
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While we replicated previous findings that extraversion and

emotional stability are both positively related to well-being, we

demonstrate a significant relationship between propensity to

make matches and perceived success at matchmaking when

controlling for the size of participants’ network and other per-

sonality variables. These results provide preliminary correla-

tional evidence that chronic matchmakers are happier with

their lives, over and above any effect of the size of their net-

works or their personality traits.

Study 2: Matchmaking in the Laboratory

In Study 2, we tested the causal impact of matchmaking on hap-

piness in a laboratory setting by assigning people to match indi-

viduals to each other and measuring their happiness before and

after the matching task. In addition, we investigated whether

the type of match matters by randomly assigning people to one

of the three tasks: making matches on the basis of who would

get along well (the match condition), who would get along

poorly (mismatch), and who had the most similar social secu-

rity numbers (random). We included the random condition to

examine whether matchmaking based on any similarity would

increase happiness or whether the emotional benefits of match-

making are specific to meaningful connections. We included

both the match and mismatch conditions because each required

participants to think about social relationships between others,

which may have been interesting in its own right. We expected,

however, that matching people with the goal of creating con-

nections (match) would lead to greater happiness than match-

ing on other dimensions (mismatch or random).

Method

Participants (N ¼ 118; 61% female, Mage ¼ 22.5, SD ¼ 4.4)

were recruited from the subject pool of a university in the

northeastern United States for a study about ‘‘the sharing of

daily experience’’ that paid US$12. Participants completed the

study in groups of six; two participants did not show such that

our final sample consisted of 18 groups of six and 2 groups of

five participants.

Participants first reported their happiness by marking a 17-

cm line with end points not at all happy and very happy (Mor-

ewedge, Gilbert, Keysar, Berkovits, & Wilson, 2007). Next,

participants introduced themselves to each other by stating

their name, place of birth, occupation, and hobbies; we

included this ‘‘warm-up’’ task to give them some basis for mak-

ing matches. After completing the ‘‘warm-up’’ task, partici-

pants were informed that they would be making matches

between others in the room, and each group was randomly

assigned to one of the three tasks. In the match condition, par-

ticipants were asked to match pairs of people whom they

thought would get along well; those in the mismatch condition

were asked to match pairs whom they thought would not get

along well; those in the random condition were asked to match

pairs whom they thought had the most similar last two digits of

their social security numbers. In order to increase involvement

in the matching task, participants were informed that the pairs

they selected would interact in the next part of the study.

Next, participants again completed the same happiness mea-

sure. Based on the matches made, three pairs were selected to

move to a separate room for a 5-min interaction in which par-

ticipants told each other more about themselves.

Results

Participants were nested in groups which were in turn nested

within the three conditions. Therefore, we conducted a 3 (con-

dition: match, mismatch, and random) � 2 (time of measure-

ment: pretask and posttask) mixed-effects model with

random factors for participants, groups, and the groups by time

of measurement interaction, which revealed the predicted sig-

nificant interaction between condition and time of measure-

ment, F(2, 115) ¼ 6.22, p ¼ .003, Zp
2 ¼ .10. As our account

suggests, contrasts revealed that participants in the match

condition experienced a significant increase in prematching

(M ¼ 10.49, SD ¼ 2.57) to postmatching happiness (M ¼
11.16, SD ¼ 2.29), t(115) ¼ 3.10, p ¼ .003. If anything, hap-

piness declined in both the mismatch (Ms ¼ 10.97 and 10.53,

SDs ¼ 3.34 and 3.29) and random conditions (Ms ¼ 11.86 and

11.60, SDs ¼ 2.73 and 2.46), although these differences were

not significant, ps > .11. Further contrasts showed that the boost

in happiness in the match condition was significantly greater

than the decrease in happiness in both the mismatch and ran-

dom conditions, ps < .004.1

In sum, Study 2 offers initial evidence that assigning people

to matchmaking increases their happiness—but only when that

matching is done in the service of creating connections

between others.

Study 3: Matchmaking is Intrinsically
Rewarding

In Study 3, we assessed the benefits of matchmaking using a

different methodology: We measured the intrinsic reward of

matchmaking by examining people’s persistence on one of the

two tasks: matching which of the three people a target individ-

ual would either get along with best (match) or looks most like

(appearance).

We also varied whether participants completed each trial of

the task for free, for 1¢, or for 2¢, a design that allowed us to

document the intrinsic reward of matchmaking in two ways.

First, we expected that participants would be willing to com-

plete more trials of the match task than the appearance, provid-

ing evidence for greater intrinsic reward of the former task.

Second, while we expected that higher pay per trial would

increase the number of trials that participants completed of the

less intrinsically rewarding appearance task, we explored

whether paying participants for the intrinsically rewarding

match task might actually undermine their motivation and lead

them to complete fewer trials. Research shows that providing

extrinsic rewards—such as monetary incentives—for complet-

ing intrinsically satisfying tasks are not only ineffective but can

646 Social Psychological and Personality Science 5(6)
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be detrimental, ‘‘crowding out’’ people’s motivation to perform

those tasks (Deci, 1975; Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973). As a

result, we predicted that providing extrinsic monetary rewards

for the intrinsically rewarding match task would diminish par-

ticipants’ motivation to complete this task.

Method

Participants (N ¼ 168, 54% female, Mage ¼ 21.6, SD ¼ 3.8)

were recruited from the subject pool of a university in the

northeastern United States for a 60-min session that involved

completing a series of unrelated studies that paid US$15.

Participants were informed that they would be completing

50 trials of computer tasks and could choose how to split these

50 trials between two tasks. In the first task, participants were

shown a photo of a target individual and asked to match the tar-

get with one of the three potential matches (see Figure 1 for an

example of the task). Participants were randomly assigned to

one cell of a 2 (condition: match, appearance) � 3 (incentives:

free, 1¢, 2¢) design. Participants either selected the person with

whom the target would get along best (match) or the person

who was most physically similar to the target (appearance);

in addition, they either completed the task without incentives

(free), or for either 1¢ or 2¢ for each trial. After each trial, they

were given the choice to complete another trial of this task or

switch to work on a second (letter) task, which consisted of

finding a target letter in a pull-down menu of four letters.

Participants were told they would begin with the first task

(match or appearance) and could complete all 50 trials of that

task or move on to the letter task—designed to be boring—

whenever they wished. After completing a practice trial of each

task, they began with either match or appearance task. Our

dependent variable was the number of trials completed before

switching to the letter task.

Results

Pretest

We pretested task enjoyment with a separate group of partici-

pants (N ¼ 103, 58.4% female, Mage ¼ 34.4, SD ¼ 11.8) who

completed one trial of each task (match, appearance, letter) and

rated them on enjoyment on a 7-point scale (1 ¼ not at all to

7 ¼ very much). Ratings of the matching task (M ¼ 4.21,

SD¼ 1.70) and appearance task (M ¼ 4.25, SD ¼ 1.64) did not

differ, F(1, 102) ¼ .05, p ¼ .83; as expected, both received

Figure 1. Sample trial from the match condition (Study 3).
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higher ratings than the letter task (M ¼ 2.42, SD ¼ 1.69), Fs >

80.00, ps < .001.

Number of Trials

A 2 (condition: match, appearance) � 3 (incentives: free, 1¢,

2¢) analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed no main effect

of condition, F(1, 161) ¼ 2.50, p ¼ .12, or incentives, F(2,

161) ¼ .86, p ¼ .47, but did reveal the predicted interaction,

F(2, 161) ¼ 5.11, p < .01, Zp
2 ¼ .10 (Figure 2). First, as

expected, participants in the free conditions completed more

than twice as many trials of the match task (M ¼ 31.10, SD

¼ 20.25) than the appearance task (M ¼ 14.82, SD ¼ 15.34),

t(57) ¼ 3.45, p < .001, d ¼ .90, suggesting that connecting oth-

ers in terms of liking is intrinsically more rewarding than con-

necting others for physical similarity.

Our second means of demonstrating intrinsic liking for the

match task was to examine how additional monetary incentives

would differentially impact people’s desire to complete addi-

tional trials of both the appearance and match task. As

expected, incentives increased the number of trials participants

chose to complete the appearance task in a significant linear

trend from free to 1¢ to 2¢ (Ms ¼ 14.82, 17.07, and 26.27, SDs

¼ 15.33, 17.49, and 21.45), t(82) ¼ 2.37, p ¼ .02. In contrast,

providing incentives for the match task resulted in a signifi-

cantly decreased willingness to complete trials both for partici-

pants in the 1¢ and 2¢ conditions (Ms ¼ 20.25 and 20.18, SDs

¼ 18.53 and 19.40) compared to those in the free condition (M

¼ 31.10, SD ¼ 20.24), ts > 2.04, ps < .05 (Figure 2). These

results suggest that while payment increased motivation for the

less intrinsically appealing appearance task, incentives

crowded out motivation for the more intrinsically appealing

match task—such that paying more led to completing fewer

trials.

Indeed, one final piece of evidence speaks to the inherently

rewarding nature of the match task: We needed to pay 2¢ per

trial for the appearance task in order to induce people to

complete even close to as many trials as they were willing to

complete of the match task for free.

One possible explanation for our results is that happiness is

due to having completed a task successfully. We conducted an

additional study in which we both controlled for successful

completion of the task and measured subjective feelings of suc-

cess. Participants (N ¼ 121, 58% female, Mage ¼ 33.6, SD ¼
11.7) completed a similar computer paradigm as in Study 3,

with two changes. In order to control for the successful comple-

tion of the task, all participants were assigned to complete 10

trials in one of the three conditions: matching which of the

three people a target individual would either get along with best

(match) or least (mismatch), or which the target resembled

most (appearance). Participants rated their happiness before

and after the task on a 7-point scale (1 ¼ very unhappy to 7

¼ very happy) as well as how successful they thought they were

at making these matches on a 7-point scale (1 ¼ very unsuc-

cessful to 7 ¼ very successful). A 3 (condition: match, mis-

match, and appearance) � 2 (time of measurement: pretask

and posttask) ANOVA revealed the predicted interaction

between condition and time, F(2, 118) ¼ 5.83, p ¼ .004, Zp
2

¼ .09. Replicating our previous results, participants in the

match condition experienced a significant increase from pre-

matching (M ¼ 5.19, SD ¼ 1.18) to postmatching happiness

(M ¼ 5.36, SD ¼ 1.11), t(42) ¼ 2.47, p ¼ .02. Happiness

declined in both the mismatch (Ms ¼ 5.02 and 4.76, SDs ¼
.95 and 1.26) and appearance conditions (Ms ¼ 5.36 and

5.08, SDs ¼ 1.07 and 1.05), and these differences were signif-

icant, ps < .04. However, a one-way ANOVA revealed no dif-

ferences between participants’ perceived success at different

tasks, F(2, 118) ¼ 1.91, p ¼ .15. These results suggest that

matchmaking itself—and not merely the successful completion

of tasks—is uniquely rewarding.

Study 4: What Kinds of Matches Are Most
Rewarding?

In Study 4, we explored a moderating factor of the impact of

matchmaking on happiness: the type of connection. We posited

that one reason that people find matchmaking rewarding is

because it creates novel connections that increase network den-

sity. If this is the case, then creating matches between people

who are unlikely to know each other should prove more

rewarding than creating matches between people who are likely

to know each other, because the former matches have more

potential to increase network density (Gittell & Vidal, 1998).

Bridging ties, which connect people who previously did not

know each other, offer rare and novel opportunities for creating

social capital at the level of the group; bonding ties, on the

other hand, offer fewer benefits to the group as they primarily

connect people who already have ties in common. We operatio-

nalized bridging and bonding ties by varying the gender and

race of the people being matched; research suggests that similar

people are more likely to interact than dissimilar people, such

that creating a connection between members of different

groups (e.g., a White male with an Asian female) is more likely

N = 28 N = 31N = 27 N = 30 N = 24 N = 28
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

MatchAppearance

Free 1¢ 2¢

Figure 2. Incentives lead to an increase in number of trials completed
in the appearance condition but a decrease in the match condition
(Study 3).
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to be a bridging tie than a connection made between members

of the same group (e.g., two White males; McPherson, Smith-

Lovin, & Cook, 2001).

Using several versions of the match task, we explored

whether creating bridging ties would be more rewarding than

creating bonding ties.

Method

Participants (N ¼ 132, 49% female, Mage ¼ 21.1, SD ¼ 3.6)

were recruited from the subject pool of a university in the

northeastern United States for a 90-min session that involved

completing a series of unrelated studies that paid US$20.

As in Study 3, participants completed 50 trials of two tasks:

the matching task or boring letter task; also as in Study 3, they

could choose to complete as many trials of each task as they

chose. All participants were randomly assigned to one of the

eight versions of the match task from the previous study. In

each version, the target individual was always either a Cauca-

sian male or a Caucasian female; to manipulate the likelihood

that the target individual would know the two possible matches,

we varied the gender and race of the two matches—Caucasian

males, Caucasian females, Asian males, or Asian females. We

collapsed these eight versions into three levels of ties—same-

race and same-gender versions (bonding ties), different gender

and different race versions (bridging ties), or same-race and

different gender or different gender and same-race versions

(medium ties; see Figure 3 for examples of ties).

Results

Pretest

We pretested these combinations to ensure that they successfully

manipulated tie level. In a within-subjects design, a separate

group of participants (N ¼ 116, 47% female, Mage ¼ 29.2, SD

¼ 9.1) were shown 50 trials including examples from the eight

different versions. They rated the likelihood that the target per-

son would know one of the two people below on a 7-point scale

(1 ¼ extremely unlikely to 7 ¼ extremely likely). Bonding ties

were rated as having a higher likelihood of knowing each other

(M ¼ 4.78, SD ¼ .94) than both medium ties (M ¼ 4.07, SD ¼
.86) and bridging ties (M¼ 3.52, SD¼ .95), F(2, 931)¼ 118.69,

p < .001; all three ratings were significantly different from each

other, all ts > 7.68, all ps < .001.

Number of Trials

Type of tie impacted the number of matching trials completed,

F(2, 128) ¼ 2.85, p < .05. The linear trend was significant,

t(129) ¼ 2.92, p < .01, such that participants completed the

greatest number of trials when matching across bridging ties

(M ¼ 25.03, SD ¼ 18.22) followed by medium ties (M ¼
19.64, SD ¼ 15.73) followed by bonding ties (M ¼ 13.28,

SD ¼ 13.98); indeed, participants in the bridging ties condition

completed nearly twice as many trials as those in the bonding

ties condition, t(61) ¼ 2.88, p < .01.2

By definition, bridging ties involved matching people of the

same gender, whereas bonding ties involved matching people

of different genders. If participants made the assumption that

the target individuals were heterosexual, it is possible that

bonding ties were more rewarding than bridging ties because

they involved romantic matchmaking. However, an examina-

tion of the different types of medium ties suggests that

opposite-gender pairings do not differ from same-gender pair-

ings: Caucasian female with Caucasian males (M ¼ 18.18),

Caucasian female with Asian females (M ¼ 19.25), Caucasian

male with Asian males (M ¼ 19.44), and Caucasian male with

Caucasian females (M ¼ 21.88), ts < .70, ps > .49. As in Study

1—in which making romantic and platonic connections were

similarly correlated with well-being—these results offer evi-

dence for the benefits of many types of matchmaking.

Figure 3. Example bonding tie: Caucasian female target with Caucasian female potential matches (A); Example medium tie: Caucasian female
target with Asian female potential matches (B); Example bridging tie: Caucasian female target with Asian male potential matches (C; Study 4).
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General Discussion

Taken together, these studies provided evidence for our pro-

posed link between matchmaking and happiness. Inducing peo-

ple to make matches between strangers increased happiness in

the moment, and people found a task that involved matching

others based on their beliefs about their likely rapport to be

more intrinsically rewarding than tasks that involved other

types of matching. We documented a critical moderator of

rewarding nature of matchmaking: Creating bridging ties—

connecting people who would not otherwise be acquainted—

is more rewarding than bonding ties.

Our laboratory studies are, of course, proxies for real-world

matchmaking. The fact that this kind of minimalistic match-

making continues to provide rewards parallels other research

suggesting that minimalistic laboratory paradigms—for exam-

ple, simulating gossip and altruistic punishment (Fehr & Gäch-

ter, 2002; Feinberg, Willer, Stellar, & Keltner, 2012)—can

prove fruitful in understanding emotional consequences of

behavior. Importantly, our results in Study 1 further support

that matchmaking proves rewarding beyond the laboratory set-

ting. At the same time, investigations that extend our results

into everyday settings will offer further insight into the psy-

chology of matchmaking. For example, a daily diary methodol-

ogy could be used to examine whether people are happier on

days when they connect others, while online social networks

such as Facebook and LinkedIn offer readily available oppor-

tunities to assess both platonic and professional matchmaking.

Our results offer several directions for future research. First, it

would be worthwhile to examine whether matchmaking is dri-

ven by altruistic or selfish reasons—or a combination of two.

Are matchmakers still happy if they make an introduction

between two others who leave and interact without them? Relat-

edly, assessing people’s preference for public versus anonymous

matches would test whether social signaling is a driver of match-

making: People preferring to be recognized for their matches—

by the matched pair or observers—would offer evidence that

matchmaking is not driven by purely altruistic motivations.

Our results stand in seeming contrast to social network

research suggesting that matchmaking can come with costs.

Burt (2001) posits that social networks are like a market in

which some people achieve more prominent places but the ben-

efits they derive depend on the type of network. Networks with

structural holes (where there are missing links between net-

work members) allow some individuals to have more access

to resources than others (Coleman, 1990). These brokers, stra-

tegically located between others, derive power from refusing to

connect others in order to maintain their standing; in this view,

matchmaking could have a negative impact as it would come

with the cost of the matchmaker’s structural advantage (Burt,

1998; Simmel, 1955). Our studies show that closing gaps in

social networks have benefits for the matchmaker in the form

of increased happiness. Future research can pit the positive

benefits of matchmaking against the benefits of being a broker

in a network to examine whether people would engage in

matchmaking even when it is costly to do so.

We document a novel means by which people can increase

their happiness: As with other behaviors such as spending

money on others (Dunn et al., 2008) and performing random

acts of kindness (Lyubomirsky, Sheldon, & Schkade, 2005),

successful matchmaking promotes happiness in matchmakers.

Also, matchmaking is similarly easy to implement: Unlike

other behaviors that increase happiness, such as exercise and

becoming more religious (Mochon, Norton, & Ariely, 2008),

matchmaking doesn’t require a great deal of time and effort.

Moreover, creating successful matches between others can

have additional benefits that extend beyond the matchmaker to

the two newly acquainted individuals, from providing them with

opportunities for employment (Granovetter, 1973) to increasing

their social support. Even more broadly, matchmaking increases

the density of social networks—more people know more people

in common—and this kind of social capital is associated with a

range of positive group-level outcomes including lower crime

rates and improved public health (Putnam, 2001). As a result, the

benefits of matchmaking may extend beyond the matchmakers

to the matched dyads and to the wider community.
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Notes

1. A 3 (condition: match, mismatch, and random) � 2 (happiness:

pretask and posttask) � 2 (gender: male or female) analysis of var-

iance (ANOVA) revealed no main effect of gender or interactions

with gender, all Fs < .72, all ps > .49. Similarly, including gender

does not substantially change our results in Studies 2–4; we there-

fore do not report this variable further.

2. The results for the different forms that each type of tie took were

similar. Bonding ties: Caucasian female with Caucasian females

(M¼ 14.72, SD¼ 16.05) and Caucasian male with Caucasian males

(M ¼ 11.43, SD ¼ 11.08); Medium ties: Caucasian female with

Asian females (M ¼ 19.25, SD ¼ 17.40), Caucasian female with

Caucasian males (M ¼ 18.18, SD ¼ 14.45), Caucasian male

with Asian males (M ¼ 19.44, SD ¼ 15.73), and Caucasian male

with Caucasian females (M ¼ 21.88, SD ¼ 16.14); Bridging ties:

Caucasian female with Asian males (M ¼ 25.41, SD ¼ 18.40) and

Caucasian male with Asian females (M ¼ 24.57, SD ¼ 18.69).
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Fehr, E., & Gächter, S. (2002). Altruistic punishment in humans.

Nature, 415, 137–140.

Feinberg, M., Willer, R., Stellar, J., & Keltner, D. (2012). The virtues

of gossip: Reputational information sharing as prosocial behavior.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 1015–1030.

Fleeson, W., Malanos, A. B., & Achille, N. M. (2002). An intraindivi-

dual process approach to the relationship between extraversion and

positive affect: Is acting extraverted as ‘‘good’’ as being extra-

verted? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83,

1409–1422.

Gittell, R., & Vidal, A. (1998). Community organizing: Building

social capital as a development strategy. Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage.

Glazer, A., & Konrad, K. A. (1996). A signaling explanation for char-

ity. American Economic Review, 86, 1019–1028.

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2003). A very

brief measure of the Big-Five personality domains. Journal of

Research in Personality, 37, 504–528.

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Jour-

nal of Sociology, 78, 1360–1380.

Griskevicius, V., Tybur, J. M., Sundie, J. M., Cialdini, R. B.,

Miller, G. F., & Kenrick, D. T. (2007). Blatant benevolence and

conspicuous consumption: When romantic motives elicit strate-

gic costly signals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-

ogy, 93, 85–102.

Henderson, S. (1980). A development in social psychiatry the sys-

tematic study of social bonds. The Journal of Nervous and Mental

Disease, 168, 63–69.

House, J. S., Landis, K. R., & Umberson, D. (1988). Social relation-

ships and health. Science, 241, 540–545.

Ibarra, H. (1992). Homophily and differential returns: Sex differences

in network structure and access in an advertising firm. Administra-

tive Science Quarterly, 37, 422–447.

Kahneman, D., Krueger, A. B., Schkade, D. A., Schwarz, N., &

Stone, A. A. (2004). A survey method for characterizing daily life

experience: The day reconstruction method. Science, 306,

1776–1780.

Lepper, M. R., Greene, D., & Nisbett, R. E. (1973). Undermining chil-

dren’s intrinsic interest with extrinsic reward: A test of the ‘‘over-

justification’’ hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 28, 129–137.

Lyubomirsky, S., Sheldon, K. M., & Schkade, D. (2005). Pursuing

happiness: The architecture of sustainable change. Review of Gen-

eral Psychology, 9, 111–131.

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a

feather: Homophily in social networks. Annual Review of

Sociology, 27, 415–444.

Miller, P. M., & Ingham, J. G. (1976). Friends, confidants and symp-

toms. Social Psychiatry, 11, 51–58.

Mochon, D., Norton, M. I., & Ariely, D. (2008). Getting off the hedo-

nic treadmill, one step at a time: The impact of regular religious

practice and exercise on well-being. Journal of Economic Psychol-

ogy, 29, 632–642.

Morewedge, C. K., Gilbert, D. T., Keysar, B., Berkovits, M. J., &

Wilson, T. D. (2007). Mispredicting the hedonic benefits of segre-

gated gains. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 136,

700–709.

Myers, D. G. (1999). Close relationships and quality of life. In D.

Kahneman, E. Diener, & N. Schwarz (Eds.), Well-being: The foun-

dations of hedonic psychology (pp. 374–391). New York, NY:

Russell Sage Foundation.

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of

American community. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.

Anik and Norton 651

 by guest on July 1, 2014spp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://spp.sagepub.com/


Seeman, T. E. (1996). Social ties and health. Annals of Epidemiology,

6, 442–451.

Simmel, G. (1955). Conflict and the web of group affiliations (Kurt

H. Wolff & Reinhard Bendix, Trans.). New York, NY: Free

Press.

Uchino, B. N. (2004). Social support and physical health. New Haven,

CT: Yale University Press.

Author Biographies

Lalin Anik is a postdoctoral fellow at Duke University’s Fuqua

School of Business.

Michael I. Norton is an associate professor of business administration

in the Marketing Unit and Marvin Bower Fellow at the Harvard Busi-

ness School.

652 Social Psychological and Personality Science 5(6)

 by guest on July 1, 2014spp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://spp.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


