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Project Overview

An Online Dating 
Service Provider in Israel

The 
Client

Issue
Online Websites are facing more competition
as communities become more fickle and 
unpredictable.  

Websites need to attract larger audiences 
while keeping current users engaged.

Our
Goal

To explain and understand 
what contributes to a 

user’s success in online dating 



The Data
Median Age RangeMedian Age Range

Overall: 28 to 40
Women: 29 to 41
Men: 28 to 38

Profiles of over 13,000 
online customers

Each customer filled out 
unique fields – for example:
sex, age, physical traits, job,
behavioral traits and more!

Online Photo Included or not

Number of Messages 
Received (or not received)

42 Total Fields 

UsersUsers
45.6% Men
54.4% Women
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AppearanceAppearance
88.9% described their looks as
Good or Great

sex



Success Or Failure…
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Definition:
Success: Message Received
Failure: No Message Received

Overall Results
78.9% of users succeeded

Who’s Receiving Messages?
Women!
Men are less successful
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But there’s hope…

Message Received
Failure Success



Exploratory Analysis
SUCCESS

FAILUREDomain Knowledge:
Posting a Photo is Important!
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Failure: Overall Users
Only 11.2% of those who 

posted a photo
26.2% of those who did                

not post a photo

Men: More important for you!

42.2% of all male users failed 
who did not post a photo

Where as, only 18% of men 
failed with a photo



Exploratory Analysis
Message
Received

Family_Status Failure Success
Grand
Total

0 79.62% 20.38% 100.00%

1 21.51% 78.49% 100.00%

2 22.26% 77.74% 100.00%

3 13.31% 86.69% 100.00%

4 15.04% 84.96% 100.00%

5 26.83% 73.17% 100.00%

Grand Total 21.15% 78.85% 100.00%

Highly Correlated 
variables can be 
grouped together

Message
Received

Appearance Failure Success Grand Total

0 77.32% 22.68% 100.00%

1 17.40% 82.60% 100.00%

2 18.86% 81.14% 100.00%

3 33.33% 66.67% 100.00%

4 25.41% 74.59% 100.00%

5 20.20% 79.80% 100.00%

Grand Total 21.15% 78.85% 100.00%

Leaving a field blank, or
skipping, leads to a much
greater chance of failure
than even putting a less

“desirable” trait



Final Model Output
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Actual Class 1 0
1 7939 2789
0 782 2067

Class # Cases # Errors % Error
1 10728 2789 26.00
0 2849 782 27.45

Overall 13577 3571 26.30

Error Report

Cut off Prob.Val. for Success (Updatable)

Classification Confusion M atrix
Predicted Class

13563
10765.46484
79.01598291

11
0.22829466Multiple R-squared

Residual df
Residual Dev.
% Success in training data
# Iterations used



Insights & Conclusions

Sex

Age

Location

Family
Status

Appearance

Occupation

Height
Personality

Traits
Mate

Requirements

Photo
Religion

Variables Impacting Success:

Judea and Samaria: lower success rate than other locations

People form the Center/Sharon area are the most successful



Recommendations

Combine Redundant Fields to encourage users to fill out 
everything increasing their chance of success

Make Fields that increase success “Required” or tell users
that by filling in certain fields their chance of success increases

Make Fields that decrease success “Optional” For example 
fields that reveals one’s family status can be made optional

Encourage Men to Post Photos Online They will have greater
success and will be more likely to stay with the site



Recommendations

Offer Special Services for Women Promote that women users
online have more success…men will follow when they know 
there are more women at a certain site

Use high regional success rate in marketing campaigns to 
attract more users from those regions

Test New Variables Other websites have fields like
personal interests and dating status.  This information may play
an important role in user satisfaction and retention





QUESTIONS?


