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Homophily,tbriXloveloriimilartbthers, BhasibeenishownRobplaylRundamentaloleMnlheX
formationdfithterpersonalfiestindi$ocialbhetworks. Kethodtudythaskhvestigated®vhetherX
perceivedisimilaritieskcankaffectacitkcoordination. XVekhadkb8Xoarticipantskattempti oX
maximizelrealmonetaryXearningskoyXchoosingXbetweenieksafeXoutowXpayingKoptionX
(thaticouldXbelbbtaineddnvithXcertainty)andXaXpotentiallyhigherayingkuti risky "Kone X
whichlependedonXhelchoicelbamatchedXcounterpart ®MNVhileMnaking®heirhoicesX
participantsverelnutuallynformedidM™vhether@heirtounterpartsiimilarlylbritlissimilarlyX
identified®vithihreeMoerson-descriptivevordskasihemselves. BNVeoundihatisimilarityX
increasediheMateldrisky hoiceskbnlydvhenfhelyjameiequiredtounterpartslobnatchX
theithoicesHstagihunttyames).XConversely,MsimilarityMed®olecreasediiskidatesivheni
theyRwerektoXtacitlyXdecoupleRtheirXchoicesK(entry¥games) KNotably,BthoughXsimilarityX
increasedoordinationdn®heldnatchingienvironment, XitkdiddhotididhotincreaseMtinkheX
decouplinggame. KInKspiteXofthis, KsimilarityXncreasedXexpected)XpayoffskacrosskbothX
coordinationXenvironments.XThiskcouldXshedXightXonKwhyhomophilyXsksoRsuccessfulX
asieisocialkattractor.Xinally,XhisKoropensity®ordmatchingandXaversionoXdecouplingX
choicesivashotibbservedivheniparticipantsiliked Bheiounterpartsibut®verellissimilarX
tohem BNVelhuskconcludelhatihelmpactiosimilarity®fcoordinationlshouldihotoeX
reduced®olliking Mbthersii.e. Mocialkpreferences)ibutiidsihlsobhboutipredicting®hem.X
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Introduction

“AnylventiinMhefistorylheldrganismis,XnMKense,Minique Lonsequently,Mecognition Bearning,X
and§udgment¥presupposefinkhbilityMoltategorizeltimulidndXlassifyiituationskbylimilarity.KAsK
QuineX(1969)Kputskit:XThereMskhothing®norelbasic®olhoughttind¥anguagelhankburksenselb X
similarity;@urBortinglfMhings¥intofkinds™M Tverskybind}sati,}M 978).K
SolnanylbfburMlecisionsthreR'socialRheirfbutcomesilependddn®heMiecisionsdbfbthers RhisX
canlgeneratelstrategicMincertainty M VanfHuycki@til. M 990)dnd¥equireldgentsiolinferMvhatithersk
willilo,XvhilefbthersdloMhelame MnkbrderMollecidedbptimally.X
ConsiderMorfnstanceMheMecisiontfoiningMMtrikeldriXiitebellionHlMnaylknowHhatifénoughX
people§oindniheMiprising, MtRvillBucceed MndMveryoneRvilldbenefit Mowever,Mebelling¥nBmallX
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numbersitoulddellangerous,bobhgents¥nightdhesitateoliolo.X
Similarly,Mnvesting¥infewHechnologyMnightMnlydvorthwhileX
ifenoughbbtherskohelame, KoM tlbecomeshebhewibtandardX
andXeveryonelXprofits MinMsuchMsituations,BwoloutcomesXwouldX
doR'eitherfallX-ebel/invest,brdhoblbnefloes, TutMsolated¥hctionsX
arelostly. MConsequently,MagentsihouldittemptioMnatchtheirX
choices.X

Conversely,BherelireMnanyiituations®nMvhich®hoosing®heX
samepbptionsianbeMlisadvantageous,@specially¥vhenMesourcesX
cannotibelhared KorMinstance,Mnany¥narketsiankbnly¥provideX
revenueMoMlimited®umberfbffinvestors,BbecauseMfooMnanykioX
therelvillBbelhX price®var;, ind®veryoneMoses Camerer,2003).X
OrMnoreMnundanely Mriving¥pacedsflimited,MoMdMriverMecidingX
whethertolenter®helreewaykaround®ushfhourknightfnlykioX
soXffheltonvincesthimself®hatfhotooknanylbthersvillkolheX
same,BinceRffoofnany®lo,RhereRvillfbefRrafficgam RnktheseX
situations,Mgentsivouldipreferolecoupleheirihoices,HuchMhatX
“eitherMakeMheMree-way/enterfheMnarketnd¥oullon’t,MrXiceX
versautMvelhouldn’t¥nterMogether.”X

InK economics,X thel firsti classX ofX situationsX arel saidX toX
involveltrategictomplements,BvhileiheMatterlinvolvelétrategic
substitutesEBulow%t&l,ﬁ985;XEamerer&ndBFehr,&OO@2%n%oth®
casesthoweverAvhen@ommunicationBslmpossiblelriinefficient®®
(Morrisdnd8hin,R002;8Heinemanni@tidl. R004),BgentsnustifindX
someltacitigreement’nbhowHoloordinatelheirihoices.X

Gamel theory¥ isK all standardX approachX toX understandingX
interdependent®decisionXproblemsH(henceforth,X“games”),KandX
itXisXfrequentXpracticeXinKeconomics¥andXpolitical¥scienceXtoX
useltiolprovidelbtrategickhdvicelolnvestors,Mirms,fbrkhationsX
(Schelling,X1960;XGibbons,XI 992) KHowever,BvhenX tiomesX oK
certaindubsetfbflinteractions,KhamelyX‘coordination¥roblems’X
likelthebbneskketcheddbove BrameRheoryMurnsBtrikinglybblind.X
ThisMoccurs¥becauselgameltheoryXfundamentallyXderives¥itsX
predictionstbybhpplyingileduction®oMhelncentivesEndibptionsX
oflaMgivenXsituation.KIndeed XoutMofKallXtheXpossibleKoutcomesX
offhnKinteraction,BherelsKonlyXalsubsetXofthem,XcalledX NashiX
equilibria, MnRvhichFhobgentthaslinBncentivedol moveMurther,’®
thatMs,XoMinilaterallydleviateMrombhis/heriturrentihoice.Xl'helX
fundamentaldproblemMvith®oordination®amesNsihatdheythaveX
multipleNash®quilibria,Find¥tandarddamelheory¥providesiol
cleari®riteriaor®quilibriumiBelection®Andeed Boordinationfhas

! Analogously,Rn&onceitedfrguments,®veryonelvoul d¥ikeRtoigetRtheirknessageX
throughMirst ®houghBfveryoneMriesHoliobdobhtlhelameMime,hobbnelucceeds,X
becausefittentionalifesourcesirellimited MDr,Bn¥mergencies,@veryonelvoul dendX
tolrushXhrough®heifireiexit,XhoughXvercrowdingiitwouldXonlyXmakeXthingsk
worse.X

2Related®neasuresthavefbeenFproposeddnRerms¥bFamel difficulty”M Rapoport,X
1967),MindexesX ofX “correspondence”® (KelleyX andX Thibaut,} 1978),M or gamel
“harmony”®ZizzoMndXan,2007).X

3 Camererd2003)FprovideskFhumberdbeal-lifekxamples®nBvhich&oordinationX
is¥ requiredX butX communicationX isn’t¥ possible.X Furthermore,¥ evenX whenX
communicationXis¥possible,KitKdoesn’t}completelyXresolveld‘matchingKproblems™™
(Cooperieti¥al. X1992)KandKitNhasXevenXbeenXshown®toRpotentially¥lcomplicateX
“decoupling”®nesX Cooperfhl. X 989K lingsentndiDstling X2010) BNotably,BK
wordsbhavel8lightlybifferent¥neaningsiollifferenttpeopleldi.e. Mifferentultures),X
communicationXcanKalsoRleadXtoXincomprehensionXandXconflict¥(WeberXandX
Camerer,2003).X

4Though&eelZHarsanyi@mdﬁ%cltcnm 1988)bri¥Carlssonfand®@anDammeX 1993 )MorX
important®gameMheoreticfefinementsnMoordination.¥

beenksaidXtoXconstitutel‘thekhardestproblemXofzameitheory”X
(Camerer,2003).X

Here,X weld investigatedX how coordinationi isK affectedX byX
perceived¥nterpersonal¥imilarities. Mndeed,Bhomophily,lbrRloveX
forsimilarKothers; MisKonelofXtheXmostXstrikinglyKubiquitousX
predictorstbfMnterpersonallhttractionindkhetworkMormation®ni
socialdpecies,MhsKtbthastbeenfbbserveddcrossbhgesMi.e. XVieltzoff,X
2007;¥0veretal.,X2013),Mcultures®( A picellaletiXal., X2012)KandX
species(i.e.,XSeyfarthKand¥Cheney,¥2012;XMassenXandXKoski,X
2014) KIndeed MsimilarityXalongXakwidevarietyXofdimensionsX
suchXhsfhge Kethnicity,Xclass, Xreligion,Kpersonality®hndXinterestsX
hastbeen¥hownMoBhapeMriendshipMormation,MpartnerdelectionX
andXsocial®networksKinXhumanXadults®(seeXMcPhersonXetXal.,X
2001 orfRreview) *RCorrespondingly,KFhumberfbRtheoreticalX
modelsthaveMmplicated¥imilarity¥nMheMormationtbfMriendshipX
(CurrariniXetlal. )2009)XortheXevolutionXfXcooperationX RioloX
etilal.,}2001);¥andXsimulationsXhaveXshownXhow,XinXrepeatedX
cooperationMlilemmas,Mgents¥hatlelydnMiR perceived®imilarityX
index’Manirivelsroupskbftochastidkbrihostilel free-riders”®@ol
extinction,XevenXifXinKminority®(FischerXetial.,X2013) KFinally,X
studiesXhaveXbegunXtoMemphasizeltheMimpactMofXsimilarityXonX
coordination( ColelandXT'eboul X2004;XFischer,k2009;XFulXetihl. X
2012).XY etkinXspiteMofithis¥mounting}evidence, XnoMstudyXhasX
empiricallyMssesseddvhetheroordination®sMctuallyfffectedfbyX
perceiveddnterpersonal®imilarities.X

Furthermore XnolX studyXhasK systematicallyX comparedX theX
impact¥ofsimilarity®onXtheXtwoloppositeX “declinations”®ofX
coordinationX illustratedX above,X namelyX matchingX (strategicX
compliments)Enddecouplingfhoicesqstrategickubstitutes).XMnk
fact,ommonMntuitionBuggests®hatdimilarity¥hould¥enerallyX
decreaseldocialfincertainty,Bplausiblytbecauselll@lsedbeinghqual X
similarMgentsianMiseftheirdwnMninds MsMbproxyMobpredictheX
choicestbffheir®ounterpart.Bndeed HhisdsMnHineXvithdbundantX
experimentalXevidenceXshowingXthat,KevenXinXtheXabsenceXofX
similarity-related¥cues®(and®sincelchildhood)®socialkinferencesX
aredftenontaminatedbybdne’sownlhoughtstind¥perspectivesX
(i.e..MRosskethal. X 977;XVimmerkhindXPerner,X 983;Xaron-CohenX
ethhl. X 985X eysar,Kl 994;MGilovichbethhl. X1 998,X2000;M50ldman,X
2006)®FandRhatiperceivedlnterpersonalfimilaritieskaccentuatel
theldegreeXtoXwhichXthisXoccursi( ClementfandXKrueger,X2002;X
Ames,WOOAI;Wpley%t%L,BZ004;|ZRobbins%nd|ZKruegerM005)7%

TheproblemKisKthat®being®moreXpredictable¥mightXindeedX
helpB¥nM¥nvironments®hatfequiredgentsdodnatchM®heirbthoices,X
butXtknightXeventbelletrimentaldvhenkagentskrelolbomehowiX
“outsmart”MnednotherndiecoupleMheirithoices.Forfnstance,X
inompetitivelnvironments@imilarbhgentsdnightMindXtkharder

SEricd¥Fischer's®itydnapsfrelbparticularlyompellingflemonstrationRthnicity-
based®homophilyX(https://www.flickr.com/photos/walkingsf/4981444199/in/set-
72157624812674967)X (thoughX distinguishing® homophilicX aggregationX fromX
segregation®nightbhotbeltraightforward).X
6OnelhotoriousXinstanceXoRthisXiskthel false-consensusXeffect ®seeRMarksKandX
Miller, 4 987forMeview);MhoughBeellsollioldmank2006);M50ldmaniinkparticularX
Chapterly)RorBurveybbfllhel “high-level'®nind-reading)Mlomains®n®vhichX
subjectskhavelbeenlhownRtokhttributeltheir®bwnbperspectivesdndknowledgeRtoX
others.X

7Intriguingly fhumansthave@vendbeenBhownMofecruitheBamebheuralBtructuresy
whenMnsweringijuestionsiboutihemselvestind®imilar,butkhotilissimilarbbthersX
(Mitchelll2thal.,2006;enkinskthal.,2008).X
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to’manipulateforXlieNtoMoneRanother,MthusXsimilarity®mightX
deter¥themMfromNattemptingito¥doMso MOrKonelcouldXthinkX
of¥theMparadigmaticRformNofXinterpersonal®similarity,Xnamely,X
monozygoticktwins XInKfact,XtwinsXhaveXbeenXshownXtoXmoreX
frequently¥natch®heir®hoiceslin®ooperationXlilemmasXSegalX
andXHershberger,X1999) Ehowever,XwhatXwouldXhappenkKiftheyX
wereKtoRplayXaKgameRlikeX“rock,KpaperKscissors”?® TheXsameX
similarity®thatXhelpedXthemXinXthefirstXscenario,XmightXworkX
againsthemBnMhelatter,nd¥ischer]2009)MhicelyMllustratesihisX
problemXwithXaXmentalXexperimentXinvolving¥agentsK‘playing”X
withMheif¥mirrortimage.”Hndeed,@houghRtHhasbeentpreviouslyX
conjectureddFischer,)2009;XFulethal. (012K ruegerdetkal. K2012)X
that¥imilarity®oulddffectoordination¥nMppositeMvays,MhiskasX
beenbhever@mpiricallyMlemonstrated X
Howevernd¥mportantly,BimilarityMloesn’tfnlyMlterBocialX
inferences XInfact,Xtraditionally,KitXisKmainlyXheldXtoXmediateX
interpersonalMattractionX(Byrne,X1971;XMcPhersonXetial. X2001;X
Montoyaleti¥al.,¥2008XforKaXreview) MthuskmoderatingXsocialX
attitudesXandhffect MnKthisksense,KattractionKorfsimilarXothersX
could¥ hingelX onX veryX basicK andXrelativelyX “non-inferential’X
mechanismsX(Zajonc,X1980;XMitchellXetial.,}X2006)XsuchKasKthelX
“mereNexposure”XeffectM(seekZajonc,X200 1XforXreview),KwhichX
consistsKinXtheXobservationXthatXsimpleXrepeatedXexposureXtoX
previouslybheutral¥timulifincreasesdheirfperceivedittractivenessX
(Monahan(%t51.,2000)*K
Indeed,KmanyXeffectsXofisimilarityXonXinteractionsXcouldXbelX
potentiallybelxplainedbyXsocialdpreference’Mheories¥i.e. M ehr
and¥Fischbacher, 2003 amerer,2003MorMdMeview),BvhichMreX
fundamentallydifferent¥rom&helbnesiescribed®bove MnMact,X
proponentstMNsimilaritypproach”Ames,[2004;Fischer,2009;X
Kruegerbétidl. R012;Fischertétidl. 2013 )MhsuallyfeferfolitsMmpactX
onNnferencesdndMincertainty,Mvhilelociallpreferences,MfakenX
rigorously,Meavelnferencesdintouched,Mind®xplainooperationX
inKterms,XorKinstance,Mof‘altruistic’MmotivesX(i.e.,XVanXLange,X
1999) XrheMifferenceMsi¥hatlin®helatteritase,BubjectsdnightibeX
willing®oNncuri¥norefostsdobbenefitthoselheyHikeltatherhanX
dislikel{i.e.,HonesthndiRachlin,2006),Bhusihoosing®helbptionsX
thatM¥nostenefit¥imilaratherMhanMissimilarfbthers.X
Intriguingly,X alternative evolutionaryX¥ approachesX toX
homophilyMseemXtoNparallelXthis¥dichotomyX(albeit®naturallyX
ata¥muchXmoreXdistal¥level) KForKinstance XinXlineXwithXalX
“preference”® approachi toX similarity,X ak commonlyX quotedX
evolutionarybbasisMorthomophilyMsBinshipXelectionHamilton,X
1963),BhefhotionXhatlhgentsdnaybhavelanMncentivelobbenefitX
othersXproportionallyXtoXtheirKgenetickrelatedness.KIndeed,XbyX
helpingelatives,Fagentsipromotelhelburvivallbf®helportionkbfX
genesitheyMsharefwvithdhem KSimilarity®ould®henMbelinvolvedX
inKdistinguishingXkinXfrom®non-kin HForKinstanceXphenotypicX

8Notably,EnbhotoriousBocial@ilemmasBuchisirisonersililemmas®ripublicdoodX
games,ooperatorsiimMoMnatchMheir@hoicesdvith¥heirdounterparts,MvhileXfree-
riders”himMollecouple®hem. Mndeed Bnany®tudiesthaveltressed®heltronginkX
betweenXcooperationkhndXoordinationX(Daweske bl X1 9770 essélandiBivacek,X
1979MK ollock,X1998a,bMHayashietihal X1 999;XCamerer,2003) KConsequently,XifX
similarityXhasXanKeffectRon®coordination,KthisKcould®carryRoverktoKcooperationX
dilemmas)Fischer,R009;Xruegerfthl. 012;¥ischerkt}l.2013).M

¥ EvenbhewlyFhatched®hickskhavefbeen®hownRoMnoveRowardfoneltheykhadX
prenatallytbeenMxposedobatherfhanthoveldonesiRajecki, X1 974) K

matching®(Porter,X1987)—thatiis,Mthelimplicit¥evaluationXofX
relatednessibaseddbniphenotypicbimilarity—hasibeenibbservedX
inXgroundXsquirrels¥(HolmesXandXSherman,X1982),MbaboonsX
(Alberts,X999),BhesusEnonkeys,lnddMumberdbPbtherpecies.X
InMinelwvith®his,XDeBruineX 2002 )Mshowed®hatconomickrustX
wasKincreased®vhenfhumankagentsiplayedXvithXaifictivelplayeriX
whoseMacefhad®beendnorpheddophysicallyitesembleiheirbwn. X
Intriguingly,XevenXgenotypicXhomophilyXhaskbeenXreportedXinX
humans¥qFowlerPethal.,) 201 1;MChristakiskhndiFowler,X2014),BuchX
thatifriendsMaremoreMikelyXokhavelsimilarizenes,Xplausiblykhsk
aconsequencefbfitheirleekingfbthersdwvithBimilar®henotypes.X
Importantly,Xkin-selectionXbasedXexplanations¥ofhomophilyX
implyMhat¥ndividualstheedn’tlirectlytbenefitfromMimilarity,RfX
anything,¥heirbgenesiio.X

OnMhelbtherthand Mifferent®volutionarybhpproachesielatedX
toiomophilydeemMoNtressHtsbpredictivedr¥trategicomponent,X
ratherX thanXitsX motivationalXoneM (FulX et al.,X2012;X FischeriX
etlal. ¥2013).MForinstance,M VallortigarakandXRogersk (2005),X
werelconcerned¥byXtheMfactMthat}selection®pressuresonXthel
individual®annotdxplainhelfact®hat,MatithekpopulationMevel X
thelgreatdnajoritydbf¥ertebratesixhibitfunctionaldateralizationX
inX proportionsX thati arelX different¥ fromX 1/2.K ForK instance,X
thereMisKnoMcleardfitness¥advantagelofdbeingX right¥ orXleft-
handed ®yet¥humansXarelmostXfrequentlyXright-handed KThelX
authorsEhowkhowRkthisknight®emergefhskhnievolutionary¥tableX
strategy®whenNasymmetricNorganisms¥must¥coordinatetheirX
behavior®¥vithfbtherfhsymmetrickbrganismsbbfthelbamelbpecies
(GhirlandalhndXVallortigara,}0004) Kntriguingly,XherelisksomeX
evidencethatMspeciesXthat¥areX“less¥social MalsoXexhibitHlessX
population-level®ateralizationX VallortigaralandiBisazza,X2002).K
InMapparentXcontrast)toXkin-selection,Xhomophily¥underXthisX
approachXmoreclearlyXbenefits¥bothKactorsdandXcounterparts,X
becausel it} isX theM solutionX toX a}l fundamentalX coordinationX
problemXin®hisktase Xunctionaldateralization)¥$temmingXromiX
thel necessityl to predict¥ behaviorX VallortigaraX andX RogersiX
(2005) R

HoweverBimilarityMndNikingeem®leeplyRintertwined %oK
webhlsolhsked®vhatfhspectdbBbimilarity¥maykhavefin¥mpactldni
coordinatedXbehavior;¥orkdifferently¥put MisksimilarityXjustdonel
amongXhelnanyM¥nediatorsibfiéocialkttraction,lbriis®herelomel
additional®trategic/inferentialtbenefitdolnteracting®vith®imilariX
others,XthatlwouldXbeXharderXtoXobtainKfromXsocialXattitudesX
alone?X®

Inkbynthesis,XhiskstudyXhskskthreelquestions.XheXimainXbneX
is¥whetherXperceived®similaritiesXcanKhaveKanXimpactXonXtacitX
coordination Rl'helecondMsMvhether®hismpactMsidhelbamednX
coordination®nvironmentsiequiring®layersdolitherdnatchbbriX
decoupleltheirithoices. Rl helhirddisks®vhatbspectdbfbimilarityX
mightXguideXcoordination:HtheXfactXthatMagentsKsimplyX“like’
similarXothers,KorXthe}fact¥thatXtheyXareXbetterKatXpredictingX
them?X'o¥hedHightdbnMheseMjuestions,BvelrarieddimilaritydndX
likingKindependently¥andXassessedXheiriseparateRcontributionsX
tocoordination®problemsXnvolvingftrategicktomplementskndX
substitutes.X

OTncidentally@nEnglish,BhelameRvord@anbelisedfo@xpressfboth®oncepts:HweX
likeMhoseMvhobreHikebs.” M
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Methods

The Games
WelusedXtwoltypesXofX(two-player)XcoordinationXgames:X‘StagX
Hunts”X(SHs)XandX“Entry¥Games X (EGs),Xwhich®haveXbeenX
extensively¥studied XbothXinXtheoryXandXexperimentalXsettingsX
(reviewedXinKCamerer,X2003) XInKourkversions—adaptedXfromX
Heinemannietthl.X2009) —webhttemptedolkkeepBhelbuperficial¥
aspects¥ofXtheMtwoXgamesXasXsimilarKasXpossible,MsoXthatXanyX
behavioralMdifferencelvoul dbeMlueMoMheirdtructuralfincentive-
related)Mifferences Kl helwolgamesRverelplayeddn®andomizedX
orderFindXiwerelasXfollows:Xinkboth,BwokagentskhadktokhooseX
betweenKtheMsameXtwoKoptions:X(1)KaKpotentiallyKhighXpayingX
butluncertainXpayoff “UP”) MalwaysKworthXeitheri$/€15.00KorX
0FndX2)Nowerkpayinghbutibafelpayo i “SP”) BvorthMKsivenX
$MamountX(withXSPX< 15.00).XBothXgamesXcapturelaXfrequentX
situation,Xnamely,XthatXlowXgainsXcanXbeXobtainedXsafelyXinX
isolation,MvhilebhightpayinglbutcomesinvolveloordinationndX
uncertainty.Mndeed,Mnfboth¥ames,Nhel PRvaskhosen,HtHvasX
obtainedXforMsure XregardlessXtheXchoiceKofone’sdcounterpart.X
Onihefbtherdhand Bheblbutcomelbfihoosing®heXJPMependedX
onXthelchoiceMbfXone’sKeounterpart,FandXonXthelgame XnXSHs,X
$15.008verelbbtained Bydbothbplayers,Bf FandibnlyHf,BbothithoseX
theMincertainfption;®@hus,XffbnlydbneXchosetheXUPMhelbrisheX
obtainedX0.XInXEGs,XonKtheKotherXhand,XtheXhighKgainXcouldX
only¥belobtainedXinKisolation,XthusXifkbothXplayersXchoseXthelX
potentiallykhighpayingHUPEbothKobtainedX). M tifollowskhatkinX
SHs,XheMncentivesXinduceXplayersiofhttemptkhndXmatch®heirlX
choicesMeitherPboth®risk MandlthoosedheRIPMbriheither®hould,X
butMmismatchingXskostly),BvhileMnXEGs,MlayerskhoulddryXoX
decoupleRheirkhoicesXsuchhatieitherfnelblayerX risks MandX
theKother®doesn’t,MorviceXversa,Xbutiplayers¥should¥notXriskX
together) Rl'hen,MbyXprogressivelyMncreasing®helraluelfbfthel PX
andXhavingXparticipants¥chooselatMeachXrandomized)XstepKwel
obtainedXMneasuredbffheirMincertaintynihelwolsames;®hatX
is,MofMheir®villingnessolhooselheMincertainfbption,loveritheX
lowerBbutXcertainKone KImportantly,XsinceKinitialdcoordinationX
patternsbisuallyMeterminelheldutcomeMMheirMepeated®ersionsi
(Heinemannlethal. 2004) MandincelvelverelhereMnterested®niX
theRwayBsocialdistanceXbiasesXchoices®ratherhankhowkitkimayX
biasMearning,XnoKfeedbackonXtheMoutcomesXofdecisionsKwasX
providedXuntil®heXenddbheXexperiment.MNotably,&hisksetXipX
enabled®olomparedwoleryMifferentgamestyRisuallyllteringX
onlyXaMminorXdetail Kindeed,XbothXgamesKpresentedX(alistXof )X
theXSPXmagnitudesXonXoneMsideMofMtheMscreenXandXtheXfixedX
highKpayoffX($15.00)KonXtheXother XT'heXgamesKwereXthusXonlyX
differentiated®byRvhatMvasBvrittenfinder®hefhighbpayoff helS HX
condition®ead,X'$15.000nlyRfX," Mnd®helE GRread,X'$15.008 {3 tX
mostX "MseelheMnstructionsdin®helupplementaryXMaterial¥orX
snapshots).X

Similarity Induction

Similarity®was¥manipulated®¥byXmakingXparticipantsXplayXwithX
counterparts¥that¥wereXeitherXsimilarMorXdissimilarXtoXthem.X
ThelsimilarityXbetweenXplayers¥and¥counterpartswasKbasedX
onktheXmatchX(similarity®ondition)XbriXmismatch¥ dissimilarityX
condition)Mbf¥dentification®atings¥ onMhMcaleMromX Moky )BvithX

algroupldbfMthree)khdjectivesklescribing¥personalityMraits Kl hesel
groupstbfidjectivesdverelbbtainedisMollows:Bbeforebparticipantsi
knewNaboutXtheKgames,XtheyXratedX100XadjectivesXdescribingX
personalityMraits Rl heyMlid®oMwice:Mbnce,BndicatingthowlnuchX
theyMidentifiedXwith®aMgivenXraith “ID”),KandXthelsecond,MhowiX
muchKtheyXlikedXtheXsameXtrait¥(“Like”)X(inKcounterbalancedX
order) MAs¥oonksHheyMinished,BinMlgorithm¥seeXlablelNnitheX
SupplementaryXMaterialforXdetails)MwentXthrough®heXdentityX
andNikingXratingskbfieachMbXheXl 00KvordskhndXetrievedfouriX
groupstbfvordsqthreeMvordsiperigroup)dorbdachbparticipant:H1)X
theMfirstigroupMvaskomposedibfBvordsihatiiiven¥participant
bothBtronglyMdentified®¥vithtnd¥tronglylikedi.e. BnaximizingX
bothNikingdndNXdentityatings)}“ID+_Like+");42)®helecondX
groupMonsisteddfvordsdhativereddentifiedBvithibutiislikedX
(“ID+ Like—");¥(3)®heMthirdXgroup,XofwordsXthatiwereXikedX
butthotMdentified®vithX “ID- Like+);8vhilel4)®helourthFndX
lastgroup®vasomposedibvordsihativerefhotidentified¥vithX
andXwereldislikedX(“ID-KLike—")X(seeXFigureN ) KParticipantsX
thenXwereltoldXthatXtheyXwouldXhaveXinteractedXwithXseveralX
anonymouskounterpartsfind®hatnatched®ounterpartsivouldX
havelbeenM¥nutually¥nformedibhowkheyHdentified¥vithMlamel
groupXofXperson-descriptiveXwords.XThisXKwasXmadeXknownXtoX
participantsBbydheMisebbMatingtbars¥seelFigureM fbelowHorHheX
design;¥oriFigurefiinktheXinstructionskforXafscreenshotXofthel
actualMask—Supplementary®Material).X
Ideally,Mvelvouldthavelpreferreddolhotieceivelparticipants,X
thoughXouresignXmadeXthisMdifficult.XThemainXproblemMvasX
thatltherelwerelrelativelyMewXwords Morkeach®participant,XhatX
satisfiedXtheMrequirementsXofour®designX(i.e.,KthatdmaximizedX
identitydndlikingMatingsitc.)MndX¥heseMarelyMnatchedfetweeni
participants Fornstance MverMhel 000person-descriptiveMvordsX
that®participantskrated XherelwerelonlykewkofthemXthatieachX
participantfnaximallyd{minimally)Hdentified¥vithdndMnaximallyiX
(minimally)XlikedX(onXaverage,i4.3XforID+Like+ condition—X
s.eX1.7X- KandX5Kfor¥theMID-Like-KMcondition) XFurthermore,X
therelverelevenNesskbptimaldvordsiorkheXincongruent”®¥vordX
conditionsX onXaverage,Xl.8%andXl.6KorktheXI D+ Like-XandXD-
Like+ conditions,Kespectively) MWithin®heM-15-208participantX
sessionsiwelran,XitKkwasXthusXdiffhicult¥toXfindXtwolplayersXthatX
actuallyMratedXtheNsamelwordsKinKsimilar®ways.XPerhapsKthisX
couldbhavebbeenMchieveddvithMnuchBargeramplelize, MvhichX
wasMinavailableoMis. XAlternatively,Mveltoulddhavelthosendub-
optimalXwordsX(i.e.,HforXtheXID+Like+ condition,XwordsXthatX
participants¥only¥weaklyXdentifiedXwithXbutithativerelhctuallyX
shared®yMnultiplebparticipants),Bhough®velvereoncerneddhatX
this®wouldXhaveXreducedXanyXeffectXofKsimilarity. XInXsightXofX
theseltradeofts,XwellresortedXtoXgeneratingXtheXidentityXratingsX
offrtificialounterparts,fhsihiskllowedXisBokprobelorkeftectsX
ofimilarity®¥vhileleffectivelyiontrollingor¥dentitydndNiking.X
Finally MinfbrderoMninimizeMeception,BeforeMakingbpartlindheX
taskMbfMinterest,tparticipantsilsoMookipartiinihelamelwobgamesX
withoutknowingXanythingkaboutXtheirounterparts,XandXwerelX
paiddorfbnelbfBheseandomlyMdleterminedMrials Monsequently,X
participants¥verednMactdpaiddor®heir¥eallthoicesdnd®hoselbfX
theirf¥matched®ounterparts,®hough®heybbelieved®hatfnyKrialX
could®eXpaid KinkhdditionKoXthisXchoice-dependent®payment,X
participants®arnedb$5.008how-upMee.X
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TYPE OF SIMILARITY
SIMILARITY DISSIMILARITY
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. ] FUNNY S . 3 H—++++®  FUNNY i
+ + H-+++€4 ROMANTIC |H—+++0 ——++0-1 ROMANTIC @t
H—++++@  SPRITUAL  ——++0 H—t+++@  SPIRITUAL @ttt
You OTHER YOU OTHER
H—++++® NEUROTIC  |——+++0H —+-++® NEUROTIC @+
+ - H—+++€+ COMPULSIVE  ———+@ ==+@- COMPULSIVE @=t=t=t=t—t-
H——++04  GRUMPY |-+ =01  GRUMPY  @-t=t=t=t—-
YOU OTHER You OTHER
@+t  ORGANIZED @ttt FHO++++1  ORGANIZED H—++++@
- + @+++++-  DISCIPLINED @ttt @+++++1  DISCIPLINED HH—+++@
[ e CLEVER (S i | O CLEVER =+
YOou OTHER You OTHER
O+ FUSSY @ttt HO+—H FUssY H++++e
= = &S+ MESSY o o+ MESSY  —t—++0
O+t  ARROGANT @ttt F@++++-  ARROGANT  jjmii—t-@-
FIGURE 1 | Experimental design. Before®akingbpartin®@hefinteractionsibX thefraits. BVhilelplayingBhelyames, Mnatcheditounterpartsiveredoloihatihey®
interest,MparticipantsbrovidedB®both®liking " EandRidentity "Hatingsto b ettb X mutually®iewediatingtbarsindicatingdvhether®heyMdentifiedbdritlidihot®
100personalitylraits. BBubsequently,®Bheylinteracted®vithitounterpartsihatik identify®vith®heRraits. RLiking+"BandX Liking-"Bndicate®hattparticipantsikedX
werelbithertsimilardbritissimilar@o®hemBvithiespectobibbelectedisubsetid® ortisliked®helbelected®raits.®

InKsynthesis,XexcludingXthellatteri“trait-neutral "Ktrials,KthisX
set-upMyielded¥aX2®x 2Kx 2Mx 2Kdesign XwithXfactors:X(1)X
gameX(SHsKvs XEGs) X(2)XsimilarityX(similarivs Mdissimilar);X(3)X
likingX(likedXvs.Mdisliked®traits);XandX(4)XidentityX(highXvs.MowX
identification®vithMraits) Rl helnstructions®¥veMisedMarebhvailableX
inMhelSupplementaryXMaterial ®WithinkeachtbfihelesultingXl 6X
experimentalXcells XSPsXrangedXfromX1 Kol 5Kink¥stepsXofXl XforX
aXotalXbf40Kdecisions.XMGivenkhiskhighMhumberXbfdecisions,X
welladopted¥apresentationXmethodXanalogousXtoXthelstrategyX
methodX(Selten,X1965),XnMwhichKparticipantsiviewedXallXi 5K5PX
optionsKofaXcellonXaXsingleXpage,KratherKthanXmakingKeachX
decisionbbnMbeparatedpage REachbMhelesultingil 6Xpages/cellsX
(withXl 5Klecisionsiorieach¥page)Rvasipresented¥inandomizedX
order®

Person-descriptivelwordskwereMtakenXfromX DumasKetXal X
(2002),XaXlist¥ofX844XpersonXrelated¥adjectiveslandXhadXbeenX
rateddonMtheMbasisKofltheirKlikableness.XSincelweXaimedXtoX
orthogonalizeidentityMandXliking®scoresXas¥muchXasXpossible,X
whileNsimultaneouslyMinducingKaXsufficientlyXstrongXsenseXofX
identificationfhndMiking MwekheededXwvordsithatMweredvalencedX
butkhotooklearlydbo MinceltraitskvithXextremeX highMrKlow)X
valencesilsolhad®¥heMowestdikableness®¥ariance M hus,¥plausiblyX
fewpeoplelwouldXhaveKidentifiedXwith®wordsKikeX‘dishonest,’X
butMomelnaythaveldentified¥vithBvordsBuchMsX disorganized’®
orl‘whiny.”MConsequently,MvelsortedheltraitsdnkthelbasiskofiX
their}likableness,Mnd®ookXl 008vordsromilusters:X50KromX

aMmoderately®positivelluster,indX0MromXnoderatelydhegativeX
onelX

Lottery
ToontrolforhelpotentiallimpactbMnter-individualMifferencesX
in¥(non-strategic)XriskXattitudes Mparticipants¥tookXpartXinXaX
“lottery”®ondition,Mwhich®ookMplacelhfterdheltrategicsames.X
ForllthellotteryXtask MparticipantsdwereendowedXwithX$5.00X
additionalMlollarsdhnd¥vereMhentlloweddoMnakefnMnvestmentX
onXallotteryMextractionXwithMaXwinningXprobability¥ofX2/3.K
Participantsfould¥nvest¥inydmount{0X¥ncluded )k Rheirk$5.00X
endowment.XI'oMmplement®helottery,MnXlearkigh tdbfihall KveX
placedwoltedallsindbnebluelballfof@qualdimension)EntolK
holeloniheMopbManbpaquelbox,Bnd¥hookNt BarticipantsXverel
informedXthat,Mhfter®placing®heirkbets,XakrandomlyXdesignatedX
participant@would¥haveXblindlyMextractedXalsingleXballXfromiX
thelbox XIfXthelballXwasXredXtheXexperimenterskwouldXhavelX
doubledMparticipants®¥nvestments,BvhileXfhelball¥vasiblue,fheX
investment®vouldfhavelbeendost. I eook®hedimountdnvestedX
byXeach®participant¥asKakmeasureofXtheir}¥(non-strategic)-riskiX
attitudes.X

Participants
Thelexperiment¥vasXarried®utkhtheXUniversityXiSouthernX
California.XInX5Ksessions,X68XparticipantsXtookKpartXinXtheX2X
coordinationMasks,@mplementeddnik-Treel{Fischbacher,2007).X
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Procedures
Participants¥interactedXinXgroups,KfromKindividuallyXshieldedX
computerBcubicles.XA fterfassigningkthemXtoMa)randomXcubiclelX
(viakh¥bingoMchipKextraction),KinstructionsXwerelreadXoutiloudX
andXollowedMnMnstruction®heets Beforeltarting ¥participantsX
alsoMookdpart¥inMMjuestionnairehatiprobed®heirMinderstandingX
oftheMgames.XThelquestionnairecould¥onlykbelcompletedXbyX
correctly¥respondingXtoall¥ofXitsKitems.KThisKenabledXusKtoX
explicitlyXassureMparticipantsthatithey,KandXallXtheir¥potentialX
counterparts,{had¥ understood¥ thei rulesX ofX theX games.X AlIX
proceduresBverelpprovedibydocalthical®ommittees FOurMlataX
iskvailablefiponbfequest.X

Statistical Analysis
Datalvastinalyzed®vithieneralizedNinearMnixed®ffectsdnodelsX
(“GLMMs”HBolkerietlhl. X2009),MwvithXal bobyqa M ptimizationX
algorithmX Powell,2009),FaslimplementedXnXhelme4XpackageX
(Baayeni@thdl.,2008) MnMhelRM¥nvironment¥Venablesindi$mith,X
2005) K

Analysis of Choice
SinceMourMprinciple¥dependentXvariableXwasKtheXdichotomousX
choice“SP"HorX“UP K (i.e..¥“risk”)Mwelused¥al GLMMNXwithX
aMlogisticXlinkKfunctionX(as¥also¥doneMinKHeinemannXetXal.,X
2009).XOurkmainXquestionXofXinterestXwasXwhetherXsimilarityX
affected®hoiceskbppositelylinioordinationigames®hatiequiredX
participants¥toXeitherXmatchX(SHs)XorXdecoupleXtheirXchoicesX
(EGs),XandXwhetherXthisXdependedXonkhowXmuchXparticipants¥
likedXorXidentified®with®theXpersonalityXcharacteristicskthatiXthelX
similarity¥waskbasedXn. XCorrespondingly,lburknodelXincludedX
thelour-waylnteractionfbetweenMhelollowingMixed-effectMerms:X
game™*similarity*liking*identityX(whichXautomaticallyXincludedX
allMower-levelXinteractions) XMFurthermore,FhskpreviouskesearchX
(NagelKetal.,XinKpreparation)Xhas¥shownXthatldecreasing®SPsX
affectsMthelikelihoodXofX “risking”Xdifferentially¥inXSHsKandX
EGs,BweMaddedXanKadditionalKinteraction¥termXbetweenXtheseX
twollfactors¥asKalcovariate. XFinally,MsinceRHeinemanniet}al.X
(2009)XhaveXshownKthatX(non-strategic)XriskXattitudesX(i.e.,KasX
establishedibyNotteriesBvithnownkprobabilities)reielated®olX
“risk"Minbbtrategiczames,MvelfurtherMintroduced®hel centered)X
investmentsXparticipantshad®¥madelinXtheXlotteryMconditionX
(“lottery”) MndfetMhisMinteract®vithMhelamelactor AnBynthesis,X
ourmodel}includedX thel followingX fixedX effectl terms:X surelX
payofffgamelt- game*similarity*liking*identityM lottery*game.X
Atlast,fburdnodeldincluded®®andomMnterceptiermMollusteriX
choicestbybparticipant.XWekeport®hefhinalysiskbfdrariancelableX
ofthis¥nodeldnMhelupplementaryXableX Rhen,MoMnspectiheX
significantdnteraction®onstituentsfwhenRBignificant),MvelimplyX
re-ranhefnodel®vhileiesettingheMeferencelpointbbMhelactorX
levelsthfinterestii.e. MsklsoMloneMnManngiesserktil. [2010).K

Analysis of Expected Payoffs

AsXnotedXhbove XourKparticipantsXwereXonlyXallegedlyXpaidXforiX
oneandomlydietermined®rial Mowever,}otudy®helpotentialX
economicKimpactMofXsimilarityXacrossXSPs¥andXconditions,XwelX
computedX‘expected¥payofts KorkhllXrials.XI o ofsoRveltidXhelX
followingHnMnyXondition,thaddMparticipant®i"Bhosen®helSPX

thelspecifidkvaluelbXhelS PRwaskattributedX ol since,XinXbothX
games Hffbnelhoselhel$PHhisMvasibtainedbhoMnatterXvhatibne’sk
counterpart®hose) Mffhowever,lbnkMlifferentMrial MhadihosenX
thefUPKi.e.,MoRrisk”) Mhend'sipayofiMvasdietermineddn®xpectedX
valuel“EV”) givendhebposteriordprobabilitybbMbeingMnatchedMoX
someonelelselhatilsoXchoseRtheXUPRnRthesameRzame! '® RrorX
instance,Bupposefhatlint®iven®riallparticipantiithoseMoltiskX
and® 0% heltherbplayers@ndeddipMloingloldsXvell 'hen,MhadX
thelfrialbeendS H,MsMxpectedipayoff Mvasomputeddsd.7*15.00K
[i.e BBV z=0.7*1540*(1K 0.7)],MvhilefhadMheMrialbeentd nBEG,HitX
wasBimplyomputed®si{1¥ 0.7)*15.00.BnMhisXvay,MvelvereiibleX
toltomputelexpectedipayoffskinkallXrialsdhnddexplorefhowktheyX
varied¥sdMunctionfbM8imilarity.X

Analysis of Coordination Rates
Well definelX “successfull coordination”X asi the probabilityX ofX
“matching®hoices Monkitherlhelwolbptions)EnKheMnatchingX
environment,lndMbflecoupling®hoiceslin®heltlecouplingfone.X
Notably,XthisMhotionXofcoordinationXhbilityKneedn’tkhaveXaXi -
to-1Kr-elationMvithMxpected®ayoffs Bror¥nstance Mf¥participantsX
hadXalwaysXchosenXtheXSPXin®theXmatchingXenvironment,XtheyX
wouldkhavelhchieveddMnaximumioordinationKratelaccordingX
toXtheMdefinitionfhbove) XMoreover,KtheyKwouldkhavefobtainedX
thefbameMmaximum)XoordinationXatelbydhlwayshoosing®helX
“risky”Pption. B owever,@hey¥vouldbhavelearned¥nuchB¥noreXnk
thelBecondi®ase BoordinationMfatesfbeingléqual lonsequently,Hnk
addition®olexpected®payofts,Bvebhimed®obhssessthowdbimilarityX
affectedMhefprobabilitydbfBuccessfultoordination X
Toomputedhebprobabilitybbfuccessful®oordinationXvelidX
thelfollowing: M fXaKsivenkparticipant¥‘i KhadXthosenkheX risky X
optionXinktheMmatching®environment,Bthenkhis/her®probabilityX
oflsuccessfulcoordination¥it¥coincidedXwithXtheX(posterior)X
likelihoodXbfXbeingXimatched®olsomeonelwhokhadXalsochosenX
thelriskyXoptionXinXtheXcorresponding®conditionX(andXforiXthelX
samelBP-value) ' ?RConverselyKinkheRdecoupling®environment,X
ifaX subjectd hadX choseni thel “risky”X option,XlikelihoodX ofX
successfulltoordination®vasitomputeddhsihelneantbfpotentialk
counterpartswhoXhadX#notXchosenXtheM“risky” Koption.XInXaX
speculariXfashion XifaiparticipantthadXhosenXtheX‘safe”¥optionX
inKtheXmatching¥game KitMcoincidedXwithXtheXaverageMamountX
ofpotentialounterparts¥whokhadkhlsokchosenXthelsafelboptionX
inKtheMcorrespondingXcondition;Xwhile,XifXoneXchoseXtheMsafel
optionfinMheMecouplingdnvironmentHitioincidedXvith¥heMneanX
“risk¥rates Mo ffonesiounterparts Xnkhisnanner®@veltomputedX
thelprobability¥ofl“successfulkcoordination”XforeachXchoicelX

U'MoreRspecificallyRtheRchoices®bfRbne’s® averageRounterpart” ByereRtakenirom
thelamelexperimental®elllbnlyMor®helimilarity®onditions XnkheMissimilarityX
conditionXthis®didXnotseemKustified XForKinstance,XwhenXcoordinatingXwithXaX
dissimilarKotherXinktheXLike+ID+ conditionX(orXtheXLike+ID-XLike-ID+ XandX
Like-ID- conditions),Bparticipantsiverelnatched¥vith®BomeoneRvith¥vhoblidéh ot
identifyMinMhelameripletdraits,Mhuskfidomeonelinihel.ike4ID- (“dissimilar”)X
conditionXand®espectively,®heXLike+ID-,KLike-ID-,andXLike-ID+ conditions),X
notXofsomeonelinXtheXLike+ID+ (“dissimilar”)Rcondition.®Correspondingly,X
averagediounterpartithoicesiniheMlissimilarityléonditionfbnlylverele-mappedX
asfustilescribed ¥

21nfbtherBvords ®heFprobabilityfbfuccessfully@oordinating®vith®thers BvhenX
onelthoselhelfiskylption,Boincided®vithihel meanXiskMate lbfbne’skpotentialX
counterparts.X
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participants¥nadeMgivenfhefctual@hoicestbflMhebbthers),ndX
welnvestigatedBhowihis®vashffectedbyNimilarity.X

Results

Similarity Manipulation Validation

AsNvasMolbelxpected HveldbservedipositivelorrelationBetweenX
identitydhndNiking&atingskbf®heX 00Mhdjectives]{ = 0.57,pK<
0.001)XFigurel® Mblue) BuggestinghatlbubjectskisuallyMikelthelX
traitsheyMdentifyMvithfriislikelheRraits®heyon’tkdentifyX
with XnMspitelbithis,KallourXsroupskbffhdjectivesXretrievedbyX
ourlalgorithmMouldXeMdifferentiatedX Figurel,KblackXcircles):X
averagedMdentityMatings¥vithinMripletsiverelignificantlybhigheriX
forhel D+ group®han®heMD- groupXpK< 0.001),MndNikingX
ratingsM¥vereffhigherfinMhellike+ groupMhaniheMlL.ike- groupipi<
0.001).ForMheMraitMriplets¥neantMofhaveloherentddentificationX
andMliking¥scoresX(namely,XID+Like+ andXID-Like-),XratingsX
betweenXtheXtwoldimensionsX¥(identityMandXliking)XwereXnotX
differentiableXboth¥p > 0.08) 1 *¥WhileMor® incoherent™®riplets,X
in®vhichMikinglndldentityMverelpittednelgainstheldther,MheX
twoldcoresdtronglyMissociateddnihelnticipatedirectionsibothX
ps< 0.001) 1‘@ZIHowever,&iven&he&lforementioned&orrelation,N
liking®andXidentityXscoresXalsoslightlyXchangedXwhenXpassingX
fromMtheXcoherentXclustersX(ID+Like+ andXID-Like-)XtoXtheX

131D+ Like+EneanMifferenceMIDN Liking)®= 0.04,5%- 0.3;AD-Like- (IDX Liking)X
= 0.07,85%}CI— 0.00700.1],5HR= 0.08.

41D-Like+FmeanRifferencel IDR-KLiking)R= -3.48pK< 0.001;D+Like- (IDE-K
Liking):8.7,5® 0.001.8

incoherent®nesXID-Like+ andXD+Like-) XForinstance,XikedX
adjectivesXthatMsubjects®¥didn’tNidentifyXwith®(ID-Like+)XwereX
certainlyNliked®¥morelthanXdisliked¥adjectivesXfromXeitherXofX
theRtwoR low-liking Relustersk(both&p; <0.001) ' ¥fhoweverktheyX
weren’tXliked¥asdmuchXasXthoseMthatXsubjectsialsoXidentifiedX
with!®KT oRpartiallyXalleviateRthisKresidualkmulticollinearityKofX
likingXandXidentity,XweXcheckedXthatXtheMresultsXobtainedXiniX
ourldtatisticalmodeltheld¥vhenMising®helentered¥dentitydndX
likingcores,Kather®hanMheltorrespondingii.e.,Bhigh®sHow”)X
factors.X

Behavior in Games

ANogistidgeneralizedXmixedXeffectskimodelXwasXfititoXtheMdataX
andMholdbservations¥verelxcludeddromMheMnalysis. A helnodelX
revealeddNignificantd-waylinteractionfetweenMheMactorsifame,X
similarity,Adentity,AndfikingX®= 5.046,K< 0.05)qseeRableX
1IRnBSupplementary®Material) Kl hisBuggestsihatiimilaritybhadX
alflifferentialdmpactfbnihoicesflependingfbnitsitharacteristicsX
andMnMvhetherXhoicesthad®olbeXmatched¥riecoupled XTheX
direction¥ofXtheXinteractionXconstituents¥wasXasKanticipated:X
whenMraitsi¥verefbothHiked¥ndMdentified{ID+Like+)®BimilarityX
significantlyMncreased®helprobabilitykbfX‘risky ®hoicesKnMSHsX
(p¥< 0.001)17®buﬂZiecreasedJXitJZinBEGsX[p®< 0.05)18®(Figure&,®

15MeanKdifferenceRinXiking®(ID-Like-+)R-K(ID+Like-)®= 3.7,8pR< 0.001;¥meanX
differencelnMiking{ID-Like+ )®HID-Like-)¥= 4.4,6p%< 0.001.K
16MeanMifferencelndiking}ID-Like+ - ID+Like+)= —1, p& 0.001.8
l7Log-likelihoodlZliﬂference(Sm,dissim)g’: 0.548.e¥=0.12.X
1SLog-likelihoodﬂlifference(sim,dissim)g: —0.228.e8=0.11K

Identity score
1

FIGURE 2 | Identity and liking ratings of 100 personality traits by 68
participants (on a 1-7 Likert scale). Darkertbluelindicatesimoredrequent®
observations,Bvhichitan®beltlearlyieenHolallbnRhebtliagonal Bndicating®hatX
subjectsBusuallyddentify®vithheRraits®heyMike,Eand®ice®/ersa. lDRheX 00K
traitslachisubjectiated, Eankalgorithmiselectedourubject-specificripletsk

4
Liking score

count
400
300
200

100

ofthdjectivesihattbestHitintodheMourtornersibhiskidentification-by-liking"®
space.tBlackitirclelbizeskrebproportionaldohelhumbertbfhdjectivesihati
wereblselectediby®heligorithm. BDuring®helsubsequenttames, Bubjectsk
werelatched®vithbbthershatieitherfdentifiedibrilidn’tdentify®vithiheX
triplettbMraitsibelecteddby®hellgorithm. X
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Liked traits that are identified with Liked traits that are not identified with
1.004
0.754
0.50
0.254
8 Similarity
S o= dissimilar
% 0.00+ == similar
E Disliked traits that are identified with Disliked traits that are not identified with Game
=1.00+
a = matching
©
o) "
o = = decoupling
o
0.754
0.50
0.25+
N
R 19
000 ! T T T T T T T T T T T L) T
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Sure payoff
FIGURE 3 | The impact of similarity on coordination games (anonymous)Xcounterparts. XSimilarity®wasKbasedXsolelyXonktheXfactkthat®
requiring players to either match their choices (“strategic counterpartsksimilarly®dentified®or®did®hotXdentify)XwithRthreeX
complements” - “Stag hunt” games) or decouple them (“strategic personality-descriptive®words. KEstimatesiwereXobtained®withkaXgeneralizedX
substitutes” - “Entry” games) without communicating. CurvesX logistickmixed®model KErrorbandskrepresent®95%KconfidenceloandskforiX
represent®estimated®orobabilitiesKofichoosing®akpotentiallyhigherkpaying, X thelfixedXeffects. MPointsKarelthelobserved®percentageskoUPXchoices.X
but®uncertain®payoffiy-axis)¥“UP”) KgivenKincreasing®valueskofXaKsafeX StarsKindicateBsignificant®effectsRofksimilarity®onXtheRestimatedXorobabilityX
alternativeX(x-axis),@whenKinteracting®withXeither®similarkorXdissimilark ofmakingkaiiskyXchoiceXp® 0.05,8**pl 0.001.%

topMeftXpanel) KNotably,XneitherXofktheseMeffectsMwasKobservedX
whensimilarityMwasXbased¥onKtraitsKthatXwereMlikedXbutinotX
identifiedXwithX(i.e. X“we’ reXbothXnofXorganized Xvs X“I'mXnotX
organized,XouMre”){ID-Like+)Mpk= 0.22)19%rEVhenimilarity|E
wasXbasedXonXtraitsX thatXwereXidentifiedXwithXbutX dislikedX
(i.e.X“we'relboth¥neurotic’Mvs.X“I'mKneurotic,KyouNarelnot”)X
(ID+Like-)MpR= 0.91)2%seciFigureld HopRighthndbottomMeftd
panels).X

Expected Payoff
Importantly,Bimilaritylhotfnlybhffected®thoices lbutltFhfectedX
expectedXpayoffsKaskwell XIndeed XespeciallywhenXpersonalityX
traitskwereMiked¥andXidentified®withX(liking* similarity*identityX
interaction:3¥< 0.05),MvebbbserveddbpositivelftecttbMimilarityX
onbpayoftsMntbothMhel HsX$0.50,8.e.4= 0.14,0pK< 0.001)MndiXhelX
EGs}$0.14,%.e.4= 0.05,pX< 0.01).X

19 SHRim _dissim)g= 0-05,8.e.8= 0.11,3%8= 0.44EG gim_dissimyz= —0.13B.e %= —0.11,8
PR=0.22.
20SH (gim —dissim)E-0.178.e B= 0.11,8K8= 0.13:8EG 5im—dissim) B-0.01,8.e.8= 0.11,8
PpR=0.91.

Probability of Successful Coordination

FocusingfbnktheXconditionKinXvhichXveXbbservedkhibignificantX
effectNofIZsimilarity!Zonchoice&(the&“ID—}—Like—i—”&condition)2 15
wellfoundXthat,XinXtheX¥matchingenvironmentXparticipantsXinX
thelsimilarityXcondition®wereNindeedXmoreXlikelyXtoXMmatchX
theirdchoices®thanXinktheMdissimilarityXcondition®(pK < 0.001),X
especially®vhenihoosinghel risky” Mption.Bowever,BimilarityX
didkhotMincreaseXoordinationXin®theldecoupling®environment,X
thatis,MsimilarXcounterparts¥werelnotX“better Hat¥decouplingX
theirthoices®hanMlissimilarfbnesqpk= 0.23) BMorelpecifically,X
wellfoundXthatXthiskwasXdueXtoRthelfactXthat,XrestrictingXthelX
comparisonX ofl “coordinationXrates”Xtol “safel choices X only,X
participants¥ inX the similarityX conditionX wereX nearlyX worselX
atldecouplingXtheirMchoicesXthanXthoseMinXthe}dissimilarityX
condition¥(pK = 0.07),XthatMis,XtheyX“shouldXhave’XenteredX
moreMrequently ®OnRheX fliplide’tdRhis,BvhenMestrictingihel
samelomparisonMoR risky®hoices, Bparticipantsdin¥helimilarityX

2! InRfact,MaRmodel¥includingRall¥theRconditionsKrevealed®asignificant®3-wayX
interactionkbetweenMbimilarity,Xiking,XandXidentityX(pX < 0.05),KinKdeterminingX
coordinationMates.X
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conditionMverednorelikelyMoBuccessfully¥lecoupleMheirithoicesX
(p¥< 0.01).X

Covariates: Game, Sure Payoff, and Risk

Attitudes
AsRxpected,burlnodel®stimated®hat®heMikelihoodbnakingX
al‘risky”Mecision®vasioughlyX3%MowervhendhoicesdhadXoX
beldecoupledX EGs)XratherithanXvhenMheykhad®obbeMnatchedX
(SHs)Mp¥< 0.001),BuggestingtaelativelpropensityMor¥natchingX
choices,MatherihanMecoupling®hemNregardlessibffbimilarity).X
InMpiteddfRhis,Mincertainty¥nfb HsMvasdarrombbsent.Xndeed,X
whilebparticipantsieadilylhoselheMincertainfption®vheniheX
alternativelsafelpayoffskwereMow,XtheyKgraduallyXceasedXtoXdoX
sobhsibafelpayoffslincreasedloghbddskbfslopeld= —0.51,5.e.8=
0.01,0pX< 0.001).Bpecifically,MparticipantskhppeareddndifferentX
between®helwobbptions¥vhen®helsurelpayoffivasioughlyXe/3K
ofvhatMheyouldhavelarnedbylthoosingheMincertainibptionX
togetherMaverageMindifferencelpointi= $9.98).Morrespondingly,X
increasinglSPMraluesMinearlydecreased®xpected®payofifhskvellX
(p¥ < 0.001) KFinally,XriskXattitudesXasXestablishedXfromNourX
lotteryMconditionXdidXexplainKsomelofXthis¥variance XIndeed,X
thelmorelparticipantsdinvestedXinktheMotteries,XtheXmoreMikelyX
theyXwereltoXchooseltheluncertainkoptionXinKtheXEGXonlyX
(game™*riskMinteraction{p < 0.001)X¥However,XtheXreportedX
effectskof¥similarityX wereXnetdofl theXeffectX ofXallX ofd theselX
covariates.X

Discussion

Across¥acrossBagesX(Meltzoft,¥2007),KculturesX(Apicellaletal.,X
2012),MindMpecies] Massenbhndioski,X2014)MimilaritythasfbeenX
shownMobplaylMundamentaldoleMn®heformationtbfocialfiesX
andMhetworks{McPhersonlétil. 200 1;6A mes,R004;MMitchellbétil. X
2006;XFischer,X2009;XKruegerXetkl. X2012;XFischerXetXal. X2013).X
CoordinationXproblemskhaveKalsoXperplexedXdecisionXtheoristsX
fordecadesX(Schelling,X1960;XCooperXetial.,X1990;XVanXHuyckX
etial. X1990;XCamerer,X2003;XHeinemannXetial.,X2009) XY etknoX
studybhasMnvestigated¥vhetheritlassic®oordinationdproblemsMreX
affecteddbybperceivediinterpersonaldimilarities ColeldndX eboul,X
2004)8

InXthisXstudyXweKinvestigatedXthisXbyXhaving}participantsX
decideXwhetherXtoXtakeXaXnumberXofXrealXfinancialXrisksX(asX
opposeditofalbafelhlternative) MvhenMacitly®eoordinatingXtheiriX
choicesBvithounterpartsdvholwvereleitherimilarkbridissimilarX
tothemXwithXregardsXtoXthreeXperson-descriptiveXwords XWel
reportXthreelnovelXfindings:X(1)XinXcoordinationXgamesXwithX
strategidompliments,Mn®vhichbparticipantsthadn®ncentiveloX
match®heirkchoicesXstagkhunts),MimilarfdounterpartsiincurredX
higherMinancial®risks”MhanMissimilarounterparts;}{2)fhowever,X
inkramesKwithBtrategicbubstitutes,MwhereRparticipantsiwverelolX
decouplelheirhoicesMentrydames),Mvebbbserved®hefbppositeX
pattern:Bimilar®ounterparts¥vereMvillingoMncurflessiisk¥hank
dissimilarbnes;}3)BbothMMheselffectsdvereldnlydbbservedX¥vheni
similarity¥wasKbasedXonXtraits¥thatXparticipantsXalsoXlikedXandX
identifiedXwith XWeXwouldXlikeXtoXcommentXonXeachKofXtheselX
findings¥nXurn.X

Similarity and “Complementarity”: Propensity for
Matching Choices
Coordinationl§amesXvithMtrategicomplementaritiesreliotfust
aMmajorktheoretical®problemXorksamelheoryX Camerer,x2003)X
theyXcouldXhlsokbelaXpragmatic¥one KT hekproblemXskhatXeven
inBituations®hathpresentilearlconomicynergiesdoballbplayersX
(i.e.Mypical®win-win Bituationsiikeltaghhunts*?) ®oordinationX
stilllbftenMails{ Coopertethal. 1 990).Mndeed Bspecially¥vhen®helX
“risk”"BnvolvedsBhighiHarsanyidndSelten,) 988)—thatls,XvhenX
thesafelalternativeXtoMcoordinatingXbecomesXlargeXenough—KX
coordinationflmostilwaysHailsfCoopertéthdl., M 992;fHeinemanniX
ethhl. J2009)? ¥ eemingly,Rhiskbccurstbecause RevenRhoughFallX
playersivouldpreferfoltoordinate®nihefhigherfaying®ption> 4K
theylearRhatitheirRounterpartsinightfhotioRthefame?*HOur
results¥suggestXthatXperceivedXinterpersonalksimilarities¥couldX
thenbprovidebthelssurance?®playersbheed@nbrderoRoordinatel
morelfficiently B TRvish®ofhoose®helbptimallbption,EndXfRnyiX
counterpar tlsHikeMnelhe/sheMsHn orelikelydob oMol sXvell.”X
Notably,Xnbburkkxperimentalesign Bimilarity/dissimilarityX
waskbnlybbasedXnkself-reportedidentification®vithithreefrait-
related¥vords,MindlbneitouldBensiblykhrguedhatMhisKskobbasisX
foriMeliableMstimatelbfimilarityMori teastMhotnoughMoMincuri
differentMinancialifisksMor) AnMpitelbMhis,BveniuchibpartialkbriX
occasionaldormMbBimilaritydprovedBufficientMobdffectl®conomicX
coordination KInXfact XhumansKappearXparticularlyXsensitiveXtoX
similarity-related®ues,@venMoMnesMhatdrelompletelyMinrelatedX
toXtheltaskXatXhand XFor)instance,XnotoriousX¥minimal-groupX
paradigmsbhavelepeatedly®hownbhown-group®avoritismkandX
out-groupMiscriminationXn¥amesitanXmergeXevendvhenXhel
onlyXthing®that¥ingroupskhaveXinkcommonKiskhaving®preferredX
aMpaintingMofKandinskyXoverXKleeX(BillighandXTajfel X1 973;XoriX
morelecently,XChenlhndXLi,}2009),Bather®hankhavingkbverkbriX
underdounted®Mhumber®bfMotsfbnbMcreend Gerardiaindoyt,X
1974) MnMinelvith®his Xvenkhon-social®imilarityX orX‘contentX
freelimilarity”)FhastbeenBhownMoNmpactocialdnferencesdndX
perspectiveMakingXToddétH41.,2010) BsKvelldsBehavioriinigamesX
(MussweilerfndiDckenfels,2013)?AtfhusBppearsihatBubjectsy
canbpickMiplbn®imilarity-related®uesiatheriasilydnd®hatiheyX

22 Camereri(2003)Kcalls¥thestagRhuntXgameR“thelbuilding®blockXofReconomick
situationsMvith®strategicdtomplementarities.”®

2 Abpotentialiparallel®bservationBniprisoner'slilemmaigamesdsRapoport’s¥gameX
difficulty®index”®MRapoport,X1967),Bvhichbredictskhigheritooperationfepending®
onRhelatiobbetweenlpayoffinagnitudeskbthel'cooperate”fbriX defect Bbutcomes.®
ThisBvasERuriousdand®arlyMindingbecause MccordingolgameMheory,Bubjectsi
shouldlwaysiiefect®inX one-shot)¥prisoner’sililemmas,&hus¥ risk BhouldkhavelX
nothingMobiloMvithXt. X

24 InRfactBvhenRplayerskanRommunicateRheirXintentions&okbnefanother,&hey
doMcoordinatelonXtheXhigher®payingloption,KevenXwhenXtheyXknowXthatXtheirX
“promises Mrebhon-bindingCooperithl. 1 992).X

%5 FurthermoreBlayersinightfhotPbnlytbebafraid®hattheirounterpartsBvillFhot®
coordinatebdnMhebpayoffflicientlbutcomeli.e. Bl sthbrderdbelief),ButhheydnightX
alsolhinkMhatMheir®ounterpartsearheameMboutihemli.e.,BRnd®rder®elief),X
andisoforthXforkhigher®brder®beliefs) KI'hiskankseneratedvhatHofstadterallsk
“reverberatingifloubt”{Hofstadter,985).%
26Staghhuntsireflsotalled®assurancelgames”MCamerer,2003) K

27 Forexample MnFbnefstudyX ToddXtFal. X2010),EparticipantskvereividedXntol
twobgroups,fothibfvhichBvereBhownMbpairdbfimagestbHandscapes FOnelgroupX
had®oNistihebimilaritieskbetweenihelwolmagesivhilelheldther®roupihaditol
listitheMlissimilarities. X[ helwolroupshendinderwentdfhumberfbociallasks®
involvingbtherfhgents XOneMbftheltasks,KorXinstance MrequiredXparticipantsktoX
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oftenRhenieneralize®them&oRinrelated@omains?*RNotably,%X
largedneta-analysistbnMimilarity®{Montoyalethl. K2008)Buggestsk
that,XatKleastMwithXrespectMtoX relationshipXquality, BperceivedX
similarities®tan®vendelnore¥Nmportant®hanbctualdimilarities,X
andMhis @nbprinciple,@oulddholddorioordinationsXvell.X

InXlineXwith¥this,XweXfoundXthat¥evenXourkweakXformXofX
similaritybhotlbnlyMecreased¥ubjectivelfincertaintylinMtagfunts,X
butKitXalsoXincreasedXtheXexpectedXpayoffXofXthe)interactions.X
ItXfollowsXthatihadXtheXgamesXbeenKrepeated MsuchMXsimilarity-
relatedXbehaviorsKandXcognitions¥couldXhaveXbeenXpotentiallyX
beenX-einforced;Fand®hough®hisivoul dbelMnatterorlurtherX
experimentation,XitXopensKtheMpossibility¥that,XregardlessXofX
whether®generalizationskbfiimilaritylareRalid®riinvalid**Rheyk
could®ebhdaptivelinXoordination®environments¥withMstrategic
complementarities.X

Similarity and Substitutability: Aversion to
Decoupling Choices
Ourbhypothesis®hatiimilarity¥vould®rovidefhssurancelnMtagX
hunt$amesXvastbasedbnMheMollowingdparaphraseddnference XX
wish®olthoose®helbptimallbption,MindX¥fnyMounterpartisdikeX
mebhe/shellsMnorellikelyMolloMoMsMvell. B owever,nd®ritically,X
whileluchMHineldlinferenceXvouldndeedieneratefssurancedinX
staglhunts Mtitould®vendncreaseMincertainty¥nbgamesBnvolvingX
strategicd¥ubstitutes,BuchMskntrybames Mndeed BnMuchbfames,X
ifbothXparticipantskchooseXtheitXownXoptimalXoutcomes,KtheyX
both®btainthothingMdtRIl.lOurMindingsHrelinMineMvithMhis:XvhileX
similar®layers®ookMnorel risk’ MhanKissimilarkplayersXnistagX
hunts,Bhelbppositelvasfirueor¥ntryldames:MimilarounterpartsX
tookMesshiskihanMlissimilarfbnes.X
Even®hough®helflirectitomparisonthas¥eldombbeen®¥nadeXnX
thelliterature MpreviousdindingsBuggestMhatipames®vithBtrategicX
substitutesXelicitthigherMuncertainty®thanXgamesKwithXstrategicX
compliments¥ CharklandXChew,X2013) KForKinstance,XMCamerer
andXarjalainenl{1994)found®hatlayersiexhibiteddnMversionX
touncertainty®whenXtheyXwereXoXdecoupleXheir®choicesX(i.e.,X
becauseMheirdpayoffsiverelnti-correlated)Mvhilel oxMndiVeber
(2002)XobservedXarelative)propensity¥forluncertaintyMwhenX
playerskhad®oXmatch®hemiinkaXcoordinationXzameXinvolvingX
correlated®ayoffs) Rl hisfouldibeltelateddoMheliotion®hathtagX
huntsindntrybgamesMlifferMnmounttdMequiredeliberationX
andMecursivehinking®Nagellethl. Mnlpreparation) HnNinelvithX
this,MveMind®hat,®egardlesstbfimilarity,¥playersitlearly®hooseX

neglect®heirXowniprivileged)Xknowledge Xinkbrder®oXcorrectlyXinferktheXfalse-
beliefstbfaivelarget Burprisingly,¥articipants®n®heBimilarity®onditionthad®
moreldifficultiesKinKdoing®so,Kthusisystematically®( over-)KattributingXtheirKowni
thoughtsiindbperspectivesfobbthers.X
BInBpitelithisBvellon’texpectBimilarityRobhlwayskhffectRnferences Rspeciallyl
whenBtitonflictsBvith®therformsifelevantinformation Borfinstance,fknowingl
thatlbomeoneMsireryX‘risk-averse”MvouldbelhrguablyielevantiolpredictingXhisk
orfherfbehaviorliniamesKnvolving®omelormbbffincertainty MConsequently,BvelX
wouldXexpectdsimilarityRolhoMongerdaiseliskiXrateskinistagihuntskifXitdwvas,KorX
instance,Maseddnihelfactithatidwokplayerskirefsimilarkin®heir risk-aversion.”®
Similarities¥nightilsobheedMolbelalient@nough, HikebgroupMnembershipfinfelatedX
paradigmsMCharnessiéthl. 2006;}Chentind.i,2009).K

2 TheltaseBhaskftendbeeninade} Dawes, M 989K rueger,2008;K ruegerltil.2012)K
thatMomelgocentrichiasesinayMctuallybhotbelbiasesB Il ButhheMesultbfiorrectd
BayesianXnferencesihatMrefbaseddbnihibamplelizelb X Xi.e.fone’skbwnkbpinion,X
preferencestbrittitude).X

theluncertainXoptionMessKfrequentlyXinKentryXgamesKthanXstagi
huntsiseeFiguredH )M ndFhatiihey®hooseltvendessBivhenfheyX
play®ntrybames®vithBimilar@ounterparts.X
Alecond¥mportantMifferencelbetweenMtagfhuntsdhndentryX
gamesHsithat®heltandardkhotiond¥nixedBtrategy®quilibriumi
(“MSE”)RvorksKrerybpoorlyMortaghuntstbutieryMvellforentryX
gamesX(CamererfandiFehr 2006 ) B ForRexample,KinkanXentryX
gameMvithBPX= 1,{risk-neutral)MplayersireBnMMSE,MonlyHfld 39X
ofthemMrel entering”®i.e.,®hoosing®helUP) Nndeed NfHivenX
playerX‘i"Mbelieved®hath3%Mb M non-i)khgentsiverelentering®ni
suchéamelfor,dquivalently,MhatdRinglelounterpartX;”MnteredX
withXbbrobabilitykbfi).93) Ehiskexpectedarningorenteringkhsi
wellwouldbelequaltokthekhighkpayoff($15.00)MmultipliedXbyX
thelprobabilitylbbeing¥natched®oBomeoneXvholliddofnter;X
thatdsX1X¥ 0.93)*15.00=$1.00.XAsMbnelanMee,XorkhiskpecificX
probabilityXonlyX(p = 0.93),KtheXexpectedXvalueMof¥enteringX
iskequivalentolhelimount®playerliivoul dbtainkforksureXbyX
choosingktheXSPXbption HConsequently,Xorkhiskexpected®entryX
rateoffdtherfplayers) MnMgentivouldbelndifferentbetweendheX
twolbptions,MhusBnkquilibrium.X
Naturally,®hisKreasoningvouldeemMutilekbecauselplayersi
haveNlittleXinformationX onXwhich® toX baseX their}l probabilityX
estimatesXinXone-shotXentryXgames,XsoXhowXcanXtheyMdecideX
wholshouldXenterMand¥whoXchooseMtheMcertainKoption?XYet,X
withoutlommunication,lbr¥rialhnd¥rror,igroupstbiplayersiireX
knownMoX'splitdip"Bnbproportions¥hathhrelery¥imilar¥oXhoseX
predictedfbyXMSEX CamererfhndXFehr,}2006;XreviewedXnXEreviX
andXRapoport,X1998) Mndeed,XwelbbservedXhisKinXourXdatakhsX
well:Mggregating®@hoicesMcrosshparticipants,MvefoundX¥hatMSE-
basedbprobabilitiesfcomputedforitachiP3?)FpredictederyRvellX
thelproportionsMin®vhichbparticipants®splithhp Between®nteringX
andXhon-entering¥(iX= 0.97,8pK< 0.001)X“Tolpsychologist’®
Daniel®ahnemanXaid HitlooksHikeMnagic”){Kahneman,X988).X
TolthisKweXmakeXoneXaddition:XsinceXMSEXoutcomesKareX
actuallyRratherXinefficientXinRtermsXofRpayoffs> 2 KandsimilarityX
lowered¥ntry®ates,Bimilaritydanbctually¥ncreaseMhelexpectedX
payoffsX inX entryX games.X InX otherX words,X sinceld similarityiX
generallyMoweredientryXatesin®helD+Like+ condition),®helX
relativelyXfewerRparticipantsithatididX¥enterKhadX¥aXsufficientlyX
high®probabilityRofbeing¥matchedXtoXsomeoneXwhoXhadXnotiX
entered;¥high®enoughXolsignificantly¥srantfhipayofithdvantageX
of similarity.X Notably,X thisK occurredX inX spiteX ofX the factX

30ThelwoRntryfameRurves@redowerfhan®helwoRtaghhuntines.X
3IMSERssumes®hatiplayersithoosefptionsBvithBigivendrobability,&ather®hank
choosingachMtrategy®vith®ichotomouskprobabilityii.e. pi= 1MbripR= 0)—ask
inKpureltrategy” ®quilibrium Xordnstance,BnMhebgamelb X rock MpaperBcissors,®
thereRsbbnlyfbnelnixed-strategy®quilibrium,BvhichBsdorfboth¥playersiolhooseX
eachBtrategyRvithMbprobabilitylfd /30Coolkiétidl. [2012) AnMact HfibplayerdoptedX
anybbtherfprobabilityllistributionbverthis/herthoiceskhis¥vould®belexploitedibyiX
altationallounterpart,Bhusdeading®theMfirstiplayeriolevertibackitolaMiniformi
distribution.®

32WeRomputedMSERolutions ForfachBPRaluebyRolvingMorfheX P UP) Hermi
infheMollowing®quation:3PR= (1K Pjx(UP))*15.00;8vherelP;x UP)HsHhebposteriork
probability®bffbeingfnatched®vith®RounterpartfvholhlsokthoseheXUPKonkthelX
targethrial X

33Forfinstance AnfbhypotheticallEGRvithBPR= 0MSERvouldbredictil®rational’®
agentsolenter,X collide”Mvithdnebnotherfind®huskobhlXarni Honsequently,X
manyXdeviations¥fromXthisKinefficient¥equilibriumXcanXraiseXaverageKexpectedX
payofts.X
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thatMsimilarityXdidXnofincreaseMparticipantsMgeneralXabilityX
toldecouplel theirlchoices¥ (whileXitXdidX favorK matchingXinX
the®matchingenvironment) ¥XWethusKsuspectXthatKsimilarityX
mighthhavelindirectly”Bncreased®xpectedipayoftsdinMecouplingX
environments,XmoreKasKairesultXofincreasedXuncertaintyX(i.e.,X
loweredXentryNrates) XratherXthanKasK aX resultX ofllincreasedX
decouplingMbilities.X
AthnyKateurdindingsd¥howbhowMimilarityMankpotentiallyX
increaselexpectedipayoffsibfMnteractionsibverhelwolbppositeX
polestbfioordination:¥natchingdnddecoupling Hhiskould¥hedX
lighttnXvhythomophilyMsBoBuccessfulsiBocialdttractor X

The Impact of Similarity on Coordination: Not
Just Social Preferences
AsXillustrated¥byX CooperiXetial.X(1990),X“alweaknessXofXtheX
NashXequilibriumonceptlsihatitXmaykhotireneratefaMinique
equilibrium XnRkhiskasedtdnustibelugmentedibykhypothesisX
refiningihebbeliefsdbfplayersiboutheltrategiesielectedyMheirX
opponents N cursivefburlbwn] BoMfar,Bvebhavelreated¥perceivedX
similaritiesXasXaffectingXpreciselyMtheXbeliefsKorKinferencesXofX
playerséinioordination®nvironmentsHfimilarityHeads¥playersX
tolbelieveXtheyMareXmoreMikelyXtoXmakeMsimilar¥lchoices,XthisX
shouldilecreaselincertainty¥vhen®hoicesireMolbeMnatchedistagX
hunts) XbutXincreaseXitkwhenXtheyXareXtokbeXdecoupled®(entryX
games).X

HoweverBthis)interpretationXfacesXalpotentially¥importantX
confound.Mndeed MaswvelllustratednXhelintroductionXbfithisX
paper,Msimilarity}MhasXprimarily®beenXconsideredXtoXincreaselX
interpersonalfhttraction®(Byrne,X1971;XMcPhersonXetial. ,l2001)X
andXalsocialXpreferencesKapproachX(VanXLange,X1999;XFehrX
andXFischbacher,X2003)XoulddniprinciplelexplainfburitindingsX
withoutXrecurringoMinferencesdribeliefsdatihll MnKact,MinderX
thelatter®view Xparticipants¥woul dXsimplyX“prefer”KsimilarXtoX
dissimilarMothers¥andXconsequently¥chooseMtheMoptionsXthatX
benefit}similarXargetsXimorekthanMissimilarMones.XinKineXwithX
this,XitcankbedemonstratedXforXourdtwolgamesKthatXifpayoftX
interdependenciesXareintroduced—such®that¥one’s¥subjectiveX
utilityKisMassumedXtoMbeXproportionalktoRthelpayoffXoflone’sX
counterpartX(inKadditionXtoKhis/herMown)—thenXtheKexpectedX
valuelNrisking”XrelativelloMhellternativeurelpayoff)Mincreasesk
inKSHs MbutXdecreasesXinXEGs,XwhichXisXinKfactXthebehavioralX
patternRvelbbserve>4K

However,X ourlX designX enabledX toX addressX thisX potentialX
confound KSpecificallyXwelfoundXthatXsimilarityRonlyXaftectedX
coordinationXwhenXthetraits¥onXwhichXitkwaskbasedXonKwerelX
alsoXlikedX andXidentifiedX withX (our ID+Like+ condition).X
Importantly,thad¥hiskffectbeentflueMoXliking Mlone,Xvel8houldX
havefbbservedhelteversedipatterndbMimilarity¥nMheM D+ Like-
ordD-Like+ conditions.Xniact,Xnkheselonditions,MissimilariX
othersiwereXcharacterizedXyXraitsBthatltheRparticipantsdiked,X
whereas®imilardbthers¥verelhotMID-Like+);MbrlissimilarbbthersX
didMhotldentifyMvithMraits¥hatdparticipantsiisliked, BvhilelimilarX

34 putidlifferentlyRffbnefnakestholnferences®®lIBndRBimplyRvishesMothooseliheX
optionMhatMnaximallylbenefitshhis/herounterpart,MhisdptionHs¥heMincertainnel
inBtagthunts,indRhelertainfbnelin®hefentrylame Mndeed KffbnelalwaysinadeX
theseMespectivelthoicesEnM¥heMwobames,Mheirounterpartsivouldfeverlose.X

counterparts¥didX(ID+Like-) XHadXtheXeffectXofKsimilarityXinX
theID+Like+ conditionXbeenXdueXtoMikingkhlone,XwelshouldX
havelhusKound®thatXriskXrateskiwerekhigher®whenXparticipantsX
coordinated®vithMissimilardthers¥nMtagkhunts,hnddhigherorX
similar®thers¥nientry®¥ames.XHoweverfheitherfbfheseleffects
waskbbserved M hisBuggestsihattburtbbservediéffecttbMimilaritylX
onkoordinationMvasthotMlueMoMikingMlone.X

Conclusion

Accordingto¥Quinel (1969),X“ThereMisXnothingXmoreXbasicX
tol thoughtX andX languageX thanX ourX sensel of® similarity”3*®
and¥psychologistskhavellongXinsistedXthat,KsinceMearlyXstagesX
ofdevelopment®(Meltzoff,X2007),Ksimilarity¥could¥provideXaX
fundamentalwindowXonXtoXtheXmindsKofXothers® A mes,}2004;X
RobbinsKandXKrueger,X2005;:XGoldman,X2006;XKruegerXetKal.,X
2012).Mndeed BheMinding®thatisimilaritykbreedskattraction®hasX
beenXalledX‘onelbXtheXimostirobustXrelationshipskinkhllXbXthelX
behavioralisciences™®(Berger,X1973) KInKspiteXofXthis,XnoXstudyX
hadXinvestigatedXtheXimpactXofXperceivedXsimilaritiesXonXtacitX
coordination.X

Here Xvellemonstrated®¥hatMgentsdreMvillingMoMncurthigherX
financialrisksXwhenXthey¥aretoXcoordinateXtheir®choicesXwithX
similarXbthers.XHowever,XwelfindXthatXthisXeffectXisKspecificXtoX
coordinationnvironmentsdnMvhichilldgentsBvould¥referitoX
match®heir®hoices M nMactBvhenMigentsihouldiecoupleiheiriX
choices Xwelbbservelthelbppositeleffect;XnamelyBimilarXbthersX
takeMessMinancial®isksdhanb@issimilarfnes.XOnMheMbasishbfHhis,X
weluggestifhatbperceivedinterpersonal¥imilaritiesanfindeed¥elX
usedMasiM-oordinationfevicefand®hat®heydankbothMecreaseX
andXncreaseltrategicincertainty,MependingfbnihelncentivesX
atlplay KFurthermore Xvelfind®thatMvhenMsimilarityXiskremovedX
fromMnterpersonalttraction,Mts¥mpactnMdoordination¥sMnuchX
decreased XiffhtkhllXpresent.XA tdast,Xourkindingthat®perceivedX
interpersonalXsimilarities¥lcanXincreaseXtheXcollectedXexpectedX
payoftstbfhgents¥nightihedNightfbnMvhydhomophily,lbrXloveX
for8imilarfbthers, BsBoluccessfulstBocialttractor.X
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