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Abstract
Primates are known to engage in exclusionary behavior, forming alliances to block a minority from accessing scarce resources. Humans 
are no exception, and examples of exclusionary behavior abound in political, business, and social settings. However, despite its socio- 
economic relevance, little is known about the prevalence and determinants of such behavior worldwide. Conducting an experimental 
game in which a group divides resources by majority rule, we document considerable global heterogeneity in exclusionary behavior. 
Whereas exclusion is modal in some countries, inclusive behavior is the norm in others. Despite significant cross-country variability, 
we nevertheless find that individual-level characteristics matter similarly across contexts. Men, individuals with a deliberative 
reasoning style, and ideologically right-leaning individuals, are consistently and substantially more exclusionary. Cross-country 
differences in the formation of exclusionary alliances correlate with an original Hierarchy Tolerance Index, derived from variables 
measuring cultural acceptance of power inequalities. Our findings carry important implications for decision-making bodies, as they 
indicate that the identity of decision-makers and the culture in which they are embedded can affect how equitably resources are divided.
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Significance Statement

The experience of exclusion from access to resources and opportunities—whether social, political, or economic—can divide individ
uals and societies and lead to sustained conflict. In order for exclusion to be reduced, however, it is necessary to first measure its 
prevalence and identify who engages in exclusionary behavior. In this paper, we take a first step by conducting incentivized negoti
ation experiments across a diverse set of 14 countries around the world. We uncover substantial differences in the likelihood of 
exclusion across countries. Individual-level characteristics (gender, reasoning style, and ideological orientation) predict who ex
cludes, suggesting that changing who is in power can alter its prevalence. Exploratory analyses suggest that the cultural acceptance 
of hierarchies and power inequalities correlates positively with exclusionary behavior.
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Introduction
In the midst of scarcity, humans and other primates often engage 

in exclusionary behavior to secure a share of resources for them

selves (1, 2). Excluding others increases the share of resources per 

member of the beneficiary group, which may confer a survival or 

reproductive advantage. In human organizations, large and small 

alike, the formation of alliances and coalitions to advance com

mon interests at the expense of others has therefore long been 

the subject of theoretical and empirical investigations by scholars 

in political science (3–5), sociology (6, 7), economics (8, 9), psych

ology (10, 11), and beyond. For instance, political scientists often 

aim to understand how political actors (e.g. parties) distribute a 

scarce resource (e.g. cabinet seats) to advance their joint interests 

at others’ expense (4, 5, 12); sociologists study “social closure,” or 

the practice by which members of one group impede others from 

sharing in available opportunities and resources (7); economists 

investigate how coalitions form and who they exclude across a 
number of settings (8, 9, 13–15); and psychologists scrutinize the 
causes and consequences of ostracism, exclusion, and rejection 
(10, 11). In this article, we investigate differences in exclusionary 
behavior across countries, as well as the individual determinants 
of the decision to exclude others from access to resources.

To this end, we conduct an incentivized laboratory experiment 
across 14 geographically, culturally, and structurally diverse soci
eties covering all six inhabited continents.a We implement an ex
perimental negotiation game (3) in which participants, who are 
grouped in triads, distribute a fixed amount of monetary resour
ces. Within a given triad, one participant is randomly selected to 
distribute the money in any way he or she wishes, as long as a ma
jority of members agree. The process repeats itself until an agree
ment is reached. Participants are free to share inclusively, but can 
also form exclusionary alliances if they attract the minimal re
quired support. In our game, there is no incentive to build a 
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reputation for future negotiations. Further, exclusion does not 
serve the purpose of disciplining members to induce cooperation 
in a social dilemma (16–19) or expand the surplus to be distrib
uted, and as such, it cannot be justified by appeals to efficiency 
gains. Thus, we measure exclusion driven by competitive and self
ish aims: it harms excluded members, benefits those sharing the 
resources, and offers no positive externalities, such as enhanced 
cooperation. While the extant experimental literature (9, 15, 20– 
31) has substantially advanced our comprehension of social exclu
sion and its consequences, we still lack an understanding of cross- 
national differences in exclusion and the individual-level predictors 
of exclusionary behavior. Investigations of the canonical experi
mental coalition formation game we study in this paper have 
been limited almost entirely to the United States or the United 
Kingdom. These studies do not consider individual-level predic
tors of exclusion, focusing instead on group behavior. Existing 
studies are accordingly unable to answer the two critical ques
tions we address in this manuscript. First, does exclusion vary 
from one society to another? Second, do personal characteristics 
explain patterns of exclusion?

We document substantial heterogeneity around the world in 
the willingness to propose exclusionary alliances to share limited 
resources, as well as in the inequality of resource distributions. In 
Austria, for example, just under 20% of negotiations result in ex
clusionary alliances, while these represent 70% of splits in 
China. Importantly, our results show that previous evidence 
based almost entirely on the United States and United Kingdom 
(see meta analysis in Appendix S7) (32, 33) are not representative 
of behavior globally and indeed overstates willingness to exclude.

Turning to individual-level factors, we expected that individu
als’ gender (34, 35), cognitive reasoning style (i.e. deliberative vs. 
intuitive) (36–38), and ideological orientation (39, 40) would pre
dict their likelihood of engaging in exclusionary behavior. We 
find strong support for these expectations: men, those who score 
more highly on a cognitive reflection task (CRT), and politically 
right-leaning individuals, all exhibit higher levels of exclusion. 
The stability of these predictors across countries with varying lev
els of exclusion and in uniform and comparable student samples 
provides strong evidence for their relevance across contexts. 
Whereas we interpret gender and ideological orientation effects 
as stemming from differences in preferences, we view CRT effects 
as reflecting differences in individuals’ abilities to engage in 
mental deliberation and think more strategically about the ex
periment task. In line with our interpretation, gender and ideo
logical orientation remain significant predictors throughout the 
15 repetitions of the experiment that participants play, whereas 
the effect of CRT fades in the last three games—suggesting that 
subjects learn to reason strategically.

Having uncovered substantial differences across our 14 coun
try sample, a natural question emerges: Can patterns of exclu
sionary behavior be attributed to cultural differences between 
countries (41, 42)? Culture is a multifaceted construct (43–45), 
and the literature offers an abundance of measures. In our ex
ploratory cross-country analysis, we focus on one dimension of 
culture that we expect will carry particular relevance for exclu
sionary behavior in our game: the tolerance of hierarchies and 
power inequalities. Note that in our experiment, the subject 
who divides resources is exogenously granted decision-making 
power, meaning that she both is endowed with a higher social 
ranking and can produce further inequalities through her pro
posed coalition and division.

We conjecture that subjects in countries that exhibit high cul
tural acceptance of hierarchy and differences in power will be 

more likely to engage in exclusionary behavior. To explore our 
supposition, we constructed an original Hierarchy Tolerance 
Index (HTI), which draws on three different sources and concep
tualizations of hierarchy acceptance: Schwartz’s hierarchy val
ue (46), Hofstede’s Power Distance Index (PDI) (43, 47), and a 
question from the World Values Survey (48) concerning the ne
cessity to obey authority. We find that HTI, and each of its con
stitutive components, correlates positively with exclusionary 
behavior in our experimental game: individuals from countries 
high on HTI are less likely to distribute resources equally and 
more likely to propose exclusionary alliances. No other cultural 
variable that we explored revealed such a consistent and high 
level of correlation.

The experiments
The workhorse game we implement in the laboratory closely fol
lows a widely studied multilateral negotiation model (3) in which 
members of a group decide how to divide a common fund. This 
stylized game is useful for modeling distributive negotiations in 
which members have opposing interests, meaning that the gain 
of one person comes at the expense of another. Examples of set
tings in which opposing interests arise in distributive bargaining 
are many and far-ranging: for instance, negotiations to distribute 
cabinet posts in parliamentary democracies, the distribution of 
budgetary expenditures in legislatures, profit-sharing in busi
ness partnerships, climate change reparations for loss and dam
age, or bankruptcy liquidation negotiations. A common feature 
across these contexts is that, under majoritarian decision rules, 
a simple majority may share the benefits while excluding those 
whose consent is redundant for agreement, but nothing pre
cludes the bargainers from being more inclusive in their 
distributions.

To implement the majoritarian bargaining game, we follow 
standard procedures in the literature (9, 22). A comprehensive de
scription of our experimental procedures can be found in 
Appendix S1. Subjects were placed in groups of three with the ob
jective of dividing a monetary endowment. A member of the group 
was selected at random to propose a distribution of the endow
ment, specifying a share for each member. The share offered to 
each member had to be between zero and the endowment, with 
the condition that the sum of shares should equal the endow
ment. Once a proposal was made, the nonproposing members 
observed the distribution and cast their votes independently. If 
a proposal received the support of a majority (the proposer is 
counted as voting in favor), an agreement was reached and 
negotiations ended. In the event of rejection, the process was 
repeated—from the random selection of a proposer—until agree
ment. No group exceeded six negotiation rounds.

Subjects played 15 games in total. In each game, new groups 
were randomly formed. All interactions were computer- 
mediated and anonymous, and participants were unaware of 
the identities of their group members. By keeping identities an
onymous and interactions computerized, we ensured that the 
shares offered by proposing members could not be conditioned 
on recipients’ observable characteristics. Because all partici
pants have equal probabilities of being the proposer, there is 
no reason for any one member to be treated differently from an
other; hence our game is one of ex ante perfect symmetry.b

Asymmetries in power arise once a proposer has been randomly 
selected. Because we randomly rematch participants into new 
groups for each game and they are anonymous, we ensure that 
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there are no reputational incentives associated with an individu
al’s behavior.

The experimental instructions were read out loud. Subjects 
could only proceed with the experiment if they correctly answered 
two comprehension questions ensuring that they understood that 
decisions were reached by majority rule and that they were ran
domly rematched after each game. Our intention was to minimize 
the possibility of confusion affecting sharing behavior and to 
ensure that subjects were aware that their actions in one game 
could not have reputational repercussions in a subsequent one 
(49). We aimed to keep instructions in different languages as close 
to each other as possible using the method of back-and-forth 
translation.

To evaluate sample characteristics and individual-level predic
tors of exclusionary behavior, we administered a socio-demographic 
questionnaire, as well as questions on political ideological orienta
tion and a three-item CRT. Our participants (n = 1,485) were univer
sity students, which is a relatively homogeneous sub-population 
in terms of socio-economic status, age, and educational level, 
but which varied substantially in ideology and CRT scores to allow 
our intended analysis (see Appendix Tables S2 and S3 for details). 
In addition to the benefits of our data collection strategy enumer
ated above, we note that interactive experiments like the one con
ducted in this study require a stable set of participants to be 
rematched and to play several iterations of the game, which is 
challenging to conduct outside the confines of a laboratory. 
Importantly, they require proficiency in the use of computers, 
which makes college students particularly suitable. Although stu
dent samples have been shown to be more selfish and cognitively 
sophisticated than representative samples, comparative evidence 
(50) suggests that this does not compromise the external validity 
of the correlations we aim to study.

This study received approval from the NYU Abu Dhabi 
Institutional Review Board (no. HRPP-2022-94) and was preregis
tered on Open Science Framework (see Online Appendix for com
plete version). Informed consent was obtained from all participants.

Results
Our analysis aims to capture the prevalence of exclusionary be
havior, as well as its drivers, in the sharing of scarce resources. 
We record a proposed division of resources as exclusionary if 
one—and only one—member of the group is entirely excluded 
from its proceeds. Such a division captures a scenario in which 
majority members divide available resources entirely between 
themselves and allocate nothing to redundant members. It thus 
reflects a severe—though as we will demonstrate, not entirely 
uncommon—form of exclusion, where the majority seeks only 
to maximize its own benefits, which come at the expense of a dis
empowered minority. Additionally, we measure the related con
cept of proposal equality by calculating its Gini coefficient. To 
ease interpretation, we rescale the Gini coefficient so that 0 indi
cates perfect inequality and 100 reflects perfect equality (the for
mula is provided in Appendix S3). Our analyses are based on all 
proposals that were made, and also hold when restricting atten
tion to accepted proposals.

Comparisons across countries
We begin with an analysis of patterns in bargaining behavior 
across the 14 countries in our sample. Figure 1 displays average 
outcomes across countries, with equality shown in (a) and exclu
sionary alliances in (b).

A few observations are noteworthy. First, we find a wide degree 
of variation in both of our outcome measures. The prevalence 
of exclusionary alliances across countries ranges in proportion 

a b

Fig. 1. Equality and exclusionary alliances vary across countries. This figure displays average proposal equality a) and the fraction of exclusionary 
alliances proposed b) by country. We display 95% CI.
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from a low of 19% in Austria to a high of 72% in China and with a 
median of 42%. The gaps are similarly large as regards the average 
equality of proposals, which ranges from a low of 71 in China to a 
high of 89 in Austria, with a median value of 78. Kruskal–Wallis 
tests (shown in Appendix Table S16) indicate that differences 
across countries are statistically significant for both proposal 
equality (χ2(13) = 65.48, P < 0.001) and exclusion (χ2(13) = 60.82, 
P < 0.001).

Second, and as is reflected by the above numbers, we observe a 
strong relationship between proposal equality and exclusion, in
dicating that both measures indeed capture the same underlying 
concept of exclusionary alliances. Consistently, pairwise correla
tions show that the association between the two variables is of 
substantive and statistical significance: when pooling across the 
entire sample (r = −0.75, P < 0.001), within each country (r ranges 
from −0.65 to −0.84; P < 0.001 for all countries), comparing 
average outcomes within individuals (r = −0.80, P < 0.001), or 
when comparing average outcomes across countries (r = −0.89, 
P < 0.001, see Appendix Table S17).

As detailed in Appendix S7, the vast majority of extant knowl
edge on majoritarian bargaining comes from two countries: the 
United States and the United Kingdom. A third observation from 
our cross-country findings is that our understanding of cross- 
country differences in exclusionary behavior would be severely 
limited if we were to only base our conclusions on the three coun
tries (the aforementioned two and Spain) where comparable stud
ies have been conducted. Indeed, extant findings (see Appendix 
Table S21) from these three countries would expect proposal 
equality to only range from 71–78 and exclusion from 41%-59%. 
As detailed above, however, the inclusion of a wider set of countries 
uncovers far more variation in these outcomes than previously 
understood. Regression analyses (see Appendix Table S15) on our 
sample including period fixed effects and clustering at the individ
ual level further indicate that proposal exclusion is higher 
(P < 0.001) and equality lower (P = 0.009) in the United States, 
United Kingdom, and Spain as compared with other countries.

Comparisons across individuals
We turn our attention to individual-level predictors of exclusion
ary alliances across countries. We focus on three predictors: an in
dividual’s gender (man or woman, as too few respondents selected 
“other”), reasoning style as a proxy for the ability to reason stra
tegically, and ideological orientation. We measure the ability to 
reason strategically using the cognitive reflection task (CRT), as 
a large number of studies show that it correlates with the ability 
to identify good strategies that lead to better performance in ex
perimental games (37, 51). We subsequently categorize respond
ents as exhibiting either “high” CRT (46% of sample: answered 
two or more of the three questions correctly) or “low” CRT (54%: 
answered one or fewer of the three questions correctly). In our 
game, a subject who does not take the time or mental resources 
to think about the strategic nature of the voting rule may fail to 
see that an exclusionary alliance can increase her payoffs.

We measure ideological orientation by eliciting responses 
to four questions on a 1–10 scale. Questions are based on 
survey items from the European Values Study and World Values 
Survey (52, 53). They assess views on economic competition 
(1 = competition is good, 1 = competition is damaging), social wel
fare (1 = unemployed should accept any job offer if they wish to re
tain welfare, 10 = unemployed should be able to refuse any job they 
do not want), privatization (1 = more public companies should be 
privatized, 10 = more companies should be state-owned), and redis
tribution (reverse coded: 1 = income distribution should be more 

equal, 10 = there should be more economic incentives for individu
als to work harder). We then standardize and center our variables 
and create an inverse covariance weighted index (54) of ideological 
orientation, where higher (lower) values correspond to more left- 
(right-)wing views. Finally, where analyses require a categorical 
measure of orientation, we classify an individual as “left-leaning” 
(“right-leaning”) if their support for left-leaning stances was higher 
(lower) than the median in their country of residence.c

Figure 2 plots averages and differences in proposal equality 
(left panel) and exclusion (right panel) for men and women (top 
panel), those with low vs. high CRT (middle panel), and those 
with left- vs. right-leaning ideological orientation (bottom panel). 
We display results for our pooled sample, as well as for each of the 
fourteen countries included therein. Results are remarkably con
sistent across countries: women, individuals with low cognitive 
reasoning, and those with left-leaning ideological orientations 
tend to propose more inclusive divisions. Further, we do not ob
serve in any country the opposite effects for either outcome: 
that is, in no country are women or low CRT or left-leaning indi
viduals statistically more likely to propose exclusionary divisions. 
Table 1 shows that these individual-level predictors are statistic
ally distinguishable from zero and robust to the inclusion of coun
try fixed effects.

The role of culture
As detailed in the game-theoretical analysis presented in 
Appendix S2, any distribution of the surplus can be sustained as 
an Nash equilibrium in our game. Thus, theory may have little 
predictive power because bargainers effectively face a coordin
ation problem in deciding which proposals to make that will be ac
ceptable by others (there is no communication in our setting). 
Hence, in this section we explore the possibility that a shared 
understanding of cultural values and norms may help subjects co
ordinate on what a (culturally) acceptable proposal is.

Previous studies on bilateral negotiations have posited that dif
ferences in behavior in otherwise identical experimental tasks can 
be attributed to cultural differences (41, 42). There is no singular 
measure of culture that could capture the many dimensions on 
which one society may differ from another. Although significant 
progress has been made over the last three decades in identifying 
and quantifying cultural differences between countries, evidence 
establishing how these measures correlate with negotiation be
havior remains scarce and, to the best of our knowledge, al
together absent from the study of multilateral bargaining. In 
light of our limitations given the size of our sample (N = 14), we 
present an exploratory correlational analysis in this section.

Our first step in this direction is to identify a cultural dimension 
germane to the task that subjects engage in. We focus on one im
portant characteristic, namely the power asymmetry that arises 
once a member of the group is selected as the proposer. This 
can be construed as the formation of a hierarchy within the group, 
where one person possesses temporary control over resources; 
others can only accept or reject a proposal, and they have no dir
ect say on how resources should be split. According to Schwartz 
(46, p,141), “[hierarchy] defines the unequal distribution of power, 
roles, and resources as legitimate. People are socialized to take the 
hierarchical distribution of roles for granted.” If asymmetries in 
power are culturally acceptable, we in turn expect that the exer
cise of such power in dividing resources will also be perceived as 
acceptable.

We thus focus on the acceptance of inequalities in power 
as a relevant dimension on which countries may differ culturally. 
To measure acceptance of hierarchies and power asymmetries, 
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we construct the Hierarchy Tolerance Index (HTI), an original 
inverse-covariance weighted composite measure that integrates 
three commonly used sources in cross-cultural research (54): 
Hofstede’s Power Distance Index (43), Schwartz’s hierarchy di
mension (46), and a question from the World Values Survey (48) 

about obeying authority. We selected these measures due to their 
widespread use, validation, and relevance for our objective of as
sessing a country’s tolerance for hierarchy. A detailed description 
of each variable and the construction of the HTI can be found in 
Appendix S6.5.

a b

Fig. 2. Equality a) and exclusionary alliances b) by gender, CRT, and political attitudes.
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In Fig. 3a, we plot the HTI against average proposal equality 
measured on the left y-axis and the proportion of exclusionary al
liances on the right y-axis. In line with our conjecture, we find a 
positive correlation between exclusion and HTI (R = 0.37), and a 
negative correlation for equality (R = −0.61). A similar pattern 
holds for each of the three variables comprising the HTI (Fig. 3b–d). 
The robustness of the correlations is remarkable, especially given 
that Schwartz’s hierarchy variable is based on teacher and student 
samples, Hoftstede’s PDI is drawn from responses by employees 
in a firm, and the WVS is sourced from nationally representative 
samples.

No other cultural or structural variable that we examined re
vealed as consistent or high correlations with our bargaining out
comes as compared with those observed for the HTI. Further 
exploratory analyses on the cultural impact on bargaining, 

including additional variables, correlation coefficients, and 
P-values, can be found in Appendix Section S6.5. These analyses 
are consistent with an interpretation of culture as a multidimen
sional construct, whereby aggregated cultural differences need 
not explain differences in behavior in specific settings, but con
textually relevant components—in our study, tolerance of hier
archies and inequalities—can.

Appendix Section S6.5 also reports results from an investiga
tion into the role of country-level economic inequality, as one 
may argue that experiencing economic inequality could lead to 
its acceptance and the mimicking of such behavior in the labora
tory. We first note that the HTI and Gini are positively correlated 
(R = 0.75, see Appendix Fig. S4). Surprisingly, however, as shown 
in Appendix Fig. S6, we find virtually no correlation between a 
country’s Gini coefficient and the proportion of exclusionary 

Table 1. Individual-level predictors of equality and exclusionary alliances.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Panel A. Dependent variable: Equality
Female 4.51∗∗∗ 3.10∗∗∗ 3.69∗∗∗

(0.64) (0.66) (0.62)
High CRT score −3.77∗∗∗ −3.26∗∗∗ −2.97∗∗∗

(0.64) (0.64) (0.64)
Political attitudes index (Right → Left) 3.72∗∗∗ 3.19∗∗∗ 2.36∗∗∗

(0.49) (0.50) (0.53)
Panel B. Dependent variable: Proposed exclusionary alliance
Female −0.15∗∗∗ −0.10∗∗∗ −0.13∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
High CRT score 0.17∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Political attitudes index (Right → Left) −0.09∗∗∗ −0.07∗∗∗ −0.07∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
N 9,121 9,195 9,195 9,121 9,121
Clustering Indiv Indiv Indiv Indiv Indiv
FE Country
Proposals All All All All All

∗P < 0.05, ∗∗P < 0.01, ∗∗∗P < 0.001. Clustered standard errors in parentheses.

a b

c d

Fig. 3. Cultural hierarchy and equality and exclusion in proposals. This figure displays country-level correlations between cultural hierarchy and 
exclusionary behavior in our experiment. We measure cultural hierarchy using both commonly used measures—Hofstede Power Distance Index b), 
Schwartz Hierarchy c), and European/World Values Survey data on obeying authority d)—as well as an original inverse-covariance weighted “Hierarchy 
Tolerance” index based on these measures a). We correlate culture both with average proposal equality (left y-axis) and the fraction of exclusionary 
alliances proposed (right y-axis). We also display the Pearson correlation coefficient; Appendix Table S17 reports associated P-values.
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alliances proposed (R = −0.0097), and only a mild negative correl
ation with proposal equality (R = −0.2). As we discuss at greater 
length in Appendix Section S6.5, this finding further suggests 
that HTI might better capture willingness to exclude than alterna
tive structural or cultural variables. In the case of country-level 
economic inequality, it may be that differences across contexts 
do not necessarily reflect variation in citizens’ preferences, but ra
ther differences in macro-level factors such as party system, re
gime type, or historical legacies (55).

Alternative explanations
In this Section, we detail a few alternative explanations for ob
served results and explain why we find them unlikely (See 
Appendix Sections S5 and S6 for all tests and results). First, one 
potential concern with our results is that the cross-country differ
ences we have documented would disappear as participants 
learned how to maximize their earnings (32). In the aggregate, 
we do observe a general trend towards more exclusionary alli
ances with greater experience. However, the evidence shows 
that cross-country differences significantly prevail throughout 
the games as revealed by Kruskal–Wallis tests performed over 
the course of the 15 games (see Appendix Table S16).

Second, we investigate whether the effects of gender, ideological 
orientation, and reasoning style remain as subjects gain experi
ence. Figure 4 indicates that differences in proposal equality and 
exclusion based on gender and ideological orientation persist and 
are statistically distinguishable from zero as the game progresses 
into later periods of play. The exception is CRT which ceases to pre
dict differences between high and low scorers. As we reflect on at 
greater length in the subsequent section, this finding supports 
our interpretation of CRT effects being driven by differences in abil
ities to reason strategically—which we might expect to become less 
relevant with experience. Third, as detailed in the previous section 
and Appendix Section S6.5, we examine a number of alternative 
cultural and structural correlates of cross-cultural exclusion and 
find that HTI remains the most robust predictor. Fourth, in 
Appendix Section S5, we demonstrate that our results are robust 
to a wide variety of robustness tests and alternative specifications.

Discussion
Our contribution has been 3-fold. First, we document significant 
cross-societal diversity in the willingness to propose alliances in 

which majorities exclude minorities from sharing resources. 
Previous evidence offered a skewed view, portraying exclusionary 
allocations as modal, when, indeed, this is not the case in several 
societies we study. Measurement and documentation of the diver
sity of human behavior constitutes, in and of itself, a substantial 
advancement of our knowledge. This is especially important in 
light of the lack of diversity in human samples that permeates the 
social sciences (56). Furthermore, if empirical evidence is consist
ently limited to a subset of developed countries, this can lead to 
flawed assumptions about behavior in theoretical models, reinfor
cing a cycle of exclusion in which some members of society are sys
tematically denied representation in scientific studies (57, 58).

Second, we identify three characteristics that correlate system
atically with individuals’ predisposition to engage in exclusionary 
behavior when proposing a division of benefits: gender, ideological 
orientation, and reasoning styles (deliberative vs. intuitive). Our 
findings are consistent with women being more responsive and con
forming more to social norms of inclusion and egalitarianism than 
men (35), and plausibly following different moral reasoning proc
esses (34). Regarding ideological orientation, previous research 
(mainly in the United States) shows that stated norms of fair- 
sharing vary by ideological orientation, with left-leaning individuals 
identifying as more egalitarian than right-leaning ones (39, 40). Our 
study provides evidence that these relationships hold across a wide 
range of societies; importantly, we do so through an incentivized ex
periment and thus help bridge the gap between stated preferences 
and behavior (see Appendix S6.6 for discussion). The stark ideo
logical divide in exclusionary alliances that arises in our setting, 
which is devoid of context and where the proposer role is assigned 
by chance and not by merit, is quite intriguing and warrants further 
investigation to understand its origins. It suggests that a deep- 
seated tolerance and propensity towards exclusion, regardless of 
its context, may underpin support for economic and social policies.

Lastly, while the previous two factors highlight the importance 
of differences in preferences, our third factor highlights the import
ance of reasoning styles. In the absence of merit-based justifica
tions for resource distribution, those who are more intuitive 
reasoners likely started their reasoning process about the game 
at a focal point of an egalitarian division (59). In contrast, more de
liberative and strategic reasoners likely quickly identified exclu
sionary alliances as a feasible and profit-maximizing alternative 
and seized on the opportunity. In line with the interpretation 
that reasoning style affects strategic reasoning, we find that the 

a b

Fig. 4. Effects by period range. Coefficients sourced from regressions with all listed variables included, standard errors clustered at the respondent level, 
and country fixed effects. Results shown for both equality a) and exclusionary alliances b).
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behavior of high- and low-CRT subjects starts to converge once 
they have gained enough experience in the game.

Our third contribution is the identification of cultural differen
ces as a plausible reason for the variation between countries in ex
clusionary bargaining behavior. We find a positive correlation 
between the proposal of exclusionary alliances in the distribution 
of resources and the Hierarchy Tolerance Index, an original com
posite we created consisting of three sources commonly used in 
cross-cultural analyses. Establishing a link between culture and 
behavior is a challenging task but one of critical importance in a 
globalized world where organizational decision-makers often 
come from different cultural backgrounds. In culturally diverse 
bodies, views on the sharing of resources can differ dramatically. 
The cross-country heterogeneity that we uncover opens up sev
eral possibilities for future exploration for researchers interested 
in the role of cultural diversity in human organizations and how 
culture may interact with personal traits, such as gender.

Our results carry important implications for societies and organ
izations with collective decision-making bodies. In particular, the 
gender composition of decision-making bodies has been reported 
to affect the way resources are used (60, 61) and divided (62). In 
our experiment, increasing the presence of female decision-makers 
leads to greater equality and inclusion in the distribution of resour
ces: all-male groups are 45% more likely to form an exclusionary al
liance compared to all-female groups. Extrapolating our results to 
settings outside the laboratory can be challenging because the 
characteristics and abilities of the men and women that endogen
ously sort into settings where collective decisions are reached may 
be different than those of subjects who have been assigned to an 
experimental task. If, however, the reported gender differences re
main after endogenous sorting—and equality in outcomes is an ob
jective that societies pursue—we argue that the case for parity in 
representation may extend beyond the attainment of equality in 
access to political participation. It can also foster a more inclusive 
distribution of public resources.

Notes
a Appendix Table S5 demonstrates the diversity of our sample coun

tries on a number of cultural and structural dimensions. See 
Appendix Section S6.5 for further discussion and analysis.

b For a game theoretic analysis of game we implement, see 
Appendix S2.

c See Section Appendix S5.4 for further discussion of this 
operationalization.
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