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Abstract

Political identity has become the strongest social divide within Western societies. This paper
employs experiments to measure discrimination along multiple dimensions of social identity, and
replicates previous findings showing the strongest discrimination against out-groups occursin the
political domain. Moreover, we explore a possible explanation for this phenomenon based upon
social norms. We measure the socia appropriateness of discrimination along each identity
dimension. The ranking of dimensions by discrimination against out-groups reflects the extent to
which such behaviour is normatively permissible, with the weakest anti-discrimination norms on
the political dimension. Results are qualitatively similar in two European countries. We argue that,
while norms sanctioning discrimination on other dimensions have developed historicaly, no such
process has taken place in relation to political affiliation, bringing political identity to the fore and
helping polarisation to flourish.
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1. Introduction

Why has political identity become the most important social divide in the Twenty-First Century?
A fast-growing literature in economics and political science has established the primacy of
partyism over other relevant social divides, like race, ethnicity, religion, or nationa identity.
Partyism — also labelled party affective polarization (lyengar et a., 2019) — refers to any form of
prejudice or hostility towards voters or supporters of opposing political parties (Sunstein 2015).
Observational (mostly survey) and experimental studies on partyism in the United States and many
European Countries abound (lyengar et al., 2019; lyengar and Westwood, 2015; Westwood et a.,
2018). Such research shows people have stronger preferences to engage in economic
discrimination against political out-groups than against outgroups along any other dimension of

socia identity.

Yet despite this proliferation of empirical studies, the underlying theoretical mechanisms
explaining the prominence of partyism in contemporary Western societies remain unclear. Most
studies resort to the human tendency for tribalism, an evolved predisposition to group conflict that
makes us favour and be loyal to our groups and hostile to other groups with whom we compete
(Clark et al., 2019). Unfortunately, while tribalism can explain partyism, on itsown it would seem
to equally predict such strong ingroup favouritism and outgroup hostility based on other social
divides. To explain the dominance of party affective polarization, we need something e se beyond
our natural predisposition toward being tribal. Here, we argue that the missing piece in the puzzle

of the currently exacerbated level of party affective polarization isthe role of social norms.

Socia norms are the unwritten ‘grammar of society’ (Bicchieri, 2005), the informal rules which
dictate which behaviours should or should not be taken.? In recent years, there has been an
explosion of interest in economics in socia norms. A vast body of empirical evidence suggests
that economic behaviour — across a wide range of domains —is guided and constrained by socia
norms (Allcott, 2011; Fehr and Schurtenberger, 2018; Gachter et al., 2013; Kimbrough and
Vostroknutov, 2016; Kobis et a., 2022; Krupka and Weber, 2013; Krupkaet a., 2017; Szekely et
al., 2021). More specifically related to our paper’s research question, there is evidence that the
strength of economic discrimination is driven by the extent to which norms condone such
behaviour (Barr et a., 2018; Coffman et a., 2021; Restrepo-Plaza and Fatas, 2022).

2 See Elster (1989) and Ostrom (2000) for further definitions of socia norms.
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We argue that, historically, norms have developed which characterize as morally reprehensible
discrimination against outgroups along many dimensions of social identity, especially race and
gender (Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000). Anecdotal evidence for this comesfrom the social sanctions
imposed upon public figures caught expressing racist or sexist remarks which might have gone
unpunished in previous decades. These norms act as a constraint on discriminatory behaviour. Our
conjecture, however, is that Western societies have not evolved corresponding social pressures or
sanctions that mute disapproval of political opponents. In today’s world, it is not uncommon to
find left-wing opponents of the British government denouncing its supporters on Twitter as‘ scum’
or boasting that they have ‘never kissed a Tory’ (Cohen, 2016). While such actions would seem
likely to trigger backlash if taken against outgroups on other domains, we argue that lax norms
along the political identity domain have left partisans free to express animus and engage in
discriminatory behaviour toward their opponents. The absence of strong normsregul ating partyism
may explain its development. Continued permissiveness of political hatred, at the sametime asthe
development of norms against other types of hatred, may have redirected group animosity that
would otherwise be expressed along other dimensions of identity, but where it is no longer

acceptable, towards the political domain.

In this article, we provide empirical evidence to support our argument. This comes from a set of
laboratory experiments designed to study the role of social normsin political and other types of
social intergroup interactions. We focus specifically on interpersonal discrimination, which can be
regarded as one manifestation of intergroup hostility and, on the political domain, one of the“dark
consequences’ of polarization (Finkel et al., 2020). Previous studies have reported discrimination
based on political affiliation in the labour market, in college admissions, and in everyday economic
interactions (Dimant, 2023; lyengar et al., 2019; Michelitch, 2015). In our experiments, we
employed a standard norm-dlicitation task to establish the social appropriateness of economic
discrimination aong different dimensions of social identity, as well as an incentivized task to

measure such discrimination on each dimension.

We hypothesize that, like in previous research, subjects will discriminate less on the basis of other
social identities, such as religion, than on the basis of political party support. Moreover, our
conjecture is that participants will perceive it to be correspondingly less socially inappropriate to
discriminate in the political identity context. In our experiments run in both the UK and Spain, we

divided participants into groups on the basis either of their support for political parties, their
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religious affiliation, or atrivial characteristic (colour of the ball the participants randomly picked
during the experiment) representing a ‘minimal group’ identity (Tajfel, 1970). The dimension of
identity upon which we divided participants represents our treatment manipulation. Having formed
these groups, we implemented a standard distribution game in which participants alocated money
between ingroup and outgroup individuals, therein facilitating the measurement of discrimination
in favour of the ingroup over outgroups. In each treatment, for every possible level of
discrimination a participant could enact in the allocation task, we have a corresponding estimate
from the norm-elicitation task of the perceived socia appropriateness of this behaviour.

Results arein line with our hypotheses. We observe significantly stronger levels of discrimination
based on political identity than on either of the other identity dimensions. We aso find significant
differences in norms across treatments. discrimination in favour of one's ingroup is perceived to
be significantly lessinappropriate when the groups are based on political parties than either of the
other two identity dimensions. The relatively permissive norms regarding political discrimination
emerge as a compelling explanation for the relative prominence of partyism, over other social

divisions, that has been identified in the existing literature.

Our findings are drawn from experiments following a design similar to that introduced in a
previous paper, Barr et a. (2018). That study measured discrimination between groups — and the
socia norms pertaining to such behaviour —based on either nationality or minimal-group identity.
Like the current paper, Barr et a. found strongest discrimination on the identity dimension for
which the social norms against discrimination were weakest. The purpose of their study was to
identify socia appropriateness as a potential moderator of discrimination in genera, aswell asto
explain a surprising result in the previous literature: that discrimination in lab experiments tends
to be stronger between minimal groups than between groups based on various types of natural
identity (Lane, 2016). Our study expands upon this, finding that the ranking of discrimination
across three identity dimensions matches that of the normative permissibility of discrimination,
again identifying fairly strong levels of discrimination between minimal groups and showing that

this non-intuitive result can be explained by the rel atively weak norms against such discrimination.

The main purpose of our study, however, differsfrom Barr et a. in that we are focused primarily
on explaining the strength of discrimination along one particular dimension: political party
identity. The other two identity dimensionsareincluded in our design as benchmarks against which



to compare both political discrimination and the socia norms relating to such. That political
discrimination and its normative permissiveness outrank the equivaent phenomena on two other
identity dimensions — one representing a strong natural characteristic (religion) and another
(minimal group identity) which has been found empirically to yield strong effects in practice —
provides strong evidence for our argument that political party support is special anong group
identity dimensions. Note that our experiment does not show that socia norms favour
discrimination against political opponents; the norm-elicitation task reveas that, aong all
dimensions of identity, the most socially appropriate behaviour is to provide equal treatment to
ingroups and outgroups. However, there is lesser agreement about this on the political dimension,
and greater acceptance towards those who deviate from equaity. Our results suggest that those
who discriminate against political opponents may escape with only mild social sanctions, resulting
in discriminatory actions taking on a more attractive cost-benefit profile than they would in other
socia arenas. Our findings are qualitatively similar in the two countries the experiments were run,

lending credence to their generalisability across different political contexts.
2. Methods

2.1. Resear ch Design

Our experiments expand upon the design of Barr et a. (2018). Like in their study, our approach
relies upon measuring both discrimination between groups and the social norms pertaining to such
discrimination. Between treatments, we exogenously vary which dimension of social identity the
experimental groups are based upon. We employ a simple economic task to measure the extent to
which subjects discriminate in favour of in-groups over out-groups on the dimension of identity
relevant in their treatment. We also employ a separate norm-elicitation task to measure the
perceived socia appropriateness of discrimination against out-groups on the relevant identity
dimension. This will enable us to test for treatment differences in the level of discrimination
resulting from forming groups on the basis of different identity dimensions, and also for
corresponding treatment differencesin the perceived socia appropriateness of discrimination. We
can therefore explore whether differencesin the strength of discrimination along different identity
dimensions can be explained by equivalent differences in the strength of social norms prohibiting

or allowing such discrimination.



In Barr et d., groups were based upon either nationality or an artificially induced identity. The
current experiments differ in that our treatments employ different dimensions of socia identity,
with groups constructed on the basis of either religion, artificial identity, or support for political
parties. We aso depart from Barr et a. in that, ong a given identity dimension, subjects are
divided into four (rather than two) identity groups, and for members of each group we estimate
three measurements of discrimination in favour of their in-group, separately against each of the
three out-groups they face; correspondingly, we also separately elicit the social appropriateness
they perceive of discrimination in favour of their in-group over each out-group. Separation of
subjects into four groups more naturally reflected the real-world structure of the social identity
dimensions employed in our experiment. Note, however, that we are not primarily interested in
drawing comparisons between the behaviour of different groups within an identity dimension, but
rather in making aggregate-level comparisons across dimensions, to which end the division of

subjects into groups was an essential design feature.

We conducted two experiments. one in the United Kingdom, at the University of Nottingham,
from December 2022 to January 2023, and a second one in Spain, at the University Jaume | in
Castellon, in April 2023. Both experiments were pre-registered.® Below, we outline the design of
the first experiment in the UK, and in the process highlight any deviations from this design in the
implementation of the second experiment in Spain. Note that our study is not an attempt to conduct
acontrolled cross-cultural comparison between the UK and Spain. In particular, the religious and
political identity dimensions are differently composed in each country with their own groups and
local characteristics. Rather, we are interested in the results in each country in their own right, as

well asinidentifying whether they allow us to draw qualitatively similar conclusions.

2.2. Discrimination Measurement Task

To measure discrimination, we used asimple third-party allocator game. See Barr et a. (2018) for
adiscussion of the advantages of thistask in our research context. In the game, a decision-maker

is endowed with £16 (€16 in Spain) and required to divide it between two passive players, one

8 The preregitration can be found a  https//www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/10172  and
https://www.social scienceregistry.org/trials/11275. Ultimately, our execution of the experiments deviated dightly
from the initial plan in that we were practically unable quite to attain the desired sample sizes and the number of
sessions, but otherwise did not depart from it.




belonging to the decision-maker’s in-group and the other belonging to an out-group.* The money
can be split however the decision-maker prefers, as long as the amount given to each player isa
multiple of two. The interaction is anonymous, and the decision-maker receives no information

about either of the passive players except for their group identity.

In order to maximize sample sizes, we employed two elements of randomization. First, while only
one third of subjects would be allocators and the other two thirds would be passive players, all
subjects were required to make decisions in the role of alocator. It was made clear that, after the
end of the experiment, it would be randomly determined which subjects had been assigned to the
allocator role, and the decisions of those not assigned to it would be discarded. Secondly, while
subjects were told that — if assigned to the role of allocator — they would definitely be matched
with onein-group and one out-group player, they were not informed the specific group identity of
the out-group player. This would be randomly determined after the alocator role assignments. In
the meantime, subjects were required to commit to three allocation decisions, one for each of the
possible groups the out-group player might belong to; when it was later determined which out-
group an allocator had been matched with, the allocation they had committed to make if matched
with amember of this out-group was automatically implemented, while their other two alocation
decisions were discarded. Since this randomization approach was relatively complex, care was
taken to write the instructions with sufficient detail and clarity to avoid confusion (our full
instructions can be found in section | of the Online Appendix, and subjectswere required to answer
understanding test questions before they could proceed to their allocation decisions). The order of
the three allocation decisions was a so randomized.

2.3. Norm-€licitation Task

The social appropriateness of discrimination in the allocator game was measured using the well-
established norm-elicitation method first introduced by Krupka and Weber (2013). Subjects were
described the allocator game and required to evaluate the social appropriateness of each of the
different allocations available to the decision-maker, by selecting on a four-point scale one of the
following options: ‘Very socially inappropriate’, * Somewhat socially inappropriate’, ‘ Somewhat
socialy appropriate’ or ‘Very socialy appropriate’.

4 Although the decision-maker could not keep any money for their self, they knew they would receive a payment from
the task of either £6, £8 or £10, randomly selected with equal probability.
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When making evaluations, subjects were informed of the group identity of the decision-maker
whose behaviour they were assessing, as well as that of both of the passive players the decision-
maker was alocating between. Subjects only evaluated allocations made by decision-makers of
their own group. They made three sets of evaluations, one for each of the groups the passive out-
group player could belong to. Thus, the task separately reveals each subject’s perception of the
socia appropriateness of any possible level of discrimination by members of their own group
towards members of each of the other three groups along the relevant identity dimension in their
treatment.

Subjects making the evaluations were the same as those who participated in the allocator games
described in the task. Although there may be a concern in principle that participation in either part
of the experiment might influence responses to the other, Barr et a. found an absence of evidence
for this. Nevertheless, in the UK experiment we randomized across sessions whether subjects first
partook in the allocator game or norm-elicitation task, so that we can aso check for order effects
in the current study.® The order in which subjects completed their three sets of evaluations was
also randomized (within sessions), but subject to the constraint that the order of the three out-
groups was the same for any given subject in the norm-elicitation task as it was in the alocator

game.

Evaluations were incentivized. Each subject knew that, at the end of the experiment, one of the
actions from one of the three sets of evaluations they had made, would be randomly selected. The
subject’s evaluation of this action would be compared with that of another randomly selected
subject from the same treatment. The subject would receive a bonus of £8 if and only if their
evauation matched that of the person they were compared against. The norm-élicitation task,
therefore, takes the form of a coordination game, where subjects are incentivized to provide the
same evaluations as others. Importantly, subjects were told that the person to whom their

eval uation would be compared would belong to their own identity group.

The incentives are thus designed to guide subjects to reveal perceptions of appropriateness as

commonly agreed by members of their own identity group (i.e. group-specific social norms), rather

5 Subjects were not informed about the nature of the second activity until they had completed the first one. However,
those who did the norm-€licitation task first were, just like those who first played the allocator game, made aware at
the start of the experiment about the four different identity groups that subjectsin their session were divided between.
Thus, the dimension of identity made relevant in their treatment had already been made salient to all subjects before
they began whichever was their first task.



than personal opinions about morality. See Bicchieri (2005) for a discussion of the important
distinction between personal opinions and social norms, the latter of which can be regarded as
second-order beliefs about the appropriateness of behaviour. The way ‘socially appropriate’
behaviour is defined to subjects before they undertake a Krupka-Weber task isaimed at conveying
to them this concept —in our experiment, the instructions told them to think of it as‘behaviour that
you think most participants [of your identity group] in this experiment would agree isthe " correct™
thing to do.’

A possible concern is that the coordination incentives could lead subjects to report third — or
higher—order beliefs. However, if subjects use salient focal points to coordinate, in the manner
suggested by Schelling (1980), it islikely they will indeed report second-order beliefssincethisis
what they are asked to do, and answering the question truthfully seems by far the most salient
available strategy. In principle, the Krupka-Weber method could produce responses wholly
unrelated to social norms if subjects could find an alternative strategy to coordinate, but existing
empirical research suggests this does not happen, even when other plausible focal points are made
available (Fallucchi and Nosenzo, 2022). There is also evidence that the Krupka-Weber method
provides norm estimates consistent with other methods where alternative coordination strategies
are excluded by design (Bicchieri et al., 2022; Lane et al., 2023).°

2.4. Treatments

Our three treatments differed according to the dimension of identity that the groups in the
experiment were formed on the basis of. This dimension of identity was made saient at the
beginning of the experiment by announcing the four groups, aong this dimension, that the subjects
in the trestment were divided between.

In two of the treatments, the groups were determined prior to the experiment based on real-world
identity characteristics. Of course, the labels of the groupings differ between the two experiments,
on account of the differences between the two countries in which they were run. In the UK, in the
Religion treatment, we invited subjects who were either Christian, Hindu, Muslim, or non-

religious. In the Politicstreatment, the invited subjects were supporters of one of the Conservative,

5 For a methodological discussion of the Krupka-Weber method, see Nosenzo and Gorges (2020).
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Green, Labour or Liberal Democrat parties.” In the Spanish experiment, in the Religion treatment,
we invited subjects who were either Catholic, Muslim, agnostic, or atheist. In the Politics
treatment, the invited subjects were supporters of one of the PSOE (Partido Socialista Obrero
Espariol — Spanish Socialist Workers' Party), PP (Partido Popular — Peopl€' s Party), Vox (Voice),
and Unidas Podemos (United We Can) parties.®. Meanwhile, in the Artificial treatment, group
identity was created at the beginning of the experiment itself, using asimilar method to Barr et al .,
which itself followed in the long tradition — stemming from Tajfel (1970) — of inducing ‘ minimal
group’ identity within an experiment. Upon entering the lab, subjects were instructed to blindly
draw aball from abag. The colour of the ball —blue, pink, red or yellow — determined the subject’s
group.

We knew subjects religious or political affiliation from a pre-survey we conducted in the weeks
leading up to the lab experiment (see Online Appendix, section A). In the UK, political identity
was derived from subjects’ response to the question: ‘If the next genera eection were held
tomorrow, which party would you vote for? ® Given difficulties in Nottingham to attain a pool of
eligible subject of sufficient size, in Castellén we used both the voting question and the question
‘name the party that you feel closer to than any other’. The pre-survey was distributed to subjects
at the Universities of Nottingham and Jaume | registered on ORSEE for participation in economic
experiments. From the responses, we identified the four most popular political parties and religious
identities to employ as our groupsin these treatments (see section A in the Online Appendix). We
assigned to the experiment only those who belonged to one of the four chosen groups for both
identity dimensions; these subjects were then randomly assigned either to the Religion or Palitics
treatment.'® This ensures that subjects in these two treatments are drawn from the same wider

sample, and therefore any differences in the outcomes of the experiment should be driven by the

7 The Conservatives are the governing right-wing party in the UK. Labour isthe main, |eft-wing opposition. The
Liberal Democrats and Greens are smaller parties (but relatively popular among student populations) occupying,
respectively, centrist internationalist and environmental leftist positions.

8 PSOE (centre-left) and PP (centre-right) are the two majoritarian Spanish parties. Vox is a relatively new far right
party, currently third at the national level. United We Can is a left-wing coalition.

9 Subjects were alowed to not select any party to this question if they did not consider any party worth voting for.
Thus, we did not force political identity on subjects. In all treatments, subjects were reminded in the lab experiment
of their group identity — this seemed particularly necessary in the Politics treatment, in case some subjects had
forgotten their answer to the voting intention question.

Owewould ideally haverecruited subjectsfor the Artificial treatment al so from the same pool of individualsidentified
by the pre-survey as eligible for participation in both of the other treatments. Unfortunately, however, this pool was
not sufficiently large to fill three treatments. See sections A and B of the Appendix for further information on our
recruitment approach and related methodological discussion.
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treatment manipulation (i.e. dimension of identity) rather than demographic differences between
the subjects assigned to each treastment. The most important results of our study should be
considered the comparisons between the Religion and Politics treatments, with the Artificial-

Religion and Artificial-Politics comparisons regarded as suggestive but not perfectly controlled.

2.5. Procedure and Sample

After participating in both the all ocator game and norm-elicitation task, each subject was randomly
paid their earnings from only one of them, as determined randomly by a coin toss at the end of the
session (this rule was made clear to subjects from the outset). All subjects additionally received a
show up fee of £4 (€3 in Spain).

The experiment was conducted using Z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007). In the UK, we ran four sessions
for the Artificial and Politics treatments, and three sessions for the Religion treatment; since we
randomized across sessions whether the alocator game or norm-elicitation task was run first, we
are able to check for order effects. Consistent with Barr et al., we do not find such effects (see
section H in the Online Appendix) and will therefore pool our analysis in the next section across
ordering conditions. In Spain, we conducted three sessions (one per treatment) and the norm
elicitation task was always implemented after the decision task.

Sessionsranged in size from 13 to 29 subjectsin Nottingham and from 57 to 60 in Castellon. Table
1 presents the total number of subjectsin each treatment. Relative sizes of each identity group can
be found in section C of the Online Appendix.!* Across the two experiments, subjects were 57%
female, 23 yearsold on average, and 11% from rura areas. According to the self-reported ideol ogy
variable, 45% are left-wing, 25% centre and 30% right-wing. All subjectsin the UK, and the vast
majority in Spain, were students. Individua characteristics are similarly distributed between

experimental conditions.

1 See section G of the Online Appendix for robustness checks related to some procedural errors made in the sessions
in Nottingham.
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Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of participants and treatment assignment, by experiment

Total Nottingham, UK Castellon, Spain
N=415 N=238 N=177

Age 22.8(7.6) 21(2.9) 25.2 (10.7)
Gender

Male 171 (41.2%) 107 (45.0%) 64 (36.2%)

Female 238 (57.3%) 127 (53.4%) 111 (62.7%)

Other 6 (1.4%) 4 (1.7%) 2 (1.1%)
Background

Rural 46 (11.1%) 30 (12.6%) 16 (9.0%)

Urban 205 (49.4%) 121 (50.8%) 84 (47.5%)

Mixed 164 (39.5%) 87 (36.6%) 77 (43.5%)
I deology

L eft 178 (42.9%) 104 (43.7%) 74 (41.8%)

Centre 96 (23.1%) 60 (25.2%) 36 (20.3%)

Right 113 (27.2%) 46 (19.3%) 67 (37.9%)

Missing 28 (6.7%) 28 (11.8%) 0 (0.0%)
Treatment

Artificial 143 (34.5%) 83 (34.9%) 60 (33.9%)

Politics 145 (34.9%) 85 (35.7%) 60 (33.9%)

Religion 127 (30.6%) 70 (29.4%) 57 (32.2%)

Notes. Distribution of gender, background and ideology of participants. Age is presented as
acontinuous variable, including the mean and standard deviation. |deology is measured using
a standard 0-10 left-right survey guestion. Left is defined as 0-4, Centre as 5, and Right as 6-

10. Treatment assignment is also included, by location of the experiments.

2.6. Predictions

Following the literature on the primacy of partyism (Westwood et al. 2018) and the previous
behavioural study of Barr et al. (2018), we derive two core predictions:
Prediction 1: the social appropriateness of in-group favouritism will be ranked across treatments
asfollowing:

Politics> Artificial > Religion
Prediction 2: participantswill behave according to social normswhen presented with the allocation
task.

12



3. Results

3.1. Nottingham, UK

We start by examining the results from the norm-elicitation task, in which individuals assess the
social appropriateness of the range of alocation decisions. There is a clear consensus in
recognizing the equal-split choice — allocating 8 monetary units to each participant — as the most
appropriate behaviour: 87.27% of participants rate this decision as “very socially appropriate”.
Y et, variations across treatments can be observed. Table 2 presents the distribution of assessments
of social appropriateness given to every possible outcome of the allocation task, by treatment. This
pools all assessments made by subjects of each group, regarding alocations towards each of the
out-groups. The mean ratings are computed assigning evenly-spaced values of —1 for the “very
socially inappropriate” rating, —0.33 in the case of “somewhat socially inappropriate”, 0.33 for
“somewhat socially appropriate” and 1 for “very socialy appropriate”, following Krupka & Weber
(2013) and Barr et al. (2018).

In the Politics treatment, 80.6% of responses rated the equal-split choice as “very socialy
appropriate”, in contrast to 91% in both the Artificial and Religion treatments. In al treatments,
social appropriateness decays rapidly as choices deviate from the equal-split standard toward more
discriminatory choices. However, that decline is faster for the Religion treatment. The smallest
deviation possible from the equal choice is extensively more censured in the Religion treatment
than in the Politics case: 52% of responses deem the (10,6) allocation — giving £10 to the in-group
member and £6 to the out-group member —to be either “somewhat socially inappropriate” or “very
socially inappropriate”, in contrast to 25% in the Politics treatment.

In the case of Religion, as in the case of the Artificial treatment, the inappropriateness of
discriminatory choicesislargely symmetric, meaning participants eval uate favouring the in-group
participant and favouring the out-group participant aike. The exception would be the extreme
alocations. 91.9% of responses identify it as “very socialy inappropriate” to give all the money
to the in-group participant, versus 82.9% that assign that eva uation to the (0,16) split — giving all
the money to the out-group participant. Hence, in the Religion framework, discriminating in favour
of a participant of your group is regarded as equally socially inappropriate, or even more so, than

favouring other groups. For the Politics framework, the opposite is true. Evauationsin this
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Table 2: Distribution of social appropriateness ratings, by treatment (UK)

16-0 14-2 12-4 10-6 8-8 6-10 12-4 14-2 0-16
Politics treatment

Very 130 111 103 202 806 36 0.8 0.4 0.4
appropriate
Somewhal 47 119 316 549 146 439 103 4.7 4.0
appropriate
_Somewhat g 1 336 383 221 2.8 435 526 241 55
inappropriate
_ Vey 731 435 198 28 2.0 91 364 708 90.1
inappropriate

Meanrating -062 -040 -012 028 083 -005 -050 -0.77 -0.90
Religion treatment

Very 1.4 1.4 1.9 5.7 91.0 57 43 43 5.7
appropriate
Somewhat g g 24 110 424 67 410 124 81 5.2
appropriate
_Somewhat g 262 376 262 05 281 31.0 205 6.2
inappropriate
_ Very 919 700 495 257 19 252 524 671 829
inappropriate

Meanrating -092 -076 -056 -015 091 -015 -054 -067 -0.77
Artificial treatment

Very 6.0 6.8 1.6 60 909 7.1 6.0 6.8 9.1
appropriate
Somewha 5 g 4.8 163 655 4.4 54.8 95 3.6 1.2
appropriate
Somewhat 44 270 575 179 08 258 496 214 28
inappropriate
_ Vey 869 615 246 107 40 123 349 683 869
inappropriate

Meanrating -0.81 -062 -037 0.11 0.88 004 -042 -067 -0.78

Notes: Percentage of responses corresponding to each of the available social appropriateness ratings for
each of the nine possible decisionsin the allocator game. Decisions range from allocating all the money
to the in-group participant (16,0) to allocating al the money to the out-group participant (0,16). The
modal evaluation for each outcome is highlighted. Mean ratings are computed assigning values of 1,
0.33, —0.33 and —1 to assessments of “very socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially appropriate”,
“somewhat socially inappropriate” and “very socialy inappropriate”, respectively. Therefore, mean
ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on socia inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute
consensus on social appropriateness).

treatment are not symmetric: the social appropriateness of discriminatory choices favouring the
out-group declines faster than those favouring the in-group. In the extreme splits, alocating al the
money to the in-group participant is regarded as less inappropriate on average that allocating al
the money to the out-group. Between 10 and 20% of responses rate any discriminatory behaviour
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favouring the political group of the alocator as “very appropriate”’, in contrast to amost none
providing the same rating to behaviour favouring the out-group. Choosing to favour the partici pant
with whom you share political affiliation is deemed less inappropriate than favouring the in-group

member in any other treatment, or favouring the out-group member in the Politics treatment.

Figure 1: Mean evauation of social appropriateness of allocation decisions, by treatment (UK)

—
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16,0 14,2 12,4 10,6 88 6,10 4,12 2,14 0,16

Allocation decisions (in-group, out-group)

Religion Artificial Politics

Note: Social appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).

Figure 1 plots the mean ratings of all allocation outcomes by treatment. It isilluminating that for
all choices that favour the in-group participants, ratings signal less socia inappropriateness in
the Politics treatment than in the Artificial or Religion treatment. Table 3 displays the p-values
of Fisher-Pitman permutation tests comparing the mean ratings of social appropriateness between
treatments.’? The ranking by treatment of social inappropriateness of favouring the in-group
member — the Religion treatment having the most inappropriate discrimination and the Politics
treatment yielding the lowest social inappropriateness levels— remains consistent and significant

for al possible choices. In the case of the equal (8,8) split choice, the ranking inverts. Dividing

2 Aswe perform atotal of 54 tests, 9 by treatment for each of the two experiments, the reported p-values are corrected
with the Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate method. This method accounts for the increasing probability of
reporting a false result when performing multiple tests. The Benjamini-Hochberg method consists of sorting the p-
values in ascending order, multiplying by the total number of tests performed and dividing by the rank number.
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the money equally is regarded as significantly less appropriate in the Politics treatment than in
the Religion treatment. For actions favouring the out-group, there is not such a clear ranking
between treatments and differences are often not statistically significant. However, evaluations
of extreme choices show significantly stronger inappropriateness of favouring the out-group

member when they are a political opponent than in other treatments.

Table 3: P-values for permutation tests comparing mean ratings of social appropriateness

across treatments (UK)
16-0 14-2 12-4 10-6 8-8 6-10 124 142 016
P-values

Politicsvs. Religion  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.017 0.053 0322 0.040 0.003
Politicsvs. Artificial  0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.134 0.040 0119 0.046 0.008

Artificial vs. Religion  0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0468 0.000 0.025 0966 0.912

Notes: P-values obtained from Fisher-Pitman permutation tests for two independent samples, corrected using
the Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate method.

Next, we focus on decisions made in the allocation tasks. Figure 2 reveals two broad tendencies
quite clearly. First, in correspondence to the norm elicitation results, the modal distribution isthe
equal split, which accounts for 68% of alocations. Second, those that deviate do so mostly to
favour the in-group member, with only 3.2% of allocations favouring the out-group member. On
average, participants allocate £1.88 more to the partner with whom they share an identity. Even
S0, as was the case for the norm-elicitation task, there are significant differences across treatments.
The in-group premium ranges from an average of £0.88 in the Religion treatment, with 85.2% of
allocations producing an equal (8,8) split, to £3.07 in the case of the Politics treatment, where only
53.4% of allocations were the equal split. Results for the Artificial treatment lay in between: the
in-group premium is on average £1.52, while 68.3% of allocations resulted in an equal split. Thus,
the ranking of discrimination across the three treastments matches that of the percelved socid

appropriateness of discrimination discussed above.:®

Table 4 presents arandom effects model of the allocation decisions. The dependent variable isthe
level of discrimination in favour of the in-group participant, measured by subtracting the amount

allocated to the out-group from the amount allocated to the in-group. Columns (1) and (2) of the

13 See section D of the Online Appendix for adetailed description of the average allocation decisions acrosstreatments
and sub-groups.
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regression table confirms the observed difference of more than two pounds for the in-group
premium between the Religion and Politics treatments. That differenceis statistically significant!?,
asisthe difference between the Politics and Artificial treatments. These results are robust to a set
of control variablesthat account for individua characteristics. Alternative specifications including
other individual characteristics such as ideology, party affiliation and religion do not alter the
results, with no statistically significant effects of the additional control variables either. The added
premium in the Artificial treatment (the baseline category in this model) is not statistically
distinguishable from that of the Religion treatment.

Figure 2: Allocation decisions, by treatment (UK)
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| |

Percentage of allocations
40
|

20
|

16,0 14,2 12,4 10,6 8.8 6,10 4,12 2,14 0.16
Allocation decisions (in-group, out-group)

B Religion Artificial Politics

Note: Percentages of allocation decisions, by treatment. Each participant made three
alocation decisions, one for each different possible affiliation of the out-group participant.

1 A linear restriction test indicates that allocationsin the Politics and Religion treatments are statistically different (p
< 0.001).
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Table 4: Regression analysis of allocation decisions

Dependent Variable:
Amount alocated to in-group — amount allocated to out-group participant
Nottingham, UK Castellon, Spain Pooled
1) 2 ©) 4) ) (6)
Treatment:
Religion -0.648 -0.629 -0.07 -0.124 -0.648 -0.622
(0.583) (0.594) (0.858) (0.872) (0.659) (0.665)
Politics 1.543*** 1513 ** 2.356*** 2.421*%** 1.543** 1.568**
(0.554) (0.575) (0.847) (0.853) (0.627) (0.64)
Spain 1.587** 1.72%*
(0.689) (0.7)
Spain* Religion 0.577 0.513
(1.001) (1.013)
Spain* Politics 0.813 0.835
(0.973) (0.985)
Controls X v X v X v
Constant 1.524* ** 3.032 3.111*** 5.7%* 1.524*** 2.283*
(0.393) (2.382) (0.599) (2.321) (0.445) (1.295)
Observations 712 712 531 531 1246 1246
R? 0.041 0.047 0.038 0.051 0.075 0.079

Note: Resultsfor random effects models. Thereference category isthe Artificial treatment. Control variables

include: gender (binary variable, 1=femal€), age, year of university degree the participant isin, rural if they
are originally from a rural area, and household income. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Stars
indicate significance level: *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.l.

3.2. Castellon, Spain

In this section, we present the same results reported in the previous section, but this time for the
experiment in Castellon, Spain. To avoid repetitions, we will only highlight the main effects and
focus on the results that deviate from those obtained in Nottingham. Table 5 reports the mean
social appropriateness ratings of the nine possible distributions. Asin Nottingham, thereisahigh
degree of agreement on the socia appropriateness of the equal split in the Religion and the
Artificial treatments, where this distribution is considered “very socially appropriate” in 91% and
83% of the responses. In the same vein, the inappropriateness of discriminatory choices in these
treatments is symmetric and participants evauate favouring the in-group and the out-group

participants alike. Y et, the Politics trestment deviates quite substantially from this consensus and
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Table 5: Distribution of social appropriateness ratings, by treatment (Spain)

160 142 124 106 8-8 6-10 124 142 0-16
Politics tr eatment
very 244 161 178 178 56,1 11 0,0 0,0 0,0
appropriate
Somewhat 100 250 322 46,7 239 144 33 11 0,6
appropriate
Somewhat 100 167 21,7 233 144 467 272 111 3,9
inappropriate
_ Vey 556 422 283 12,2 5,6 378 694 878 956
inappropriate
Meanrating -031 -023 -007 013 054 -047 -077 -091 -097
Religion treatment
very 2.9 4,1 35 35 90,6 4,7 35 1,2 0,6
appropriate
Somewhat 4 5 1,2 7,6 38,0 7.0 24,0 3,5 35 0,0
appropriate
_ Somewhat 1,8 193 363 386 18 450 333 164 76
inappropriate
_ Vey 942 754 526 199 0,6 263 596 789 918
inappropriate
Meanrating -091 -077 -059 -017 092 -029 -066 -082 -09%
Artificial treatment
very 111 100 106 100 833 5,6 3,9 3,9 3,9
appropriate
Somewhat 3,3 8,3 178 611 133 544 139 6,1 6,1
appropriate
Somewhat 79 957 533 261 11 283 478 244 89
inappropriate
. Very 778 550 183 2.8 22 117 344 656 811
inappropriate
Meanrating -068 -051 -020 019 08 003 -042 -068 -0,78

Notes: Percentage of responses corresponding to each of the available social appropriateness ratings for
each of the nine possible decisionsin the allocator game. Decisions range from allocating all the money
to the in-group participant (16,0) to allocating all the money to the out-group participant (0,16). The
modal evaluation for each outcome is highlighted. Mean ratings are computed assigning values of 1,

CEINNTS

0.33, —0.33 and —1 to assessments of “very socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially appropriate”,
“somewhat socially inappropriate” and “very socially inappropriate”, respectively. Therefore, mean
ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on socia inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute
consensus on social appropriateness).
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the symmetry of the evaluations. First, only 56% of this treatment’ s responses rate the equal split
as “very socially appropriate’. Second, only about half of the responses rate the extreme
distributions favouring the in-group (16,0 and 14,2) as “very socially inappropriate”. Third, there
isno symmetry in the eval uations anymore, since the extreme distributions favouring the out-group



are clearly considered inappropriate, but those favouring the in-group are not. In summary, the

Palitics treatment in Castellon is the context in which discrimination is by far the most tolerated.

Figure 3 plots the mean ratings of all allocation outcomes by treatment in Castellon. The shape of
the lines corresponding to the Religion and Artificial treatments match the Nottingham data
reported in Figure 1. The Politics treatment is different in that the mean evaluation of the equal
split is substantially lower than any other treatment. This is confirmed by the p-values of tests
comparing the mean ratings of social appropriateness between treatments reported in Table 6.
Interestingly, moderate and extreme discrimination against the outgroup (12,4, 14,2; 16;0) follows
the same treatment ranking as in Nottingham, whereas small deviations toward the in-group are
regarded as more socially appropriate in the Artificial than in the Politics treatment. On the right-
hand side plotting the ratings of distributions favouring the out-group, Politics is consistently
below Religion and Artificial, with only the exception of extreme discrimination against the in-
group (0,16) in the Religion treatment. All in all, the lines reveal aclear pattern of tolerance over
in-group favouritism and rejection of out-group advantage in the Poalitics treatment. Does this

pattern of normative beliefs guide actual behaviour?

Figure 3: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of allocation decisions, by treatment (Spain)
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Note: Social appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).
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Table 6: P-values for permutation tests comparing mean ratings of social appropriateness

across treatments (Spain)
16-0 14-2 12-4 10-6 8-8 6-10 124 142 016
P-values

Politics vs. Religion 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.017 0.012 0.182
Palitics vs. Artificial 0.000 0.001 0.087 0.358 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Artificial vs. Religion 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.072 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.000

Notes: P-values obtained from Fisher-Pitman permutation tests for two independent samples, corrected using the
Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate method.

Figure 4 plots decisions madein the allocation tasksin Castellon. A first striking result isthelarge
number of deviations from the equal split, as compared with our results in Nottingham and those
reported in Barr et al. (2018). Thisis confirmed by the dummy variable Spain, and itsinteractions,
in the pooled regression analysis on discrimination levelsreported in the last two columns of Table
4. Second, the same ranking of treatments is replicated, Poalitics being the one in which more
discrimination is observed, followed by the Religion and Artificial treatments. Asin Nottingham,
the Artificial and Religion treatments are not significantly different, but the Politics treatment
generates significantly more in-group favouritism than the other two (see columns (3) and (4) of
Table 4).%° Finally, the crucial contribution of the Spanish experiment is that although there is a
strong and significant difference between countries in the overall levels of discrimination, there
are not significant differences in the treatment effects (interactions Spain*Religion and
Spain* Politics in columns (5) and (6) of Table 4). Furthermore, in the Spanish experiment — just
like in the UK — the ranking of treatments by discrimination reflects the ranking according to the
social appropriateness of discrimination. This confers credibility to the argument that our findings
on political identity are robust to changes in the social context. Regardless of a society’s baseline
tendency for discrimination, the political domain induces higher levels of discrimination than other
dimensions of identity, which reflects the relatively weak norms it induces against such
discrimination. Finally, an interesting result emerges that fosters our confidence on the
independence of the normative and behavioural measures. Although in the Religion and Artificial
treatments in Castellon there is high agreement on the social inappropriateness of in-group

favouritism, participantsin thistreatment do discriminate somewhat frequently, asrevealed by the

15 Linear regtriction tests indicate that allocationsin the Politics and Religion treatments are statistically different (p <
0.001).
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grey barsin Figure 4. This means that discriminatory behaviour is not fully determined by norms
reported in the lab, but also reflect personal preferences which in some cases may be to violate

them.

Figure 4: Allocation decisions, by treatment (Spain)
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Note: Percentages of allocation decisions, by treatment. Each participant made three
alocation decisions, one for each different possible affiliation of the out-group participant.

3.3. Subgroup analysis

Here, we take advantage of the four identity categories in the Politics treatment to study whether
results are driven by some subgroup behaviour. In section E of the Online Appendix, we report
such analysis for Nottingham and Castellon separately. In Spain, the conservatives (PP and VOX)
discriminate more, and they seem to regard in-group favouritism as more socially appropriate on
average. Inthe UK, conservatives receive the lowest amount from out-group allocators.'® In Spain,
the two extremist parties receive less and the two moderate parties more. Thisisjust preliminary
evidence about subgroup behaviour (the analysis was not pre-registered). Further research is

needed to better understand discriminatory behaviour in multi-party systems.’

16 This is consistent with previous research finding greater hostility from liberals toward conservatives in the UK
(Lane, 2023).

17 We conducted similar subgroup analysis for our Religion treatment, which we report in section F of the Online
Appendix.
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4. Discussion

Political sectarianism, extremism, and polarization are among the social phenomena about which
citizens in Western democracies are more concerned (Finkel et al., 2020). These issues feature
highly in the news and al forms of media, traditional or new. They are also among the most
frequent social problems identified by citizens. Political polarization is becoming so severethat it
is even bringing democracy itself and societal stability under threat as it undermines support for
democratic norms (Kingzette et al., 2021). Descriptive studiesin the social sciences defining these
topics abound. However, there is a lack of studies attempting to address the causal processes
underlying such socia phenomena. In this paper, we explore one mechanism explaining the

primacy of political polarization over other social divides: therole of social norms.

We follow a long tradition in socia psychology and economics that goes back to the works of
Tafd (1970) and conduct experiments in which we use group identities and dicit discriminatory
choices. More specificaly, we base our study on the previous investigation of Barr et al. (2018)
that introduced an experimental design to study norms and discriminatory behaviour in different
social contexts. They compared artificial and national identity contexts and found strongest
discrimination on the identity dimension for which the social norms against discrimination were
weakest. We extend their design to study alarger set of identities (including religion and politics)

and alarger set of identity categories (four rather than two).

Our main results are two. First, we replicate the finding that discrimination is largest when norms
against it are weaker. Second, regardless of the experimental setting, most discrimination is
observed in the political domain. We conducted the experiment in two locations that differed in
their baseline tendency for discrimination, but always found by far the strongest discrimination in
the Politics treatment, which also mirrored the fact that in both countries norms against
discrimination were weakest in this domain. Additionally, our four-category identities allow usto
perform subgroup analysis and study whether there is a subgroup that is driving the results. On

average, conservatives seem to regard in-group favouritism as more socially appropriate.

Why is the political domain different? We argue that this domain may lack the sort of norms that
prevent discrimination, prejudice, and hostility between social groups in society. Interactions
across religion or nationality, also race, gender, and other socia divides are constrained by social

norms, but there seem not to be corresponding pressures or sanctions that mute disapproval of
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political opponents. Partisans, therefore, can feel free to express animus and engage in
discriminatory behaviour toward their opponents. The deeper question of why norms have not
developed to counter political discrimination is beyond the scope of this paper, but we can offer
the reader speculation. In a democratic system, people are free to select in and out of political
groups. A person’s political leanings are a reflection of their philosophical values and opinions
about society. It may be regarded as acceptable to dislike a person because of their worldview, but
not on the basis of a characteristic such as race or sex which is unchosen and fixed from birth.8
Thisis an important matter for future research.

We believe our design sets the stage for international comparisons of the role of social norms on
political discrimination and polarization. We have shown that our treatment effects remain
gualitatively the same in two societies that differ in their baseline tendencies for discrimination
and in their political ecosystems. A worthwhile endeavour would be to extend the analysis to a
wider set of more different societies, including non-Western countries and those with less
democratic political systems. The relative simplicity of our experimental design would alow it to
be easily implemented in large-sample online studies. Finally, understanding the role of normsin
political polarization may help deviseinterventionsto return political conflict to theream of ideas,
reducing interpersonal hostilities. Once knowledge is established about existing norms, how they
vary across contexts and the mechanisms behind their development and enforcement, one could
envision and formulate socid interventions that help break the vicious cycle of political group
hostility (Dimant, 2023).

18t is interesting to note that religion, which we also employed in our experiment, is at root also a matter of belief,
with people able to switch between affiliations. In practice, however, religion has evolved into a characteristic that is
explicitly inherited from one’s parents, and conversion is a rare event. As such, religion may be viewed less as a
choice-based identity group like politics, and more akin to an immutable one like ethnicity.
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Appendix A. Pre-survey results

For the first set of experiments in Nottingham (UK), the pre-survey was distributed to 3715
students registered on ORSEE, after which we received 678 responses and retained 385 eligible
subjects. Participation in the survey wasincentivised. Subjects were considered eligiblefor thelab
experiment if we had information both on their partisanship and religious affiliation, and those
both corresponded to the four most common groups. For the second set of experimentsin Castell6n
(Spain), we maximised the pool of eligible subjects to 497 participants by considering answers to
an additional pre-survey question for the identification of political partisanship, and by regarding
atheists and agnostics as two separate religious groups. For similar reasons, in the UK, we
combined Catholics and Protestants as one religious group, Christian.

Table Al: Pre-survey results

Nottingham, UK Castellén, SPAIN
Partisanship
Conservative 71 (12.5%) PP 194 (19.5%)
Green 75 (13.2%) PSOE 222 (22.4%)
Labour 222 (39.2%) upP 138 (13.9%)
Liberal-Democrats 59 (10.4%) VOX 72 (7.3%)
Missing 140 (24.7%) Other 210 (21.2%)
Missing 157 (15.8%)
Religion
Buddhist 8 (1.4%) Agnostic 226 (22.8%)
Cathalic 44 (7.8%) Atheist 184 (18.5%)
Hindu 83 (14.6%) Cathalic 343 (34.6%)
Jewish 8 (1.4%) Mudlim 33 (3.3%)
Mudim 37 (6.5%) Orthodox 15 (1.5%)
Protestant 52 (9.2%) Evangelica 8 (0.8%)
Sikh 9 (1.6%) Buddhist 6 (0.6%)
No religion 256 (45.1%) Other 20 (2.0%)
Other 48 (8.5%) Missing 158 (15.9%)
Prefer not to say 9 (1.6%)
Missing 13 (2.3%)
Total 567 993

Notes: Religion shows responses to the question How would you define yourself in religious
terms? in the survey for both set of experiments. Partisanship shows responses to the question
If the next general election were held tomorrow, which party would you vote for? and, in the case
of Castellon (Spain) it includes as well responses to Name this party that you feel closer to than
any other when participants admitted to feeling closer to one particular political party.
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Appendix B. Demographic characteristics of participants, by treatment

As it was stated above, despite distributing the pre-survey for the first set of experiments in
Nottingham to 3715 students registered on ORSEE, after receiving 678 responses, we retained 385
of eligible subjects, of whom 155 eventually participated in the Religion or Palitics treatment. To
fill the Artificial treatment, we therefore recruited directly from the wider ORSEE subject pool
(excluding first those subjects who were assigned to the other treatments or who were not retained
aseligible based on their responsesto the pre-survey). Therefore, the most important results of our
study should be considered the comparisons between the Religion and Politics treatments, with the
Artificial-Religion and Artificial-Politics comparisons regarded as suggestive but not perfectly
controlled. Like in the other treatments, we only recruited subjects whose nationality on ORSEE
was registered as British (this was done in order to ensure political identity was meaningful, as
international students may have been rather unfamiliar with British parties).

Table B1: Demographic characteristics of participants by treatment,
in Nottingham (UK)

Total Palitics Religion Artificial
N=238 N=85 N=70 N=83
Age 21.0(2.9) 20.8 (3.0) 21.1(3.2) 21.1 (2.6)
Gender
Male 107 (45.0%) 30 (35.3%) 30 (42.9%) 47 (56.6%)
Female 127 (53.4%) 53 (62.4%) 39 (55.7%) 35 (42.2%)
Other 4 (1.7%) 2 (2.4%) 1(1.4%) 1(1.2%)
Background
Rura 30 (12.6%) 14 (16.5%) 9 (12.9%) 7 (8.4%)
Urban 121 (50.8%) 41 (48.2%) 39 (55.7%) 41 (49.4%)
Mixed 87 (36.6%) 30 (35.3%) 22 (31.4%) 35 (42.2%)
I deology
Left 104 (43.7%) 37 (43.5%) 31 (44.3%) 36 (43.4%)
Centre 60 (25.2%) 15 (17.6%) 15 (21.4%) 30 (36.1%)
Right 46 (19.3%) 14 (16.5%) 15 (21.4%) 17 (20.5%)
Missing 28 (11.8%) 19 (22.4%) 9 (12.9%) 0 (0.0%)

Notes. Statistics for Age include mean and standard deviation.
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Table B2: Demographic characteristics of participants by treatment,
in Castellon (Spain)

Total Poalitics Religion Artificial
N=177 N=60 N=57 N=60
Age 25.2 (10.7) 24.4 (8.7) 27.7(14.1) 23.7 (8.3)
Gender
Male 64 (36.2%) 20 (33.3%) 21 (36.8%) 23 (38.3%)
Female 111 (62.7%) 40 (66.7%) 36 (63.2%) 35 (58.3%)
Other 2 (1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (3.3%)
Background
Rural 16 (9.0%) 7 (11.7%) 5 (8.8%) 4 (6.7%)
Urban 84 (47.5%) 24 (40.0%) 26 (45.6%) 34 (56.7%)
Mixed 77 (43.5%) 29 (48.3%) 26 (45.6%) 22 (36.7%)
| deology
Left 74 (41.8%) 23 (38.3%) 25 (43.9%) 26 (43.3%)
Centre 36 (20.3%) 9 (15.0%) 8 (14.0%) 19 (31.7%)
Right 67 (37.9%) 28 (46.7%) 24 (42.1%) 15 (25.0%)

Notes: Statistics for Age include mean and standard deviation.

Despite attaining a slightly larger pool of eligible subjects for the second set of experimentsin
Castell6n, we decided to follow the same recruitment strategy as in the first set in Nottingham.
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Appendix C. Distribution of sub-group identities acrosstreatments

Table C1: Identity categories per treatment (Nottingham, UK)

Politics treatment

Conservative Green Labour Lib-dem Total
15(17.7%) 13(15.3%) 38(44.7%) 19 (22.4%) 85
Religion treatment
. . . Non-
Crigtian Hindu Mudim gy Totd
religious
15(21.4%) 13(18.6%) 4 (5.7%) 38 (54.3%) 70
Artificial treatment
Blue Pink Red Yellow Totad
17 (19.5%) 25(28.7%) 27(31.0%) 18 (20.7%) 87

Table C2: Identity categories per treatment (Castellon, Spain)

Politics treatment

PP PSOE UP VOX Tota
21 (35%) 20(33.3%) 11 (18.3%) 8 (13.3%) 60
Religion treatment
Agnostic Atheist Cathalic Muslim Total
16 (28.1%) 10 (17.5%) 30 (52.6%) 1 (1.75%) 57
Artificial treatment
Yellow Blue Red Pink Totad
15 (25%) 15 (25%) 15 (25%) 15 (25%) 60
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Appendix D. Average allocation decisions acr oss treatments and sub-groups

Table D1: Average allocations by trestment

Politics Religion Artificial

Mean alocation to in-group participant £9.55 £8.44 £8.76
Mean allocation to out-group participant £6.47 £7.56 £7.24
Difference £3.07 £0.88 £1.52

Notes: Average pounds allocated by participantsin the allocator game to the in-group and out-group
member (and difference).

Table D2: Mean difference in pounds allocated to in-group vs. out-group participant
(Nottingham, UK)

Politicstreatment
by identity of allocator

Conservative Green Labour Lib-dem
£3.64 £3.18 £3.08 £2.50
by identity of out-group participant
Conservative Green Labour Lib-dem
£5.14 £2.17 £2.17 £2.46

Religion treatment
by identity of allocator

Cristian Hindu Muslim Non-religious
£0.80 £1.95 £0 £0.63
by identity of out-group participant
Cristian Hindu Muslim Non-religious
£1.02 £0.21 £1.21 £1.13

Artificial treatment
by identity of allocator

Blue Pink Red Yellow
£2.04 £3.01 £0.67 £0.37
by identity of out-group participant
Blue Pink Red Yellow
£1.02 £1.38 £2.00 £1.76

Notes: Average difference in pounds alocated to the in-group and out-group,
aggregated by allocator and identity of out-group member.

33



Table D3: Average allocations by treatment (Castellon, Spain)

Politics Religion Artificial

Mean alocation to in-group participant €10.73 €9.52 €9.56
Mean allocation to out-group participant €5.27 €6.48 €6.44
Difference €5.47 €3.04 €3.11

Notes: Average euros alocated by participants in the allocator game to the in-group and out-group
member (and difference).

Table D4: Mean difference in pounds allocated to in-group vs. out-group participant
(Castellon, Spain)

Politics treatment
by identity of allocator

PP PSOE UP VOX
€6.79 €4.73 €3.52 €6.50
by identity of out-group participant

PP PSOE UP VOX
€4.00 €4.60 €6.29 €6.46

Religion treatment
by identity of allocator

Agnostic Atheist Cathalic Muslim
€2.00 €2.27 €3.47 €14.67
by identity of out-group participant
Agnostic Atheist Cathaolic Mudim
€2.44 €3.91 €2.96 €2.79

Artificial treatment
by identity of allocator

Yellow Blue Red Pink
€4.44 €1.87 €3.73 €2.40
by identity of out-group participant
Yellow Blue Red Pink
€3.38 €3.20 €3.02 €2.84

Notes: Average difference in pounds alocated to the in-group and out-group,
aggregated by allocator and identity of out-group member.
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Appendix E. Analysis by political identity in Politics treatment

E.1. Nottingham, UK

In this section, we examine closely the results within the Politics treatment, looking at differences
between interactions across different political affiliation groups. For this discussion, it should be
noted that sample sizes are small and vary across subgroups. Hence, any conclusions should be

regarded with care.

Figure E1.1: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of allocation decisionsin
the Poalitics treatment, by political identity of the allocator

S 1
1 1

Mean rating of social appropriateness
-5 0
|

S

T T T T T T T T T
16,0 14,2 124 10,6 8.8 6,10 4,12 2,14 0,16
Allocation decisions (in-group, out-group)

-1

Labour Lib-dem

Conservative Green

Note: Socia appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).

Figures E1.1 and E1.2 show results from the norm-elicitation task. Figure E1.1 displays average
ratings of social appropriateness based on the political affiliation of the allocator, while Figure
E1.2 aggregates rating based on the identity of the out group member. That implies that, for
example, those results labelled as Conservative include the ratings of Green, Labour and Liberal
Democrat participants when assessing decisions of a participant from their group involving a
Conservative out-group member. We see no clear patterns that deviate much from the aggregated
results. We highlight briefly two results. Green participants consider favouring the in-group as
dlightly less inappropriate. On the other hand, discriminating against a Conservative participant is

also considered dlightly less inappropriate.
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Figure E1.2: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of alocation decisionsin
the Politics treatment, by political identity of the out-group participant
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Note: Socia appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness). For
example, those bars labelled as Conservative include the aggregated ratings by Green, Labour
and Liberal Democrat participants for alocations of money between one member of their group
and a Conservative member.

Figures E1.3 and E1.4 show the distribution of allocations across political affiliations while Table
E1.1 includes the regression analysis of those decisions. The main noticeable pattern is that the
equal split is not the modal choice for Conservative allocators. 40% of their allocations entail a
small premium for the in-group, while 33% result in splitting the money equally and 22% in giving
ahigher premium to their Conservative counterpart. The equa (8,8) split represents between 53%
and 60% of the allocations by participants of other political parties. Yet, as the in-group
favouritism by Conservative alocators is on average small, differences in the in-group premium
resulting from alocations by supporters of different parties are not statistically significant.
Moreover, this behavioura pattern is not clearly reflected in a differentiated recognition of the

social appropriateness of political discrimination by those identifying as Conservative.
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Figure E1.3: Allocation decisions in the politics treatment,
by party affiliation of the allocator
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Note: Frequencies of allocation decisions in the Poalitics treatment. Coloured bars
represent the political affiliation of the allocator .

Figure E1.4: Allocation decisions in the politics treatment,
by party affiliation of the out-group member
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Note: Frequencies of allocation decisions in the Politics treatment. Coloured bars
represent the political affiliation of the out-group member. For example, those bars
labelled as Conservative include the aggregated decisions of Green, Labour and Liberal
Democrat participants when allocating money between one member of their group and a
Conservative member.
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Table E1.1: Regression analysis of alocation decisions in the Politics treatment

Difference in amount allocated to in-group and
out-group participant

1) (2 3 4
Allocator:
Green -0.465 -0.883
(1.501) (1.527)
Labour -0.549 -0.203
(1.208) (1.287)
Liberal-democrats -1.171 -1.07
(2.37) (1.426)
Out-group:
Green -3.226%**  -3.212%**
(0.58) (0.579)
Labour -3.394***  -3.473***
(0.681) (0.682)
Liberal-democrats -3.063***  -3.086***
(0.6) (0.6)
Controls: X v X v
Constant 3.644*** 8.61** 5.385%**  10.255**
(2.023) (4.155) (0.557) (3.989)
Observations 253 253 253 253
R2 0.005 0.058 0.067 0.122

Note: Results for random effects models. Omitted category both for alocator and out-group identity
is Conservative. Control variablesinclude: gender (binary variable), age, year of university degreethe
participant isin, if they are originally from arural or urban background, and a categorical variable of
annual household income. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Stars indicate significance level:
*** n<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.l.

Looking at the decisions based on the out-group participant considerer, the higher deviations from
the equal split happen when the out-group member is a Conservative, to the point of statistical
significance. 51.4% of participants give more money to the member with whom they share political
affiliation when the alternative is a Conservative, while that number is around 40% for the other
parties. In fact, 15% of participants alocate al the money to their in-group member when the
aternative is a Conservative supporter, in contrast to 2 to 4% of participants when the alternative

is another out-group affiliation.

38



Table E1.2: Distribution of socia appropriateness ratings in the Politics treatment, by political

identity of the allocator

16-0 14-2 12-4 10-6 8-8 6-10 12-4 14-2 0-16
Conservatives

1 17.78 13.33 11.11 15.56 71.11 2.22 0 0 0

.33 0 11.11 24.44 66.67 20 53.33 4.44 0 0

-.33 6.67 33.33 48.89 17.78 4.44 37.78 62.22 26.67 0
-1 75.56 42.22 15.56 0 4.44 6.67 33.33 73.33 100
gﬁg -060 -0.36 -0.13 0.32 0.72 0.01 -0.52 -0.82 -1.00

Green

1 1538 17.95 23.08 23.08 76.92 0 0 0 0
.33 10.26 17.95 23.08 71.79 23.08 43.59 10.26 5.13 5.13
-33 1795 1795 38.46 5.13 0 46.15 47.72 20.51 2.56
-1 56.41 46.15 15.38 0 0 10.26 41.03 74.36 92.31
gﬁg -044 -0.28 0.03 0.45 0.85 -0.11 -0.53 -0.79 -0.91

L abour
1 1416  9.73 7.08 19.47 80.53 5.31 177 0.88 0.88
.33 442 12.39 36.28 45.13 12.39 38.05 13.27 8.85 7.08
-.33 9.73 35.4 35.4 31.86 4.42 45.13 47.79 24.78 7.08
-1 71.68 4248 21.24 354 2.65 11.5 37.17 65.49 84.96
gﬁg -059 -0.40 -0.14 0.20 0.81 -0.09 -0.47 -0.70 -0.84
Lib-dem

1 5.36 7.14 7.14 23.21 91.07 3.57 0 0 0

.33 5.36 7.14 33.93 53.57 8.93 48.21 8.93 0 0
-.33 357 4107 35.71 17.86 0 42.86 57.17 2321 8.93
-1 8571 4464 23.21 5.36 0 5.36 33.93 76.79 91.07
xﬁg -080 -0.49 -0.17 0.30 0.94 0.00 -0.50 -0.84 -0.94

Note: Frequencies of perceived socia appropriateness ratings of the nine possible decisionsin the allocator game.
Decisions go from alocating all the money to the in-group participant (16,0) to allocating all the money to the put-
group participant (0,16). The modal evaluation for each outcome is highlighted. Values of 1, 0.33, —0.33 and —1
correspond to assessments of “very socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially appropriate’, “somewhat socially
inappropriate” and “very socially inappropriate”, respectively.
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Table E1.3: Distribution of socia appropriateness ratings in the Politics treatment, by political
identity of the out-group member

16-0 14-2 12-4 10-6 8-8 6-10 12-4 14-2 0-16

Conservatives

1 18.57 1571 15.71 24.29 78.57 143 0 0 0
.33 10 1571 35.71 50 1571 37.14 8.57 2.86 1.43
-33 7.14 32.86 28.57 21.43 2.86 4714 4429 18.57 7.14

-1 64.29 35.71 20 4.29 2.86 14.29 47.14 78.57 91.43

gte.?]g -0.45 -0.26 -0.02 0.29 0.80 -0.16 -0.59 -0.84 -0.93
Green
1 9.72 8.33 8.33 19.44 80.56 6.94 1.39 0 0

.33 1.39 6.94 27.78 50 1528  47.22 12.5 6.94 5.56
-.33 6.94 375 41.67 27.78 2.78 375 58.33 30.56 8.33
-1 81.94 4722 22.22 2.78 1.39 8.33 27.78 62.5 86.11

gﬁ‘;‘% -074 -049 -018  0.24 0.83 002 -042 -070 -0.87
L abour
1 8.7 8.7 10.87 21.74 84.78 2.17 0 0 0

.33 4.35 13.04 28.26 63.04 10.87 47.83 6.52 217 2.17
-.33 8.7 34.78 43.43 13.04 4.35 45.65 52.17 19.57 2.17

-1 78.26 43.48 17.39 217 0 4.35 41.3 78.26 95.65

Mean
rating

-0.71 -0.42 -0.12 0.36 0.87 -0.01 -0.56 -0.84 -0.96

Liberal Democrats

1 13.85 10.77 6.15 15.38 80 3.08 154 154 154
.33 3.08 1231 33.85 60 15.38 44.62 1231 6.15 6.15
-33 1385 29.23 41.54 23.08 1.54 44.62 55.38 26.15 3.08

-1 69.23 47.69 18.46 154 3.08 7.69 30.77 66.15 89.23

r'\gte,f.‘]g 059 -043 -015 026 081l -005 -043 -071  -087

Note: Frequencies of perceived social appropriateness ratings of the nine possible decisionsin the alocator game.
Decisionsgo from alocating al the money to the in-group participant (16,0) to allocating all the money to the put-
group participant (0,16). The modal evaluation for each outcome is highlighted. Vaues of 1, 0.33, —0.33 and —1
correspond to assessments of “very socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially appropriate’, “somewhat socially
inappropriate” and “very socially inappropriate”, respectively.
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E.2. Castellon, SPAIN

We now move to examine the results of the second set of experimentsin Castellon, Spain, within
the Politics treatment, looking at differences between interactions across different political
affiliation groups. Again, it should be noted that sample sizes are small and vary across subgroups.

Hence, any conclusions should be regarded with care.

Figure E2.1: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of alocation decisionsin
the Politics treatment, by political identity of the allocator

Mean rating of social appropriateness
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Allocation decisions (in-group, out-group)

PP PSOE Up VOX

Note: Social appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on socid
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).

Figures E2.1 and E2.2 show results from the norm-elicitation task. Figure E2.1 displays average
ratings of social appropriateness based on the political affiliation of the allocator, while Figure
E2.2 aggregates rating based on the identity of the out group member. That implies that, for
example, those resultslabelled as PP include the ratings of PSOE, UP and VOX participants when
assessing decisions of a participant from their group and a PP member. When looking at ratings
based on the identity of the allocator, we observe a clear ranking in the social appropriateness of
the equal split that correspond to the ideological positions of the parties: those more to the left in
the ideology scale rate the equal split as more appropriate. This ranking perfectly inverses for the
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ratings of the (16,0) split. No such strong pattern outstands when looking at social appropriateness
assessments aggregated by out-group participant.

Figure E1.2: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of alocation decisionsin
the Politics treatment, by political identity of the out-group participant
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Allocation decisions (in-group, out-group)
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Note: Socia appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on social appropriateness). For
example, those bars labelled as PP include the aggregated ratings by PSOE, UP and VOX
participants for allocations of money between one member of their group and a PP member.

Figures E2.3 and E2.4 show the distribution of allocations across political affiliations while Table
E2.1 includes the regression analysis of those decisions. The main noticeable pattern is that, in
correspondence with results from the norm-elicitation task, those participants who support of a
left-wing party (PSOE and UP) opt for the equal split with a higher frequency —around 11 points
of difference— than those supporters of the right -wing parties (PP and VOX). On the other hand,
when we look at these results aggregated by out-group member, we observe that those that have
to allocate between one of their own and a supporter of a political party closer to the centre (PP
and PSOE), choose the equal split in higher proportion than if the out-group choice is a supporter
of the more extreme parties (UP and VOX).
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Figure E1.3: Allocation decisions in the politics treatment,
by party affiliation of the allocator
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Note: Frequencies of allocation decisions in the Poalitics treatment. Coloured bars
represent the political affiliation of the allocator .

Figure E1.4: Allocation decisions in the politics treatment,
by party affiliation of the out-group member
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Note: Fregquencies of allocation decisions in the Politics treatment. Coloured bars
represent the political affiliation of the out-group member. For example, those bars
labelled as PP include the aggregated decisions of PSOE, UP and VOX participants
when allocating money between one member of their group and a PP member.
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Table E2.1: Regression analysis of alocation decisions in the Politics treatment

Difference in amount allocated to in-group and
out-group participant

@) 2 (3) 4
Allocator:
PSOE -2.06 -2.202
(1.529) (1.67)
§]= -3.278¢ -3.209
(1.821) (2.054)
VOX -0.294 -1.495
(2.033) (2.196)
Out-group:
PSOE -0.107 -0.172
(1.205) (1.207)
upP 1.658 1.58
(1.128) (1.13)
VOX 2.220%* 2.258**
(1.108) (1.108)
Controls: X v X v
Constant 6.794*** 11.149** 4.397*** 8.262*
(1.068) (5.072) (0.984) (4.826)
Observations 180 180 180 180
R? 0.039 0.076 0.025 0.074

Note: Results for random effects models. Omitted category both for alocator and out-group identity
isPP. Control variablesinclude: gender (binary variable), age, year of university degreethe participant
isin, if they are originally from a rural or urban background, and a categorical variable of annual
household income. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Stars indicate significance level: ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.l.

These patterns observed empirically from aggregated results are only partialy statisticaly
significant. However, we emphasise the small size of the groups. In fact, the strongest results are

obtained for the bigger groups. This sub-group analysis should be regarded as tentative.



Table E1.2: Distribution of socia appropriateness ratings in the Politics treatment, by political
identity of the allocator

16-0 142 124 106 88 610 124 142  0-16
PP
1 2857 1587 1905 2222 4762 159 0 0 0
33 952 2857 381 4603 3016 952 159 159 0
-33 1587 1587 1905 254 1429 5397 2698 476 3.7
-1 4603 3968 2381 635 794 3492 7143 9365 96.83
r“&e.?f; 020 -020 002 023 045 -048 -080 -095 -0.98
PSOE
1 2333 20 2167 20 6167 0 0
33 5 1667 2167 4167 1833 1333 0
-33 10 1833 2667 2167 1833 4333 2833 667 0
-1 6167 45 30 1667 167 4333 7167 9333 100
gﬁg 040 -026 -010 010 060 -053 -081 -096 -1.00
UP
1 909 606 909 1212 7576 0 0 0 0
33 1515 2424 3636 5455 1515 303 1212 303 303
-33 303 2424 2727 2424 303 3333 303 303 1515
-1 7273 4545 2727 909 606 3636 5758 6667 81.82
r“ﬁlﬁ?f; 060 -039 -015 013 074 -037 -064 -076 -0.86
VOX
1 375 2083 1667 833 375 417 0 0
33 1667 375 375 50 3333 833 417 0
-33 417 417 833 2083 2083 5417 2083 125
-1 4167 375 375 2083 833 3333 75 875 100
r'\;ﬁg 000 -006 -011 -003 033 -044 -080 -092 -1.00

Note: Frequencies of perceived social appropriateness ratings of the nine possible decisionsin the alocator game.
Decisions go from alocating al the money to the in-group participant (16,0) to allocating all the money to the put-
group participant (0,16). The modal evaluation for each outcome is highlighted. Values of 1, 0.33, —0.33 and —1
correspond to assessments of “very socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially
inappropriate” and “very socialy inappropriate”, respectively.
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Table E1.3: Distribution of socia appropriateness ratings in the Politics treatment, by political
identity of the out-group member

16-0 14-2 12-4 10-6 8-8 6-10 12-4 14-2 0-16

PP
1 1795 1282 1538 1538  66.67 0 0 0 0
33 769 2051 2564 4872 1538 1282 256 0 0

-33 10.26 2051 2564 2308 1538 4615 3333 12.82 513
-1 64.1 46.15  33.33 12.82 2.56 41.03 64.1 87.18 94.87

r“&e.?f; 047 -033 -018 011 064 -052 -074 -091 -097
PSOE
1 25 15 75 75 525 0 0 0
33 125 20 45 60 275 20 5 0
-33 5 225 20 225 125 575 275 15 75
1 575 425 275 10 75 225 675 85 925
gﬁg 030 -028 -012 010 050 -035 -075 -090 -0.95
UP
1 2653 1224 2041 1837 5306 204 0 0
33 816 2653 2857 4694 2857 1633 204 0

-33 1429 1837 2449 1837 10.2 40.82 2653 1224
-1 51.02 4286 2653  16.33 8.16 40.82 7143  87.76 100

r“ﬁlﬁ?f; 027 -028 -005 011 051  -047 -080 -092 -1.00
VOX
1 2692 2308 25 2692 5385 192 0 0 0

33 1154  30.77 30.77 34.62 23.08 9.62 3.85 3.85 1.92
-.33 9.62 7.69 17.31 28.85 1923 4423 23.08 5.77 3.85

-1 51.92 38.46 26.92 9.62 3.85 44.23 73.08 90.38 94.23
r'\gﬁ 21 -0.24 -0.08 0.03 0.19 0.51 -0.54 -0.79 -0.91 -0.95
Note: Frequencies of perceived social appropriateness ratings of the nine possible decisionsin the alocator game.
Decisions go from alocating al the money to the in-group participant (16,0) to allocating all the money to the put-
group participant (0,16). The modal evaluation for each outcome is highlighted. Values of 1, 0.33, —0.33 and —1
correspond to assessments of “very socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially appropriate”, “somewhat socially
inappropriate” and “very socialy inappropriate”, respectively.
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Appendix F. Analysis by religiousidentity in Religion treatment

F.1. Nottingham, UK
This section includes the detailed results within the Religion treatment. Once again, sample sizes

are small and not completely balanced between different religious affiliations.

Figure F1.1: Mean evauation of social appropriateness of allocation decisionsin
the Religion treatment, by religious identity of the allocator
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Note: Social appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on socid
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).
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Figure F1.2: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of allocation decisionsin the
Religion treatment, by religious identity of the out-group participant
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Note: Socia appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).

Figure F1.3: Allocation decisionsin the Religion treatment, by political identity
of the allocator
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Note: Frequencies of allocation decisionsin the Religion treatment. Coloured bars represent the
religious affiliation of the allocator.

Figure F1.4: Allocation decisionsin the Religion treatment, by political identity
of the out-group member
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Note: Frequencies of alocation decisions in the Religion treatment. Coloured bars represent the
religious affiliation of the out-group member. For example, those bars labelled as Cristian,
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include the aggregated decisions of Hindu, Muslimand Non-Religious participants when allocating
money between one member of their group and a Cristian participant.

Table F1.1: Regression anaysis of alocation decisionsin the Religion treatment

Difference in amount allocated to in-group and
out-group participant

1) ) € 4
Allocator:
Cristian 1.149 1.747*
(0.931) (1.013)
Hindu -0.8 -1.247
(1.383) (1.388)
Muslim -0.168 0.027
(0.75) (0.762)
Out-group:
Cristian -0.672 -0.697
(0.497) (0.501)
Hindu 0.169 0.17
(0.476) (0.478)
Muslim -0.05 -0.074
(0.61) (0.614)
Controls: X v X v
Constant 0.8 1.491 1.013** 331
(.635) (3.323) (0.424) (3.092)
Observations 210 210 210 210
R? 0.028 0.090 0.016 0.061

Note: Results for random effects models. Omitted category both for alocator and out-group identity
is Non-Religous. Control variables include: gender (binary variable), age, year of university degree
the participant isin, if they are originally from arural or urban background, and a categorical variable
of annual household income. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Stars indicate significance
level: *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.l.
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F.2. Castellon, SPAIN
This section includes the detailed results within the Religion treatment in Spain. The Muslimgroup
in this treatment was formed only by one person, therefore results are merely illustrative, but no

further conclusions should be raised.

Figure F2.1: Mean evauation of social appropriateness of allocation decisionsin
the Religion treatment, by religious identity of the allocator
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Note: Socia appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on socia appropriateness).

Figure F2.2: Mean evaluation of socia appropriateness of allocation decisionsin
the Religion treatment, by religious identity of the out-group participant
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Note: Socia appropriateness ratings range from -1 (if complete consensus on social
inappropriateness) to 1 (in the case of absolute consensus on social appropriateness).
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Figure F2.3: Allocation decisionsin the Religion treatment, by political identity
of the allocator
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Note: Frequencies of alocation decisionsin the Religion treatment. Coloured bars represent the
religious affiliation of the allocator .

Figure F2.4: Allocation decisionsin the Religion treatment, by political identity
of the out-group member
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Note: Frequencies of allocation decisions in the Religion treatment. Coloured bars represent the
religious affiliation of the out-group member. For example, those bars labelled as Agnostic,
include the aggregated decisions of Atheist, Catholic and Muslim participants when alocating
money between one member of their group and an Agnostic participant.
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Table F2.1: Regression anaysis of alocation decisions in the Religion treatment

Difference in amount allocated to in-group and
out-group participant

1) (2 3 4
Allocator:
Atheist 0.267 0.198
(1.579) (1.792)
Catholic 1.467 1.433
(1.212) (1.332)
Muslim 12.667*** 12.843%**
(4.037) (4.419)
Out-group:
Atheist 1.761** 1.807**
(0.882) (0.882)
Catholic 1.27 1.373
(1.074) (1.076)
Muslim 0.845 0.903
(0.838) (0.836)
Controls: X v X v
Constant 2x* 1.298 2.08%** 4552
(0.979) (3.822) (.778) (3.468)
Observations 171 171 171 171
R? 0.105 0.119 0.010 0.034

Note: Results for random effects models. Omitted category both for alocator and out-group identity
is Agnostic. Control variables include: gender (binary variable), age, year of university degree the
participant isin, if they are originally from arural or urban background, and a categorical variable of
annual household income. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Stars indicate significance level:
**x n<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.l.
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Appendix G. Robustness analysis

In Nottingham, some procedura errors were made in conducting the experiments. In the first
Artificial session, a typo at one point on the instructions referred to “religion”, where it should
have said “ball colour grouping”. At this point, the experimenter immediately verbally corrected
the instructions to clarify what they should have said. Because these errors could in principle bias
our results, we perform a robustness analysis to check whether our main results are driven
specifically by the flawed sessions. The analysis does not suggest this is the case. Note that we
also have incomplete allocation decisions from five subjects as aresult of glitchesin the software
which prevented them from entering responses. We aso noticed that one subject managed to
participate twice, first in session 4 and aso in session 7. Data from their second participation was
excluded from the analysis.

Figure G1: Mean evaluation of social appropriateness of allocation decisions excluding session
1 of Artificial treatment (UK)
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Table G1: Ratings of socia appropriateness of decisions for the Artificial treatment excluding
session 1 and updated p-values

160 142 124 106 88 610 124 14-2 0-16
Mean rating of social appropriateness
Artificial treatment -082 -062 -039 005 09 000 -040 -064 -0.75
P-values
Politicsvs. Artificial 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.049 0.249 0.056 0.008 0.001
Artificia vs. Religion 0.012 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.766 0.006 0.012 0540 0.710

Notes: Mean ratings are computed assigning values of 1, 0.33, —0.33 and —1 to assessments of “very socially
appropriate’, “somewhat socialy appropriate’, “somewhat socialy inappropriate’ and “very socially
inappropriate”, respectively. P-values from Fisher-Pitman permutation tests for two independent samples.

As it can be seen, none of our main findings change when excluding session 1 of the Artificial
treatment. The distribution of the allocation decisions and ratings of social appropriateness remain
equivalent, and the statistically significanceis not altered. Therefore, weregject theideathat results
could be driven even partially by that single flawed session.

Figure G2: Allocation decisions by treatment
excluding session 1 of Artificial treatment (UK)
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Notes. Percentages of allocation decisions, by treatment. Each participant made three allocation
decisions, one for each different possible affiliation of the out-group participant.
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In one Religion session in which the allocator game was conducted first, the full instructions from
the previous Religion session (in which the norm-elicitation task was run first) were inadvertently
left on subjects desks and only spotted and removed after afew subjects had already taken their
seats—therefore, these subjects may have briefly been exposed to the information about both tasks
at the beginning of the experiment. Removing that session data from the analysis also replicates
all our findings. Results are qualitative the same. This also corresponds with section H of the
Appendix, in which we show the absence of order effects in our results (which would suggest
exposing subjects to the second task ought not to affect their first-task responses).
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Appendix H. Order-effects analysis

In this sections, we expand the discussion on possible order effect showing a regression analysis
of said effects. Table G1 reproduces the all ocation model we have used throughout the article and
Appendix including an Order variable that captures whether the norm-elicitation task was
presented first. We show that the order in which the tasks were carried out had no effect neither

on alocation decisions nor ratings of social appropriateness.

Table H1: Results estimated considering order effects

Allocation Social appropriateness ratings
decisions (16,0) (8,8) (0,16)
Treatment:
Palitics 2.383*** 0.138 -0.076 -0.234*
(0.915) (0.128) (0.089) (0.119)
Religion -0.22 -0.076 -0.008 -0.009
(0.786) (0.11) (0.077) (0.103)
Order -1.002 -0.126 0.14 -0.189
(0.904) (0.126) (0.088) (0.118)
Order* Artificial 0.955 0.08 -0.107 -0.027
(1.207) (0.169) (0.118) (0.157)
Order*Palitics -0.214 0.175 -0.081 0.236
(1.255) (0.175) (0.122) (0.164)
Constant 3.032 -0.602* 0.44* -0.372
(2.424) (0.339) (0.236) (0.316)
Observations 712 712 712 712
R? 0.0475 0.059 0.0556 0.059

Notes. The dependant variable for the allocation decisions is the Difference in amount
allocated to in-group and out-group participant, the same variable used in all alocation
models throughout the paper and appendix. For the norm-élicitation task, the dependant
variables are the ratings of social appropriateness given for the two extreme allocations and
the equal split. Results for random effects models. Control variables are included: gender
(binary variable), age, year of university degree the participant is in, if they are originally
from arural or urban background, and a categorical variable of annual household income.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Stars indicate significance level: *** p<.01, **
p<.05, * p<.l.
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Appendix |. Supplementary materials
I 1. Questions of pre-survey for Nottingham experiment

[The same questionnaire in Spanish was used in Castellon, except that the names of political
parties were changed, and there was no Brexit question]

[For all multiple choice questions. subjects must select exactly one answer]

Q1: First. please enter your student ID number and university email address in the boxes below.
Note that this information will NEVER be released as published data. or revealed to other
participants. Please enter your student ID number here:

Q2: Please enter your university email address here:

Q3: If the email account associated with your Paypal account is different from your university
email address. please enter it here. (thisinformation will only be used for payment purposes)

Q4: How would you define yourself in religious terms?

e Catholic

e Musdim

e Jewish

e Protestant
e Hindu

e Sikh

e Buddhist

e Noreligion
e Other

e Prefer not to say

Q5: How often do you participate in worship or other religious events (apart from social
ceremonies such as weddings and funerals)?

e Almost never

e A fewtimesayear

e A few timesamonth

e Almost every week

e Prefer not to say

Q6: Which party did you vote for in the last UK Genera Election in December 2019?
o Conservative
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e Labour

e Liberal Democrats

e Scottish National Party
o Green Party

e Brexit Party

e Plaid Cymru

e Other

e | did not vote

e Prefer not to say

Q7: Isthere aparticular political party you feel closer to than any other?
e Yes
e No Prefer not to say

Q8[DISPLAYED ONLY IFANSWER TO Q7 ISYES]: Following on from the previous question.
please name this party that you feel closer to than any other.

e Conservative

e Labour

e Liberal Democrats

e Scottish National Party

o Green Party

e Brexit Party

e Plaid Cymru

e Other

e | did not vote

e Prefer not to say

Q9 [DISPLAYED ONLY IFANSWER TO Q7 IS YES]: And how close do you feel to the party
you have selected?

e VeryClose

e Somewhat Close

e Not very close

e Prefer not to say

Q10: If the next general election were held tomorrow. which party would you vote for?
o Conservétive
e Labour
e Libera Democrats
e Scottish National Party
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e Green Party

e Brexit Party
e Plaid Cymru
e Other

e | would not vote!®
e Prefer not to say

Q11: Towhat extent are you interested in politics? Please. place yourself in a scale between 0 and
10 where 0 means you are not interested at all and 10 you are very interested.
(If you prefer not to answer. you may skip this question)

Q I 2 3 4 5 &

Q12: When people talk about politics they normally use the words ‘left’ and ‘right’. Could you
place yourself in ascale from 0 to 10 where O means left. 10 right and 5 the centre?
(If you prefer not to answer. you may skip this question)

0 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 10

(]

Q13: In hindsight. do you think Britain was right or wrong to vote to leave the European Union?
In other words. do you think Brexit was right or wrong?

e Brexit wasright

e Brexit waswrong

e | don't know / prefer not to say

9 In the first wave in which we sent out this survey, this option wasincorrectly presented as“I did not vote”. We
corrected this subsequently.
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I2. Instructionsfor Nottingham experiment

Instructionsfor subjectsin the Paliticstreatment, playing allocator game first

| nstructions

Welcome to this experiment. This is an experiment about decision-making. During the experiment, we
request that you remain quiet and do not attempt to communicate with other participants. Mobile phones
must not be used during the experiment. Participants not following these requests may be asked to leave
without receiving payment. If you have any questions, please raise your hand and the experimenter will
come to you. For your participation, you will be paid a show-up fee of £4. You may also receive some
additional money based on your choi ces and the choices of othersin the tasks described below. All payments
will be made by Paypal within the next 24 hours.

There will be two tasksfor all participants to perform. At the end of the experiment, the experimenter will
toss afair coin. If it lands on heads, all participants will receive payment for the first task only; if it lands
on tails, dl participants will receive payment for the second task only. As you will not know until the end
of the experiment which task you will receive payment for, please make your decisions in each task
carefully. You will not receive feedback on the outcome of any task until after the end of the experiment,
and your decisionsin thefirst task will have no effect on the nature or outcome of the second task. You will
not receive any instructionsfor or information about the second task until you have completed the first task.
After the second task, there will aso be a questionnaire. The anonymity of your responsesto al parts of all
tasks and questions is guaranteed.

Please now answer two questions on your screen, to ensure you understand the process of the experiment.

In this experiment, participants support four different political parties. Conservative, Green, Labour and
Liberal Democrat?. Your political grouping is based upon your response to a question in a survey you
completed last month, in which you were asked who you would vote for in the next General Election
if it were held tomorrow. Hereafter, we will refer to the party you stated you would vote for as your
political grouping. Your political grouping will be relevant to your interactions with other participantsin
this experiment.

20 Those words and expressions in bold were changed across treatments, and represent our experi mental
mani pulation.
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Task One

In this experiment, one third of you will be randomly assigned by the computer into a role entitled
‘Individual A’'. The decisions made by Individual As during the task will determine the payments from the
task received by the other two thirds of participants. Exactly who the Individual As arewill not be revealed
until after the experiment. In the meantime, we ask all participants to make decisions as if they are an
Individual A.

Please make each decision carefully, asit may be used to determine participants’ payments.

Assume for the rest of this section that you are an Individua A. Your task will be to decide how to divide
£16 between two other participantsin the experiment, one who has the same political grouping asyou, and
another who has a different political grouping from you. You may divide the money any way you like so
long as the amount allocated to each person is amultiple of two. You may not allocate any of the money to
yourself. However, you will also receive a payment. This payment might be £6, £8 or £10. This will be
randomly decided at the end of the experiment by the computer, which is equaly likely to select any of
these amounts.

The participant from adifferent political grouping with whom you are matched in this task might possibly
belong to any one of the other three groupings. Since you will not know which of the other three groupings
this participant belongs to, we ask you to make your decision three times — once for each possible grouping
this participant might belong to. We will only implement the decision corresponding to the grouping that
this participant actually belongsto.

To clarify: imagine that the four groupingsin this experiment were Party 1, Party 2, Party 3 and Party 4,
and that you support Party 1. You would be asked to make three decisions:

Decision 1. How to divide £16 between one participant supporting Party 1 and one participant
supporting Party 2

Decision 2: How to divide £16 between one participant supporting Party 1 and one participant
supporting Party 3

Decision 3: How to divide £16 between one participant supporting Party 1 and one participant
supporting Party 4

Then, if it turns out that the other-party participant you are matched with in this task supports Party 3, your
Decision 2 would be used to determine participants’ payoffs, while your Decisions 1 and 3 would not be
implemented.

Please now answer three questions on your screen, to ensure you understand this part of the experiment.
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Task Two

In the second part of this experiment, you will receive a description of a situation. This description
corresponds to a situation in which one person, “Individua A,” must decide how to act. You will be given
adescription of various possible actions Individual A can choose to take.

After you receive the description of the situation, you will be asked to eval uate each of the various possible
actions Individua A can chooseto take. You must indicate, for each of the possible actions, whether taking
that action would be "socially appropriate” or "socialy inappropriate”. By socially appropriate, we mean
behaviour that you think most participants of your palitical grouping in this experiment would agreeisthe
"correct" thing to do. Another way to think about what we mean is that if Individual A were to select a
socialy inappropriate action, then another participant of your political grouping might be angry at
Individual A.

In each of your responses, we would like you to answer as truthfully as possible, based on your opinions of
what constitutes socially appropriate or socially inappropriate behaviour.

To giveyou an idea of how the experiment will proceed, wewill go through an example situation and show
you how you will indicate your responses.

Example Situation

Individual A isat alocal coffee shop near campus. While there, Individual A notices that someone has | eft
awallet a one of the tables. Individual A must decide what to do. Individual A can choose four possible
actions: take the wallet, ask others nearby if the wallet belongs to them, leave the wallet whereiit is, or give
the wallet to the shop manager.

The table below presents the list of the possible actions Individual A can choose. For each of the actions,
you would be asked to indicate whether you believe choosing that action is very socially inappropriate,
somewhat socially inappropriate, somewhat socially appropriate, or very socialy appropriate. To indicate
your response, you would click on the corresponding button.

62



The table below presents all actions Individual A can possibly take. Please tick one box
for each action corresponding to how socially appropriate you think the action is.

Ask others nearby .
Take the wallet if the wallet Leave the_w_'allet Give the wallet to
where it is the shop manager
belongs to them
Very socially inappropriate O O O O
Somewhat socially inappropriate @) @) @) @)
Somewhat socially appropriate O © © ©
Very socially appropriate ® ® ® ®

If this was the situation for this study, you would consider each of the possible actions above and, for that
action, indicate the extent to which you believe taking that action would be "socially appropriate’ or
"socialy inappropriate”. Recall that by socially appropriate we mean behaviour that most participants of
your political grouping agree isthe "correct” thing to do.

For example, suppose you thought that taking the wallet was very socialy inappropriate, asking others
nearby if the wallet belongs to them was somewhat socially appropriate, leaving the wallet where it iswas
somewhat socialy inappropriate, and giving the wallet to the shop manager was very socialy appropriate.
Then you would indicate your responses as follows:
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The table below presents all actions Individual A can possibly take. Please tick one box
for each action corresponding to how socially appropriate you think the action is.

Ask others nearby .
e e o e Leave the_w_'allet Give the wallet to
where it is the shop manager
belongs to them
Very socially inappropriate Y O O O
Somewhat socially inappropriate O O { O
Somewhat socially appropriate O L O O
Very socially appropriate O O O L

If you have any questions about this example situation or about how to indicate your responses, please raise
your hand now.

You will next be given the description of a situation where Individual A, a participant in an experiment,
has to choose between various possible actions. After you read the description, you must consider the
possible actions and indicate on your computer screen how socially appropriate these are in atable similar
to the one shown above for the example situation.

After this, the computer will randomly select one participant of your palitical grouping. The computer will
then randomly select one action Individual A can choose. Your evaluation of this action will be compared
with that of the randomly selected participant of your political grouping. If your evaluation is the same as
theirs, you will receive £8 for thistask; otherwise you will receive zero.

For instance, imagine the example situation above was the actua situation and the possible action "Leave
the wallet where it is" was selected by the computer. If your evaluation had been "somewhat socialy
inappropriate” then your task earnings would be £8 if the person you are matched with also evaluated the
action as “ somewhat socialy inappropriate” and zero otherwise.

Thesituation

The situation you are asked to evaluate is like the one you participated in in the previous task. Here is a
summary.

Individual A is taking part in an experiment in this lab. The room contains participants who support four
different political parties. Conservative, Green, Labour and Liberal Democrat. Hereafter, the party
each participant supportsisreferred to astheir political grouping. The anonymity of Individual A'sdecisions
in the experiment is guaranteed.
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Individual A's task will be to decide how to divide £16 between two other participants in the experiment,
one who has the same political grouping as Individual A, and another who has a different political
grouping from Individua A. Individual A may divide the money any way they like so long as the amount
allocated to each person is a multiple of two. Individual A may not allocate any of the money to themself.
However, Individual A will also receive a payment. This payment might be £6, £8 or £10. This will be
randomly decided at the end of the experiment by the computer, which is equaly likely to select any of
these amounts.

The participant from a different political grouping with whom Individual A is matched in this task might
possibly belong to any one of the other three groupings. Since Individual A will not know which of the
other three groupings this participant belongsto, Individual A is asked to make their decision three times —
once for each possible grouping this participant might belong to. Only the decision corresponding to the
grouping that this participant actually belongs to will be implemented.
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