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1 Hypotheses

1.1 Representation and Bargaining Outcomes

Hypothesis 1a. There is no significant difference in agreement rates between represen-

tative bargaining and individual bargaining.

Hypothesis 1b. There is no significant difference in agreement types (proportional,
equal split, centrist dominance, etc.) between representative bargaining and individual

bargaining.

Hypothesis 1c. There is no significant difference in bargaining outcomes across rounds

between representative bargaining and individual bargaining.

For these hypotheses, we specify the following models:

AgreementRateg, = o + 31 Representationg, + vXigr + 0 + €igr
Pr(AgreementTypeg, = 1) = logit_l(a + (1 Representationg, + v Xigr + 0 + €igr)

AgreementRateg, = a+ [ Representationg,+ B2 Round,+f3(Representationgx Round, )+
’YXigr + Eigr
a + f1Representationg, + [faRound, >

Pr(AgreementTypeg, = 1) = logit—*
+ B3(Representationg x Round,) +vXigr + €igr

Variable Definitions.

o AgreementTypeg,: binary indicator for whether a specific agreement type occurred
in trio ¢ in round r (proportional, equal division, centrist dominance, real voting

weights across teams, real voting weights across team members).

o AgreementRatey: numeric measure of the proportion of agreement in trio g in

round 7.

e Representationg,: binary indicator for whether representation exists in trio g in

round 7.



e X, individual characteristics (gender, risk aversion, fairness concerns, inequity

aversion, etc.) of bargainer 7 in group g in round r.
e Round,: numeric round index (1-4).
We rely on multiple regression, Mann—Whitney U tests, and t-tests for pairwise compar-
isons.
1.2 Bargaining Allocation

We investigate which agreement types dominate overall and across treatments. Agreement

types include:
e Proportional division based on party size (Gamson’s Law).
e Equal division across parties.

Centrist dominance.

Real voting weights across teams (1:2).
e Real voting weights across individual members (1:2).

Hypothesis 2. Bargaining outcomes do not significantly align with equal division across

teams.

The model is:

Pr(AgreementTypey, = 1) = logit™! (o + BiTreatmenty + v Xigr + Or + €igr)

Variable Definitions.
o AgreementTypey,: binary indicator for a specific agreement type in trio g, round r.
e Treatmentgy: categorical variable for one of the four treatments.
e X4 individual characteristics of bargainers in trio g in round 7.
e Round,: numeric round index (1-4).
We use multiple regression, Mann—Whitney U tests, Fisher’s exact test, t-tests, and the
Kruskal-Wallis test.
1.3 Centrist Payoffs
Hypothesis 3. The centrist party earns higher payoffs in later rounds.

CentristPayof fqr = o+ prRound, + vX;gr + OTreatment + Eigr

Variable Definitions.
o CentristPayof fs: payoff of the centrist party in trio g in round r.

e Round,: numeric round index (1-4).



e Treatment,: categorical treatment indicator.
o X, individual characteristics of bargainers in trio g in round r.

We rely on multiple regression, parametric trend tests, and the Jonckheere trend test.

1.4 Coalition Formation

Hypothesis 4. Coalitions formed by a mainstream party and a small third party are

more common than coalitions formed by two mainstream parties.
This hypothesis is tested using Fisher’s exact test for treatments 4-2—4 and 2—4-4.
We also estimate:

Pr(CoalitionTypegy, = 1) = logit_l(a + 51 Xigr +yTreatmenty + 6, + €igr)

Variable Definitions.

e CoalitionTypey,: binary indicator for whether the coalition is between a team of 4

and a team of 2.
e Round,: numeric round index (1-4).

e Treatmenty: categorical treatment indicator.

1.5 Fairness Preferences and Centrist Dominance

Hypothesis 5. Bargainers with stronger inequity aversion and fairness concerns are less

likely to agree to centrist dominance outcomes.

Pr(Centristy, =1) = logit™*(a + BiTreatmenty + v Xigr + 0r + €igr)

Variable Definitions.
o Centristg,: binary indicator for whether the outcome follows centrist dominance.
e Round,: numeric round index (1-4).
e Treatment,: categorical treatment indicator.
e X4 individual characteristics (fairness, inequity aversion, etc.).

We rely on multiple regression, Mann—Whitney U tests, t-tests, and the Kruskal-Wallis
test.
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