
There are
two kinds of people...

There are those more sensitive to between-group differences

and those more sensitive to within-group differences.

There are parochial cooperators that generate competitive groups

and group-tolerating free-riders that outcompete social partners.
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Cooperative and belligerent traits 
can experience opposing forces of selection 
between the individual and collective levels. 

People were on average more likely 
to vote for competition in a subsequent round 

if they experience high levels of between-group differences 
and low levels of within-group differences.  

Those that were more sensitive to between-group differences 
were less sensitive to within-group differences and vice versa, 

leading to a continuum between two types of individual.  
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This variation in sensitivity was expressed behaviourally,
and had payoff consequences. 

Overall, however, total payoffs did not
depend on the strategy

allowing the variation in player types to be maintained.
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The strength of the selection pressure on
cooperation and intergroup aggression

depends on differences within and between groups.Ultimately, the adaptive trait level depends
on the relative strength of the opposing selective pressures.

We presented people with a public goods game 
that stimulated them with a social dilemma 

between costly cooperation and maximising their own payoff. 

Players can contribute credits to a ‘public good’.
The public good is multiplied and shared evenly

between players, regardless of their contribution. 
The difference in public 

goods size between 
the groups determines 

the amount of credits moved. 

Individuals were additionally allowed to vote for
how their group would interact with a randomly paired opponent group.

They could do nothing, share their earnings or compete to steal earnings.

...and pressure from between groups
to be the more competitive

and more cooperative
selects for the other.

Pressure from within groups
to avoid the costs

of cooperation and competition
selects for one type...


