Fndogenously formed intergroup competition can self structure
- a social environment that supports cooperation

The evolution of cooperation depends on the structure of the social environment.

But we do not know how social environments that support cooperation adaptively self structure under different oondiﬁons;k

Research has mostly considered ‘pre-cooked’ social environments that are exogenously imposed on a population.

We need to better understand the ‘cooking’ process by allowing social structures to build themselves.

We can then identify the important principles and processes involved in the formation of cooperative social environments.

‘ ‘ What role does between group interaction have in the emergence of social structures that benefit cooperators? { ‘

We presented humans with a social dilemma between costly cooperation and maximising their own payoff,

whilst allowing them to shape the social context of this dilemma through grouping decisions.
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Groups were able to sustain a cooperatively
generated public good up until the end of
the game at both individual (top) and group
(bottom) levels.
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