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Between-group competition 
elicits within-group cooperation in 
children
Bonaventura Majolo & Laëtitia Maréchal

Aggressive interactions between groups are frequent in human societies and can bear significant fitness 
costs and benefits (e.g. death or access to resources). During between-group competitive interactions, 
more cohesive groups (i.e. groups formed by individuals who cooperate in group defence) should out-
perform less cohesive groups, other factors being equal (e.g. group size). The cost/benefit of between-
group competition are thought to have driven correlated evolution of traits that favour between-group 
aggression and within-group cooperation (e.g. parochial altruism). Our aim was to analyse whether the 
proximate relationship between between-group competition and within-group cooperation is found in 
3–10 years old children and the developmental trajectory of such a relationship. We used a large cohort 
of children (n = 120) and tested whether simulated between-group competition increased within-
group cooperation (i.e. how much of a resource children were giving to their group companions) in two 
experiments. We found greater within-group cooperation when groups of four children were competing 
with other groups then in the control condition (no between-group competition). Within-group 
cooperation increased with age. Our study suggests that parochial altruism and in-group/out-group 
biases emerge early during the course of human development.

Individuals in groups frequently face collective action problems involving, for example, paying taxes, taking part 
in strike actions or in a conflict against an opposing country or group1–3. Collective action problems describe a 
scenario where each individual has to choose between two alternative strategies, acting selfishly or cooperating 
with the other group members, which bear both potential costs and benefits for the individual. The benefits are 
greatest for the group if the more individuals cooperate by contributing to the collective action. In contrast, for 
any individual, the benefits of cooperation in the collective action only outweigh the cost, for example, of paying 
taxes, if the other group members do the same and if the benefits of the collective actions are shared equally or 
according to individual contribution4,5. Moreover, cooperation increases the greater the likelihood and/or severity 
of punishment of free-riders6. Since the risk of free-riding can rarely be completely ruled out, the most profitable 
decision (from an economic, cost/benefit point of view) for an individual in a group facing a collective action 
problem is to not cooperate and act selfishly2,7,8. However, even when acting selfishly would be the most profitable 
decision, within-group cooperation is still widely observed in many species9,10.

Aggressive interactions between groups over valuable resources (e.g. food) are observed in many taxa, from 
ants and birds to human and non-human primates1,11–14. The risk of free-riding in between-group competition 
(BGC) is high as conflicts with other groups can bear significant costs to individual fitness (e.g. injuries or death) 
but also high benefits (e.g. access to resources or political stability1,3,11). In aggressive BGC, groups composed of 
a smaller proportion of free-riders should out-perform less cooperative groups (i.e. those with a greater propor-
tion of free-riding individuals), other factors being equal (e.g. group size or fighting ability5,15). Therefore, under 
a BGC condition within-group cooperation should increase and the risk of free-riding decrease when the cost 
of losing a conflict, for each group member, outweighs the benefit of free-riding16–18. Following this argument, 
various disciplines, from evolutionary biology16,19 and anthropology20 to social psychology21 and economics22, 
have hypothesised that BGC is positively related to within-group cooperation at the proximate and ultimate level. 
In non-human animals, mixed support exists for this hypothesis12,13,23. In adult humans, however, cooperation 
increases under experimental conditions simulating BGC4,18,22,24,25; but see ref. 26. Moreover, groups composed 
of individuals who were willing to cooperate with their group companions were more likely to engage in costly 
between-group interactions27. The positive relationship between BGC and within-group cooperation in humans 
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could be due to correlated evolution. It has been proposed that our ancestors faced an extended period of intense 
warfare, with a high risk of injuries and deaths, during the course of Pleistocene and Holocene17,20,28; but see ref. 29.  
According to this hypothesis17,20, the high risk of warfare-associated costs for individual fitness has driven the 
evolution of a series of cognitive and behavioural traits that favour parochial altruism (i.e. the propensity to be 
prosocial towards members of own group and aggressive towards out-group) and the recognition of in-group 
membership, which decrease the occurrence of free-riding when there is an out-group threat. Supporting this 
view, in-group/out-group biases, fear of out-group, and social norms on fairness and punishment of free-riders 
have been observed in virtually every human society30–34.

While there is growing experimental work in adult humans4,18,22,24,25,27, we do not know if a positive relation-
ship between BGC and within-group cooperation is also present in children and, if so, when it emerges during 
development. In traditional human societies, post-puberty males often are the only sex/age category taking part in 
fights with other groups/communities1. If so, behavioural responses (e.g. parochial altruism or fear of out-group) 
related to correlated evolution between BGC and within-group cooperation should be stronger or only evident 
in adult males35. However, these behavioural responses to out-group often appear in pre-teenage children of both 
sexes. Six to eight years old children show in-group/out-group biases, with no gender difference, when asked to 
predict whether other children would engage in positive or negative social behaviour36. Moreover, six year old 
children are more likely to punish selfish resource allocation by out-group than in-group children37. Five to ten 
years old children are less pro-social towards out-group members when in a BGC condition38. Finally, aversion 
to inequality can be observed in 3–8 years old children and it is strongly related to the development of parochial 
altruism and in-group/out-group biases39. Therefore, ‘sensitivity’ to out-group threat, parochial altruism and pun-
ishment of free-riders appear relatively early during the course of human development of pro-sociality, especially 
from the sixth year of age onward.

The aim of our study was to test two hypotheses. First, we hypothesised that within-group cooperation should 
increase when groups are facing BGC, in comparison to a control condition (i.e. no BGC), in children, similarly 
to what observed in adults18,22,24. Second, we hypothesised that the relationship between within-group cooper-
ation and BGC should emerge early in development but should be more pronounced as children get older. This 
is because children become progressively more prosocial, inequity adverse and more likely to punish free-riders 
from around the age of six-ten years old37,39–42.

We tested our two hypotheses in a large cohort of children (n =​ 120) between three and ten years old. We 
asked children to take part in two behavioural economics experiments, both played in groups of four children, 
using star stickers (see Methods) as the resource at stake. In each experiment, we compared within-group coop-
eration (i.e. how many stickers children gave to the other children in their group and/or to how many group 
members) between children allocated to a BGC condition (where BGC was simulated; see Methods) and a con-
trol (no BGC) condition. Since younger children (i.e. three to five years old) do not have the same numeracy and 
mathematical skills of older children43,44, the aim of experiment #1 was to test our predictions using a simple 
experimental design (see Methods) that required little numeracy and allowed children to see how resources were 
allocated among children in their group. In experiment #1, at the beginning of each round we selected one child 
(i.e. the player) who had to play the game. The player was given three start stickers and had to decide whether 
they wanted to give any stickers (and, if so, how many) to one or more children in their group and/or how many 
stickers they wanted to keep for themselves.

Experiment #2, a public goods game, consisted of three rounds. At the beginning of each round we gave each 
child three stickers: the children had to decide whether they wanted to give any stickers (and, if so, how many) to 
the common group project and/or how many stickers they wanted to keep for themselves. In experiment #2 our 
aim was to test if results from experiment #1 could be replicated using a different experimental design requiring 
more advanced numeracy and rules for the allocation of resources. Moreover, we aimed to compare our findings 
to data on adults; thus, we used an experimental procedure designed for adults18 and adapted it for children.

Results
Children below the age of six years old have lower numeracy and mathematical skills than older children44,45 and 
this may affect the way younger children respond to our experiments. Therefore, in order to rule out the possibil-
ity that our results were biased by the different comprehension of the experiments by younger and older children, 
we first tested our predictions on the whole cohort of children and then repeated the analyses, for our two test 
variables (experimental condition and age of children), restricted to children who were ≥​six years old. This pro-
cedure allowed us to see if our results were confirmed when removing younger children.

In experiment #1, the full model for the mixed-model Poisson regression on the number of stickers that the 
player gave to the other children in their group in each round significantly differed from the null model that only 
contained the random factor (likelihood ratio test: chi-square (3) =​ 8.66, p <​ 0.05). The full model contained our 
two test variables, experimental condition and age of the children, together with gender of the child as a control 
variable and Group ID as a random factor (see Methods and Fig. 1). Supporting our first prediction, children 
were more likely to give stickers to other children in the BGC than in the control condition (Table 1 and Fig. 1; see 
also Table S2 in the Supplementary Information). Moreover, likelihood to share stickers significantly increased 
with age of the children (Table 1 and Fig. 1). Gender of the children had no significant effect on the likelihood 
to share (Table 1). Restricting the analyses to children ≥​six years of age confirmed our result for experimental 
condition (coefficient ±​ SE =​ 0.62 ±​ 0.35, z =​ 1.86, p =​ 0.05) but made age of the children non-significant (coeffi-
cient ±​ SE =​ 0.13 ±​ 0.09, z =​ 1.54, p =​ 0.12).

The full model for the mixed-model Poisson regression on the number of children receiving stickers from the 
player in each round that significantly differed from the null model (likelihood ratio test: chi-square (7) =​ 16.19, 
p <​ 0.05). The player gave stickers to a larger number of children in their group in the BGC than in the control 
condition (Table 2 and Fig. 2; see also Table S2 in the Supplementary Information). Moreover, older players gave 
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their stickers to a larger number of group members than younger players (Table 2 and Fig. 2). The control varia-
bles had no significant effect on the number of children receiving stickers (Table 2). When we restricted the anal-
yses to children ≥​six years of age, the positive and significant effect of BGC on the number of children receiving 
stickers was confirmed (coefficient ±​ SE =​ 0.91 ±​ 0.25, z =​ 3.67, p <​ 0.001). Conversely, age of the children was 
no longer significant (coefficient ±​ SE =​ 0.11 ±​ 0.08, z =​ 1.50, p =​ 0.13). Note that the two dependent variables in 
the analyses above were significantly and positively related (Pearson correlation: r =​ 0.95, p <​ 0.01), which may, at 
least partially, explain the similar results of the mixed-model Poisson regressions.

In the public goods game (experiment #2) we used a generalised linear mixed model (GLMM) to analyse the 
number of stickers each child gave to the common group project. The full model, containing experimental condi-
tion, age, kinship, familiarity and gender of the child, was significantly different from the null model (likelihood 
ratio test: chi-square (6) =​ 13.01, p <​ 0.05). Supporting our prediction, children gave a greater number of stickers 
to the common group project in the BGC than in the control condition (Table 3 and Fig. 3; see also Table S2 in 
the Supplementary Information). Moreover, contribution to the common group project significantly increased 
with age (Table 3 and Fig. 3). Round of the game, kinship, familiarity and gender of the child did not significantly 
affect contribution to the common group project (Table 3). Removing from the analyses children who were <​six 
years old, did not change the results of the GLMM: contribution to the common group project was significantly 
greater in the BGC than in the control condition (coefficient ±​ SE =​ 0.30 ±​ 0.10, z =​ 2.93, p <​ 0.01) and by older 
than younger children (coefficient ±​ SE =​ 0.09 ±​ 0.04, z =​ 2.54, p <​ 0.05).

Figure 1.  Scatter plot with lines of best fit on the relationship between the age of the player and the number 
of stickers given by the player, in experiment #1, in the control (triangles and dotted line) or BGC (circles 
and continuous line) condition. 

Variables Coefficient ± SE 95% CIs z P

Condition 0.63 ±​ 0.30 0.04–1.23 2.08 <​0.05

Age 0.12 ±​ 0.06 0.01–0.23 2.04 <​0.05

Gender −​0.16 ±​ 0.23 −​0.60–0.29 −​0. 70 0.49

Intercept −​1.09 ±​ 0.48 −​2.04–−​0.14 −​2.26 <​0.05

Table 1.   Test statistics for experiment #1 for the independent variables entered in the mixed-model 
Poisson regression on the number of stickers the player gave to children in their group. Unlike the other 
two models (Tables 2 and 3), in analysis we excluded three control variables (round of the game, kinship and 
familiarity) in order to reach convergence.

Variables Coefficient ± SE 95% CIs z P

Condition 0.87 ±​ 0.34 0.21–1.53 2.59 <​0.01

Age 0.18 ±​ 0.06 0.05–0.30 2.74 <​0.01

Round 0.04 ±​ 0.09 −​0.14–0.21 0.41 0.68

Kinship −​0.14 ±​ 0.29 −​0.71–0.42 −​0.49 0.62

Familiarity 0.02 ±​ 0.31 −​0.58–0.62 0.06 0.95

Gender −​0.18 ±​ 0.24 −​0.64–0.29 −​0.74 0.46

Intercept −​1.78 ±​ 0.62 −​3.00–−​0.56 −​2.86 <​0.01

Table 2.   Test statistics for experiment #1 for the independent variables entered in the mixed-model 
Poisson regression on the number of children the player gave stickers to in their group.
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Discussion
The results of our two experiments support our first hypothesis that there is a positive relationship between 
BGC and within-group cooperation. A similar result has been found in adult humans4,18,24,27 (but see ref. 26) 
whereas mixed evidence exists for this effect in other species12,13,23. In-group/out-group biases have been found in 
non-human primates46. Therefore, parochial altruism is likely to be a trait shared by various group-living animals 
but the role of phylogeny, ecology or social structure in explaining its occurrence in different taxa still needs to 
be clarified.

Our study is the first, to our knowledge, to analyse BGC and within-group cooperation in children as young as 
three years old up to ten years old. Numeracy and mathematical skills differ significantly between young and old 
children43,44. Although all children in our study appeared to understand the rules of the game and did not com-
plain about its complexity, we cannot completely rule out the possibility that children, especially those <​six year 

Figure 2.  Scatter plot with lines of best fit on the relationship between the age of the player and the number 
of children receiving stickers from the player, in experiment #1, in the control (triangles and dotted line) or 
BGC (circles and continuous line) condition. 

Variables Coefficient ± SE 95% CIs z P

Condition 0.25 ±​ 0.09 0.07–0.43 2.67 <​0.01

Age 0.05 ±​ 0.03 0.00–0.10 2.08 <​0.05

Round 0.03 ±​ 0.05 −​0.07–0.15 0.63 0.53

Kinship 0.05 ±​ 0.09 −​0.14–0.23 0.49 0.63

Familiarity −​0.03 ±​ 0.09 −​0.21–0.14 −​0.39 0.70

Gender 0.01 ±​ 0.09 −​0.15–0.18 0. 16 0.88

Intercept −​0.14 ±​ 0.22 −​0.57–0.29 −​0.64 0.52

Table 3.   Test statistics for experiment #2 for the independent variables entered in the GLMM on children’s 
contribution to the common group project.

Figure 3.  Scatter plot with lines of best fit on the relationship between the age of the children and the 
number of stickers children gave to the common group project, in experiment #2, in the control (triangles 
and dotted line) or BGC (circles and continuous line) condition. 
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old, did not fully understand the rules of the experiments and/or the cost/benefit of their decisions, or that chil-
dren of different age ‘valued’ the stickers differently. Recent work with adults shows that human cooperation in 
public goods games increases when participants are confused over, or misunderstand how to maximise benefits47, 
although there is no evidence yet that the same factor affects cooperation in children. A cautious interpretation 
of our findings is required when discussing (see below) the development of parochial altruism and response to 
out-group threat in children. However, possible age-related differences in the understanding of the rules of the 
experiments are unlikely to fully explain the positive relationship between BGC and within-group cooperation 
found in our study, in light of three considerations. First, the use of two experiments, differing in the numeracy 
skills required to maximise benefits and in the opportunities children had to keep track of their gains and of the 
other children’s choices, gave similar results (supported by analyses restricted to ≥​six years old children), suggest-
ing the experimental design had limited effect on our findings. Second, confusion over resource maximisation in 
public goods games is expected to affect estimation of overall cooperation (which was not the aim of our study) 
but should be a less important factor when comparing experimental conditions48. Third, and most important, 
if younger children did not fully understand the rules of the game, and if confusion over the experiment design 
affects cooperation in children as it does in adults, we would expect greater within-group cooperation from 
younger than older children (i.e. from children who understood the game the least47,48); we found the opposite 
pattern in our data. Note that the age of the children did not significantly differ between the two experimental 
conditions, showing that children of different age were approximately equally represented in the two conditions.

Our study suggests that the relationship between BGC and within-group cooperation emerges early dur-
ing the course of human development. Since, in traditional human societies, between-group conflicts usually 
only involve post-puberty males1,35, it is unlikely that the evolutionary pressure that led to correlated evolu-
tion between BGC and within-group cooperation17,49 directly acted on the early stages of human development. 
However, there are significant benefits, and thus strong selection pressure for traits that favour individual dis-
crimination (i.e. care-giver versus unfamiliar subject) and the formation of social bonds with care-giver in chil-
dren from the first few weeks of their life. For example, the discrimination of faces on the basis on familiarity, 
phenotype or emotional expression is observed in 5–7 months old children and develops during the neonatal 
period50–52. Such discrimination is of fundamental importance for the neonate to avoid threat/negative stimuli 
and to attach to care-givers53. However, the capacity to differentiate amongst individuals on the basis of the poten-
tial costs/benefits they can give, and the tendency to act pro-socially to those who are likely to respond in kind are 
also fundamental traits for the emergence of in-group/out-group biases and parochial altruism17,41. We argue that 
hypothesised selection pressure on human social evolution from an extended period of warfare20, which led to 
correlated evolution between BGC and within-group cooperation, acted on traits that emerge early during devel-
opment and that may have an older, shared phylogenetic history in altricial mammals. ‘Sensitivity’ to out-group 
threats might result in innate behavioural (e.g. parochial altruism) and emotional responses (e.g. happiness or 
shame25) that are not necessarily related to decisions and strategies to maximise outcome based on game-theory 
and the payoff matrix of the experiment40,46. If so, the increase of within-group cooperation in children in the 
BGC condition may be a response to the mere presence of an out-group ‘threat’, not related to outcome maximi-
sation. This hypothesis would explain why we obtained an increase of within-group cooperation in experiment 
#1, where children were kept blind on whether the amount of selfish or cooperative acts was being compared 
with those of other groups (that is, children did not know whether being selfish or cooperative resulted in wins 
over other groups). The hypothesis of an innate response to out-group threat is also supported by the observation 
that social and cultural norms can modify in-group/out-group biases, during development or into adulthood, 
only to some extent32,54. For example, extinction procedures do not remove conditioned fear response to faces of 
people belonging to out-group (i.e. different ethnic group than participant’s own ethnicity), whereas extinction 
procedures are more effective when removing fear response to faces of people belonging to in-group (i.e. same 
ethnic group as participant’s own group55). In-group/out-group biases in humans appear to be a consequence of 
in-group favouritism than a response to norm violations56.

Unfortunately, a question that our experimental design does not allow us to answer is whether the increase of 
within-group cooperation in a BGC condition was due to attempts of children to out-perform other groups, to be 
more cooperative towards their group companions or to relaxation of the incentive to act selfishly25. Moreover, 
our experimental design did not allow us to determine whether the increased within-group cooperation in the 
BGC condition was due to the description of the competitive scenario or to group labels (i.e. children in the BGC 
condition were asked to choose a name for their group; see Methods and Supplementary Information) that facil-
itated group categorisation36,57.

We found partial support for our second hypothesis: age of the children had a significant and positive rela-
tionship with two of our measures of within-group cooperation (i.e. the number of children the player gave 
stickers to, in experiment #1, and the number of stickers given to the common group project, in experiment 
#2) but a marginal non-significant relationship with the number of stickers that children gave to their group 
companions (experiment #1). The effect of age became non-significant when we restricted our analyses to  
≥​6 years old children but this could be due to the smaller age range considered in those analyses. Apart for the 
necessary caution to interpret the effect of age in our analyses (see discussion above), the increased within-group 
cooperation in older children support previous work on the development of altruism, inequity aversion and 
in-group/out-group biases. Children reach a level of cooperation in public goods game comparable to adults 
when they are between 6–12 years old40. Whilst younger children (i.e. 3–4 years old) often behave selfishly, older 
children become progressively more concerned about the unequal distribution of resources within their group, 
more prone to in-group favouritism and parochialism, and more likely to punish free-riders36–39,41,58. Therefore, 
within the age range considered in our study, important developmental changes related to pro-sociality and to 
group membership take place.
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In the public goods game (experiment #2), similarly to previous studies4,18, out-competing other groups 
resulted in an equal share of the resource gained among group members. Such equal distribution of resources 
following a successful competitive interaction with another group is unlikely to be frequently observed in real life 
events. In warfare interactions, for example, whilst the costs may be shared about equally by individuals who take 
part in the conflict, the benefits of winning a conflict may be skewed in favour of a smaller number of individuals 
(e.g. leaders/noblemen1,59). Future experiments on this topic should analyse the role of leadership and unequal 
distribution of resources following BGC in a public goods game scenario8.

Sex of the children and whether they had a familiar or kin child in their group did not affect within-group 
cooperation. Males take a more active role in warfare than females in various human societies1 and thus 
males should be more responsive to out-group threats21. However, our hypothesis that the evolution of traits 
linked to parochial altruism is rooted into the evolution of infant-care-giver relationship does not predict dif-
ferences between the sexes. Kinship7,19 and degree of heterogeneity within a group (measured by, e.g., famil-
iarity, group membership or differences in ethnicity within the group) affect cooperation and response to 
public goods games9,31. However, we never had more than two kin/familiar children in each group; the lack 
of significance for kinship and familiarity may be related to small sample size, especially for experiment #1 
(Supplementary Information). Moreover, since in experiment #2 contributions to the common group project 
were shared equally among children in the group, irrespective to kinship or familiarity, this procedure might have 
reduced the effect that these two factors play for cooperation.

In conclusion, our study is the first to show that BGC is positively related to within-group cooperation in 3–10 
years old children. In-group/out-group biases and parochialism in humans can be explained by our evolutionary 
past and the potential benefits/costs of BGC. One of the main unexplored areas within this topic remains whether, 
or to what extent humans maintain in-group/out-group biases despite living in multi-level heterogeneous socie-
ties with flexible group membership.

Methods
Participants.  Participants to this study were 120 typically developing children (60 females and 60 males), 
between the age of three and ten years old (mean age ±​ SE: females: 6.48 ±​ 0.23; males: 6.92 ±​ 0.24). Data were 
collected in August 2015 at the Summer Scientists week, an event organised every summer by the School of 
Psychology, University of Lincoln (see Supplementary Information). This study has been approved by the 
University of Lincoln Ethics Committee and the data collection has been carried out in accordance to the guide-
lines of the University of Lincoln; parents/carers of the children who took part in this study signed an informed 
consent form.

Experimental design.  Each child played the two experiments in a group of four children. Group composi-
tion remained the same in the two experiments and no child took part in more than two experiments or was it in 
more than one group. Each child/group played the two experiments either under a BGC condition or a control 
condition (no BGC). In the BGC condition, before starting the two experiments, we asked children to choose a 
name for their group; children in the control condition were not asked to choose a name for their group. Of the 
120 children who took part to this study, 14 groups (56 children) played the two experiments under the control 
condition and 16 groups (64 children) under the BGC condition. Half of the groups, within each condition, 
played experiment #1 first and the other half played experiment #1 second. The two experiments were separated 
by approximately 10 minutes and were described to the children as two separate studies. The resource used in 
the two experiments consisted of 1 ×​ 1 cm stickers depicting a star; at the end of each experiment children could 
exchange the star stickers they had kept or received from the other children, with a range of reward stickers that 
they could ‘buy’ according to the rules described in the game instructions (i.e. 3 stickers ‘buy’ one reward sticker; 
Supplementary Information).

Experiment #1.  At the start of experiment #1 we read the instructions of the game (Supplementary Information) 
to the children depending on whether they had been allocated to the BGC or control condition. We told the chil-
dren that the selection of the player (i.e. the child who was asked to play the game) was random and that the game 
consisted of an indefinite number of rounds. However, we played four rounds of the game, each child was selected 
to be the player only once, and we kept the same order of play across groups (i.e. children A played the game first, 
followed by B, C and D, based on the position of their seat at the experimental table: Supplementary Information).
We asked the player to put the stickers they wanted to give to the other children in their group, on the table, in 
front of the child (children) of their choice and to leave the stickers they wanted to keep, on the table, in front of 
them. Once the player had made their choice we asked children who had kept or received stickers to put them in 
the plastic cup that each of them was given and we started another round of the game by selecting another player.

In order to simulate BGC, we told children in the BGC condition that they were going to take part in a com-
petition where their performance during the games was compared to that of other groups. We showed children a 
fictitious league table on a whiteboard on the wall of the room with the names of the three fictitious groups that 
were leading the competition at that point. Unlike the BGC condition in experiment #2 (see below), here we did 
not give children any detail on what criteria we were going to use to compare their performance to that of other 
groups (e.g. whether, in order to out-compete another group, they had to keep more stickers for themselves or 
share more stickers with the other children in their group) nor any details on what benefits children would get 
by out-competing other groups. This procedure allowed younger children to play the game without the need to 
rely on numeracy and mathematical skills to calculate the consequences of their choices and to maximise their 
resource gain. Moreover, this design simulated BGC minimising the risk that children implicitly assumed that it 
was ‘better’ for them to be selfish or cooperative. Finally, our experimental approach in the BGC condition did 
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not rely on a threshold (sensu26) that children had to reach in order to out-compete the other groups and gain an 
additional reward.

Experiment #2.  Following18, we asked children to play a public goods game4,8,40 under a BGC or control con-
dition. At the start of the experiment we read the instructions of the game (Supplementary Information) to the 
children depending on whether they had been allocated to the BGC or control condition. We told children that 
the game consisted of an indefinite number of rounds in order to avoid end-game effects; in fact, each group 
only played three rounds of the experiment. We asked children to put the stickers in the two envelopes (one for 
the common group project and one for themselves) provided to each of them so that their choice could not be 
seen by the other children in the group. Once the children had made their choice we opened the envelopes in the 
common group project box and counted the number of stickers in there. We told children that we were going to 
multiply the number of stickers in the common group project by a factor α​ (α​ =​ 2) and to divide them equally 
among the four children. The benefit for a child to give a sticker to the common group project was18:

= − +
α ×

= − .b
n

( 1) 1 0 5 (1)

where α​ is the multiplying factor (α​ =​ 2) and n is the number of children in the group (n =​ 4). Therefore, children 
were better off keeping all the stickers for themselves than contributing to the common group project, regardless 
of the choice of the other children in the group to contribute or not.

We asked the children to put all the stickers they got from the common group project and the stickers they 
kept for themselves in a plastic box, next to them, at the side of the table (the content of the box was not visible to 
the other children so they could not track how many stickers the other group members had got/kept during the 
game). This step completed the first round; we started the second round by giving the children three new stickers 
each and followed the same steps described above until we completed the three rounds of the game.

In order to simulate BGC, we showed children the same fictitious league table with the names of the three 
fictitious groups as the one used for experiment #1 (see above). Moreover, in experiment #2 we told children that 
the three groups leading the competition had so far the largest amount of stickers given to the common group 
project. We told children in the BGC condition that their total number of stickers in the common group project 
was going to be compared with those of the three leading groups on the whiteboard. We also told children that, 
if they ended up having a greater number of stickers in the common group project than one of the three leading 
groups on the whiteboard, they would earn double the difference (β​ =​ 2) between the contribution to the com-
mon group project of their group and the other group equally shared among them. A contribution of one sticker 
to the common group project in the BGC did not give children more earning since18:

=





− +

α × 




+
β ×

=
n n

b(BGC) ( 1) 1 1 0
(2)

Therefore, ‘winning’ (i.e. having a greater number of stickers in the common group project than one the three 
leading groups on the whiteboard), ‘drawing’ or ‘losing’ the competition with other groups did not affect the 
number of stickers children earned in the BGC condition.

Data analysis.  Within the groups, the age of the children was not significantly different in both the BGC 
(repeated measures ANOVA: F (3, 45) =​ 0.81, p =​ 0.49) and in the control conditions (F (3, 39) =​ 1.01, p =​ 0.40). 
The absolute age difference among the four children in each group was 0.56 ±​ 0.05 years (mean ±​ SE). Moreover, 
the average age of the children in each group did not significantly differ between the BGC and control conditions 
(independent sample t test: t =​ 0.37, n =​ 30, p =​ 0.36), nor was the number of males and females (Mann-Whitney 
test: z =​ 0.36, N1 =​ 56, N2 =​ 64, p =​ 0.72). The order of the experiment (whether experiment 1 was run first or 
second) did not significantly affect within-group cooperation (all p >​ 0.27) and thus this factor was not included 
in the analyses presented below.

For experiment #1, our two dependent variables (both ranging from 0 to 3) were the number of stickers that 
the players gave to children in their group in each round and the number of children who received any stickers 
from the player. The two dependent variable were analysed in two Poisson regressions where we entered, as inde-
pendent variables, our two test variables, experimental condition (binomial: BGC or control condition) and age 
of the children (continuous), together with five control variables: round of the game (1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th), kinship 
(binomial: whether the player gave their stickers to kin or not), familiarity (binomial: whether the player gave 
their stickers to a friend/familiar child or not), gender of the child (binomial: female or male) and group ID.

In experiment #1 we had to discard data on three groups (12 children, 3 groups), allocated to the control 
condition, because one child in each of these groups left at the start of experiment (after having completed exper-
iment #2; therefore, analyses for experiment #2 are based on the full dataset composed of 120 children). This gave 
us data on 108 children for experiment #1 (11 groups - 44 children - in the control condition and 16 groups - 64 
children-in the BGC condition).

For experiment #2, the number of stickers (ranging from zero to 3 stickers) that each child gave to the com-
mon group project in each round was our dependent variable entered in a GLMM with a logarithmic function 
and Poisson distribution. Experimental condition (binomial: BGC or control condition) and age of the children 
(continuous) were our test variables in the GLMM, together with five control variables: round of the game (1st, 2nd 
or 3rd), kinship (binomial: whether the child had a kin sibling in the group or not), familiarity (binomial: whether 
the child had a friend/familiar child in the group or not), gender of the child (binomial: female or male). We also 
entered, as two random factors, the children ID nested into the group ID to control for repeated observations on 
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the same children and for possible differences between groups not related to our independent variables. Following 
this procedure, the GLMM was based on n =​ 360 data points (120 children ×​ 3 rounds of the game for each child).

The six independent variables used in the two Poisson regressions and the GLMM were not significantly 
related to one another (Spearman rank correlation: rho <​0.28 for all the correlations and average rho =​ 0.09). We 
compared the results of the full models to the null models (i.e. models not containing the independent variables) 
via likelihood ratio tests. Statistical analyses were performed in Stata v.12.160.

References
1.	 Haas, J. In The anthropology of war (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1990).
2.	 Cadsby, C. B. & Maynes, E. Gender and free riding in a threshold public goods game: Experimental evidence. Journal of Economic 

Behavior & Organization 34, 603–620 (1998).
3.	 Willems, E. P., Hellriegel, B. & van Schaik, C. P. The collective action problem in primate territory economics. Proceedings of the 

Royal Society B-Biological Sciences 280, 20130081 (2013).
4.	 Tan, J. H. W. & Bolle, F. Team competition and the public goods game. Economics Letters 96, 133–139 (2007).
5.	 Miller, N., Garnier, S., Hartnett, A. T. & Couzin, I. D. Both information and social cohesion determine collective decisions in animal 

groups. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 110, 5263–5268 (2013).
6.	 Sääksvuori, L., Mappes, T. & Puurtinen, M. Costly punishment prevails in intergroup conflict. Proceedings of the Royal Society 

B-Biological Sciences 278, 3428–3436 (2011).
7.	 Krupp, D. B., Debruine, L. A. & Barclay, P. A cue of kinship promotes cooperation for the public good. Evolution and Human 

Behavior 29, 49–55 (2008).
8.	 von Rueden, C., Gavrilets, S. & Glowacki, L. Solving the puzzle of collective action through inter-individual differences. Philosophical 

Transactions of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences 370, 20150002 (2015).
9.	 Gavrilets, S. Collective action problem in heterogeneous groups. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B. Biol. Sci. 370, 20150016 (2015).

10.	 Clutton-Brock, T. Cooperation between non-kin in animal societies. Nature 462, 51–57 (2009).
11.	 Thomas, J. et al. Insect communication: parasitoid secretions provoke ant warfare. Nature 417, 505–506 (2002).
12.	 Radford, A. N. Type of threat influences postconflict allopreening in a social bird. Current Biology 18, R114–R115 (2008).
13.	 Majolo, B., Vizioli, A. d. B. & Lehmann, J. The effect of intergroup competition on intragroup affiliation in primates. Anim. Behav. 

114, 13–19 (2016).
14.	 Crofoot, M. C. & Wrangham, R. W. In Mind the gap 171–195 (Springer, 2010).
15.	 Conradt, L. & List, C. Group decisions in humans and animals: a survey. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B. Biol. Sci. 364, 719–742 (2009).
16.	 Alexander, R. D. & Bargia, G. Group Selection, Altruism, and the Levels of Organization of Life. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 9, 449–474 

(1978).
17.	 Choi, J. & Bowles, S. The coevolution of parochial altruism and war. Science 318, 636–640 (2007).
18.	 Puurtinen, M. & Mappes, T. Between-group competition and human cooperation. Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological 

Sciences 276, 355–360 (2009).
19.	 Reeve, H. K. & Hoelldobler, B. The emergence of a superorganism through intergroup competition. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 104, 

9736–9740 (2007).
20.	 Bowles, S. Did Warfare Among Ancestral Hunter-Gatherers Affect the Evolution of Human Social Behaviors? Science 324, 

1293–1298 (2009).
21.	 Van Vugt, M. & Park, J. H. Guns, Germs, and Sex: How Evolution Shaped Our Intergroup Psychology. Social and Personality 

Psychology Compass 3, 927–938 (2009).
22.	 Erev, I., Bornstein, G. & Galili, R. Constructive Intergroup Competition as a Solution to the Free Rider Problem - a Field Experiment. 

J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 29, 463–478 (1993).
23.	 Radford, A. N., Majolo, B. & Aureli, F. Within-group behavioural consequences of between-group conflict: a prospective review. Proc 

Biol Sci 283 (2016).
24.	 Burton-Chellew, M. N., Ross-Gillespie, A. & West, S. A. Cooperation in humans: competition between groups and proximate 

emotions. Evolution and Human behavior 31, 104–108 (2010).
25.	 Burton-Chellew, M. N. & West, S. A. Pseudocompetition among groups increases human cooperation in a public-goods game. 

Anim. Behav. 84, 947–952 (2012).
26.	 Jordan, M. R., Jordan, J. J. & Rand, D. G. No unique effect of intergroup competition on cooperation: non-competitive thresholds are 

as effective as competitions between groups for increasing human cooperative behavior. Evolution and Human Behavior (2016).
27.	 Puurtinen, M., Heap, S. & Mappes, T. The joint emergence of group competition and within-group cooperation. Evolution and 

Human Behavior 36, 211–217 (2015).
28.	 Gómez, J. M., Verdú, M., González-Megías, A. & Méndez, M. The phylogenetic roots of human lethal violence. Nature (2016).
29.	 Fry, D. P. & Soderberg, P. Lethal Aggression in Mobile Forager Bands and Implications for the Origins of War. Science 341, 270–273 

(2013).
30.	 Olsson, A., Ebert, J. P., Banaji, M. R. & Phelps, E. A. The role of social groups in the persistence of learned fear. Science 309, 785–787 

(2005).
31.	 Habyarimana, J., Humphreys, M., Posner, D. N. & Weinstein, J. M. Why does ethnic diversity undermine public goods provision? 

American Political Science Review 101, 709–725 (2007).
32.	 Moore, C. Fairness in Children’s Resource Allocation Depends on the Recipient. Psychological Science 20, 944–948 (2009).
33.	 Killen, M., Rutland, A., Abrams, D., Mulvey, K. L. & Hitti, A. Development of Intra- and Intergroup Judgments in the Context of 

Moral and Social-Conventional Norms. Child Dev. 84, 1063–1080 (2013).
34.	 Gintis, H., van Schaik, C. & Boehm, C. Zoon Politikon: The Evolutionary Origins of Human Political Systems. Curr. Anthropol. 56, 

327–353 (2015).
35.	 Wrangham, R. W. & Peterson, D. In Demonic males: Apes and the origins of human violence (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 1996).
36.	 Baron, A. S. & Dunham, Y. Representing ‘Us’ and ‘Them’: Building Blocks of Intergroup Cognition. Journal of Cognition and 

Development 16, 780–801 (2015).
37.	 Jordan, J. J., McAuliffe, K. & Warneken, F. Development of in-group favoritism in children’s third-party punishment of selfishness. 

Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 111, 12710–12715 (2014).
38.	 Abrams, D., Van de Vyver, J., Pelletier, J. & Cameron, L. Children’s prosocial behavioural intentions towards outgroup members. 

British Journal of Developmental Psychology 33, 277–294 (2015).
39.	 Fehr, E., Bernhard, H. & Rockenbach, B. Egalitarianism in young children. Nature 454, 1079–U22 (2008).
40.	 Harbaugh, W. T. & Krause, K. Children’s altruism in public good and dictator experiments. Econ. Inq. 38, 95–109 (2000).
41.	 Fehr, E., Glaetzle-Ruetzler, D. & Sutter, M. The development of egalitarianism, altruism, spite and parochialism in childhood and 

adolescence. Eur. Econ. Rev. 64, 369–383 (2013).
42.	 Schmidt, M. F. H., Rakoczy, H. & Tomasello, M. Young children enforce social norms selectively depending on the violator’s group 

affiliation. Cognition 124, 325–333 (2012).
43.	 Wynn, K. Children’s understanding of counting. Cognition 36, 155–193 (1990).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

9Scientific Reports | 7:43277 | DOI: 10.1038/srep43277

44.	 Le Corre, M. & Carey, S. One, two, three, four, nothing more: An investigation of the conceptual sources of the verbal counting 
principles. Cognition 105, 395–438 (2007).

45.	 Donlan, C. In The development of mathematical skills (Taylor & Francis, 1998).
46.	 Warneken, F. & Tomasello, M. Varieties of altruism in children and chimpanzees. Trends Cogn. Sci. (Regul. Ed.) 13, 397–402 (2009).
47.	 Burton-Chellew, M. N., El Mouden, C. & West, S. A. Conditional cooperation and confusion in public-goods experiments. Proc. 

Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 113, 1291–1296 (2016).
48.	 Kummerli, R., Burton-Chellew, M. N., Ross-Gillespie, A. & West, S. A. Resistance to extreme strategies, rather than prosocial 

preferences, can explain human cooperation in public goods games. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 107, 10125–10130 (2010).
49.	 Bowles, S. Warriors, Levelers, and the Role of Conflict in Human Social Evolution. Science 336, 876–879 (2012).
50.	 Ellis, H. D. The Development of Face Processing Skills. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London Series B-Biological 

Sciences 335, 105–111 (1992).
51.	 Peltola, M. J., Leppanen, J. M., Maki, S. & Hietanen, J. K. Emergence of enhanced attention to fearful faces between 5 and 7 months 

of age. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience 4, 134–142 (2009).
52.	 Hugenberg, K., Young, S. G., Bernstein, M. J. & Sacco, D. F. The Categorization-Individuation Model: An Integrative Account of the 

Other-Race Recognition Deficit. Psychol. Rev. 117, 1168–1187 (2010).
53.	 Moriceau, S. & Sullivan, R. M. Neurobiology of infant attachment. Dev. Psychobiol. 47, 230–242 (2005).
54.	 Rutland, A. et al. Development of the positive-negative asymmetry effect: In-group exclusion norm as a mediator of children’s 

evaluations on negative attributes. European Journal of Social Psychology 37, 171–190 (2007).
55.	 Olsson, A., Ebert, J. P., Banaji, M. R. & Phelps, E. A. The role of social groups in the persistence of learned fear. Science 309, 785–787 

(2005).
56.	 McAuliffe, K. & Dunham, Y. Group bias in cooperative norm enforcement. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B. Biol. Sci. 371, 20150073 

(2016).
57.	 Rhodes, M. & Brickman, D. The influence of competition on children’s social categories. Journal of Cognition and Development 12, 

194–221 (2011).
58.	 Schmidt, M. F., Rakoczy, H. & Tomasello, M. Young children enforce social norms selectively depending on the violator’s group 

affiliation. Cognition 124, 325–333 (2012).
59.	 Turchin, P. In Historical dynamics: why states rise and fall (Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2003).
60.	 StataCorp. Stata: Release 12. Statistical Software. College Station, TX. 12.0 (2011).

Acknowledgements
We are extremely grateful to Alice Jenkins and Megan Dixon for their help during the data collection. We would 
like to thank all the students and staff of the Summer Scientist week 2015, in particular Fenja Ziegler and Zoe 
Mead, for their organisational skill and for setting up excellent conditions to run our study, and all the children 
and their parents/care-takers for taking part in our study. Finally, we would like to thank Frouke Hermens, 
Julie Van de Vyver, Fenja Ziegler and four anonymous reviewers for useful comments on an earlier draft of our 
manuscript.

Author Contributions
B.M. conceived and designed the study, and carried out the statistical analyses; L.M. collected the data; B.M. and 
L.M. wrote the manuscript. B.M. and L.M. gave final approval for publication.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at http://www.nature.com/srep
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Majolo, B. and Maréchal, L. Between-group competition elicits within-group 
cooperation in children. Sci. Rep. 7, 43277; doi: 10.1038/srep43277 (2017).
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© The Author(s) 2017

http://www.nature.com/srep
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Between-group competition elicits within-group cooperation in children

	Results

	Discussion

	Methods

	Participants. 
	Experimental design. 
	Experiment #1. 
	Experiment #2. 

	Data analysis. 

	Acknowledgements
	Author Contributions
	﻿Figure 1﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Scatter plot with lines of best fit on the relationship between the age of the player and the number of stickers given by the player, in experiment #1, in the control (triangles and dotted line) or BGC (circles and continuous line) condit
	﻿Figure 2﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Scatter plot with lines of best fit on the relationship between the age of the player and the number of children receiving stickers from the player, in experiment #1, in the control (triangles and dotted line) or BGC (circles and continuo
	﻿Figure 3﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Scatter plot with lines of best fit on the relationship between the age of the children and the number of stickers children gave to the common group project, in experiment #2, in the control (triangles and dotted line) or BGC (circles and
	﻿Table 1﻿﻿. ﻿  Test statistics for experiment #1 for the independent variables entered in the mixed-model Poisson regression on the number of stickers the player gave to children in their group.
	﻿Table 2﻿﻿. ﻿  Test statistics for experiment #1 for the independent variables entered in the mixed-model Poisson regression on the number of children the player gave stickers to in their group.
	﻿Table 3﻿﻿. ﻿  Test statistics for experiment #2 for the independent variables entered in the GLMM on children’s contribution to the common group project.



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Between-group competition elicits within-group cooperation in children
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2017). doi:10.1038/srep43277
            
         
          
             
                Bonaventura Majolo
                Laëtitia Maréchal
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep43277
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2017 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2017 The Author(s)
          10.1038/srep43277
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep43277
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep43277
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2017). doi:10.1038/srep43277
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




