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A B S T R A C T   

Intergroup interaction can be hindered by legacies of conflict and group biases. Many studies have looked at 
intergroup attitudes and pro-sociality in the wake of intergroup conflict, but few have explicitly studied how the 
group affiliation of another person affects the willingness to interact economically, especially when the in-
teractions concern contested issues. In this study, I investigate the effect of group affiliation on the willingness to 
engage in economic interactions with others among individuals exposed to violent intergroup conflict, using a 
sample of refugees from the conflicts in Syria and Iraq. Based on the theory of indirect reciprocity, it is predicted 
that the tradeoff paradigms, that is, the willingness to engage in economic transactions with another individual, 
will depend on previous actions of other members of that individual’s group. Participants tended to adopt a 
communal sharing tradeoff paradigm with ingroup members, and they tended to adopt a market pricing para-
digm with outgroup members. However, this was the case only for those who reported that outgroup members 
had taken actions to harm them or their family in the conflict. For those who reported being harmed by members 
of the ingroup, a market pricing paradigm was employed also with ingroup members. The results suggest that 
group biases and indirect reciprocity after violent conflict do not necessarily arise from group identities alone, 
but as a function of past interactions with outgroup members.   

1. Introduction 

In our everyday life, we face many situations in which there are 
conflicting claims to resources. In order to resolve such situations, 
people need to be able to find tradeoffs, i.e. transactions involving the 
exchange of values that satisfy all parties.1 Sometimes, people readily 
find tradeoffs that all parties find acceptable. In other instances, people 
reject such tradeoffs and may even prefer conflictual engagement. 
Failure to find acceptable tradeoffs can negatively affect societies by 
hindering economic interactions and reducing social capital and trust, 
which are important prerequisites for economic prosperity, social sta-
bility and growth (Knack & Keefer, 1997; Knack & Zak, 2003). This issue 
may be particularly relevant in societies that have been ravaged by civil 
war and in the resulting refugee communities. In such environments, the 
ability of former enemies to find common ground is imperative for 
peaceful coexistence. However, these are contexts where individuals 
have often experienced violence at the hands of other groups, and in 
which inter-group interactions are frequent. In such situations, latent 
threat and legacies of conflict may affect decision-making processes in 

interpersonal interactions and hinder efficient economic transactions 
(Cassar, Grosjean, & Whitt, 2013; Cecchi, Leuveld, & Voors, 2016; 
Rohner, Thoenig, & Zilibotti, 2013). While the psychology of intergroup 
conflict has received increased attention in recent years (Böhm, Rusch, 
& Baron, 2018) much of the study of economic preferences in the wake 
of war and intergroup conflict has focused on parochial pro-sociality and 
sharing (Bauer et al., 2016; Bernhard, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006; Böhm, 
Rusch, & Gürerk, 2016; Mironova & Whitt, 2016a; Voors et al., 2012). 
Less attention has been dedicated to the acceptability of economic 
tradeoffs. In the wake of violent intergroup conflict, the ability of former 
enemies to engage in economic interactions and find acceptable trade-
offs when there are diverging interests is important for reconstruction, 
reconciliation and transforming post-conflict societies into functional 
social environments (Boudreaux, 2007). 

Different tradeoff paradigms are used in different social relationships 
(Fiske & Tetlock, 1997; McGraw & Tetlock, 2005; Rai & Fiske, 2011; 
Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, & Lerner, 2000). The tradeoff paradigm 
used might hinge on not only the group identity of the person with 
which the tradeoff is being made, but also upon the degree of reciprocity 
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1 I will henceforth use the term tradeoff to refer to such transactions. 
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to be expected from members of this group. Previous research suggests 
that individuals use a “group cooperation heuristic” (Yamagishi & 
Kiyonari, 2000), where a group member’s expected reciprocity is eval-
uated based on previous experiences with that group’s members. Hence, 
previous interactions with other groups should impact willingness to 
engage in economic interactions, and the ability to find tradeoffs, with 
members of these groups. 

To investigate how previous group interactions impact willingness to 
engage in economic interactions, I conducted a large survey experiment 
with a community-based sample of Sunni Arab refugees (N = 1685) 
residing in Turkey after fleeing from conflicts in Syria and Iraq. These 
are some of the most violent and destructive conflicts since the end of the 
Cold War (Pettersson & Eck, 2018), and were still very active while the 
survey was conducted. Such a sample departs from the Western, 
Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD) samples typi-
cally used in the behavioral sciences (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 
2010), and it assesses individuals from an active conflict situation. A 
field experiment in such a setting can help contribute to our under-
standing of the role of group affiliation in active conflict contexts. In the 
experiment, participants evaluated a series of hypothetical tradeoffs 
involving a phone, where another person claims the phone is theirs and 
offers monetary compensation to retrieve the phone. The ethno-religious 
affiliation of this other person was randomly assigned as either the 
ingroup (Sunni Arab) or the outgroup (Shia Arab) relevant to the con-
flict. Thereby, this study allows for a comparison of the acceptability of 
tradeoffs over a contested resource when the counterpart is either an 
ingroup member, or a member of the outgroup that was the main 
antagonist in the war. 

While individuals in general, and in particular individuals who have 
experienced violent intergroup conflict, may have positive attitudes 
towards the ingroup, they do not necessarily display negative attitudes 
towards outgroups (Brewer, 1999; Schaub, 2017). However, very few 
studies have investigated attitudes towards interacting with outgroups 
that were the main antagonists in violent conflict. Studying interactions 
with such individuals is at the current forefront of the research agenda 
on war and social preferences (Bauer et al., 2016). In conflicts where the 
main cleavages go along ethno-religious lines, such as in the conflicts in 
Syria and Iraq, individuals that have experienced traumatic events have 
likely done so at the hands of outgroup members. Thus, conducting a 
study in an environment of severe intergroup conflict provides a unique 
opportunity to look at how individuals’ preferences are affected by the 
previous actions of these groups in the conflict. 

2. Theoretical framework 

With the increased interest in the psychology of intergroup conflict 
and cooperation in recent decades, there has likewise been an increased 
interest in the theories about intergroup conflict, and the underlying 
mechanisms that shape attitudes, preferences and behaviour, (Böhm 
et al., 2018; Rusch, 2014). Decades of research shows that individuals 
are more altruistic, conciliatory, and ready to cooperate when inter-
acting with members of their own group (Bauer et al., 2016; Bernhard 
et al., 2006; Choi & Bowles, 2007; Mironova & Whitt, 2016b). This 
tendency is referred to as parochial altruism (Bernhard et al., 2006). 

There is still debate about to what degree such intergroup attitudes 
are a result of group identities in themselves, or adaptive responses to 
the threats and opportunities posed by other groups (Cottrell & Neuberg, 
2005; Neuberg & Schaller, 2016; Schaub, 2017). Furthermore, many 
different mechanisms may underlie the evolution of cooperation be-
tween humans as well as parochial altruism (Rand & Nowak, 2013). 
While ingroup bias is a commonly observed phenomenon even in non- 
conflict settings (Bernhard et al., 2006; Fehr, Bernhard, & Rock-
enbach, 2008), it is often viewed as serving to strengthen group cohesion 
in the face of outgroup aggression and competition (Bowles, 2008, 2009; 
Choi & Bowles, 2007; García & van den Bergh, 2011; Rusch, 2014). 
Based on multilevel selection arguments, groups composed of 

individuals willing to sacrifice own utility for the group are more suc-
cessful in intergroup competition compared to groups composed of 
selfish individuals. Such a tendency of increased cooperation in the face 
of outgroup competition, even when suboptimal for the individual, has 
been observed in experimental studies (Baron, 2001; Bornstein & Ben- 
Yossef, 1994; Puurtinen, Heap, & Mappes, 2015). 

While the potential mechanisms are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive, and parochialism may well result from an interplay between 
the abovementioned and other factors, the current manuscript draws 
mainly upon indirect reciprocity. Research has pointed out the potential 
role of indirect reciprocity in shaping parochial altruism (Masuda, 2012; 
Nowak & Sigmund, 2005). Unlike direct reciprocity, where cooperation 
is based on an expectation of reciprocation of the benefitted individual, 
indirect reciprocity relies on an expectation of reciprocation from other 
individuals based on their reputation for cooperation (Nowak & Sig-
mund, 2005; Rand & Nowak, 2013). As it is generally easier to uphold a 
reputation within groups than between groups, indirect reciprocity may 
contribute to the ingroup bias of parochial altruism, through increased 
cooperation in the ingroup. Meanwhile, when individuals interact with 
members of an outgroup, they use a general “group reputation value”, 
drawing inference about the reciprocal value of individual group 
members from the observations they have of the behaviour of other 
members of that group (Masuda, 2012). If members of a given group 
have behaved in a way that signals a low (high) reciprocal value, in-
dividuals may assign low (high) reciprocal values to all members of that 
group, even if there is no information about the reputation and recip-
rocal value of the specific individual they are interacting with. 

With ingroup members, where more information is generally avail-
able and repeated interactions are more likely, we would thus expect 
indirect reciprocity to result in something more akin to a Communal 
Sharing approach to tradeoffs (Fiske & Tetlock, 1997; McGraw & Tet-
lock, 2005). Under a Communal Sharing paradigm, there is no expec-
tation of a quid pro quo; instead the expectation is that an individual will 
freely share resources with ingroup members, and expect the same from 
ingroup members in return. Rather than being applied dyadically in a 
one-on-one relationship (as would be the case with direct reciprocity), 
reciprocity is extended to the entire group (or community). By showing a 
willingness to share resources with ingroup members, even if there will 
be no reciprocation from the individuals directly benefitted, individuals 
can enhance their reputation as co-operators, which may benefit them in 
future ingroup interactions. Meanwhile, refusing to share and demand 
remuneration would result in reputational costs, and make it less likely 
that others will be willing to cooperate in the future. Thus the price 
would play a lesser role in whether a tradeoff is accepted in the ingroup. 

In contrast with interactions with ingroup members, interactions 
with outgroup members would more likely follow a Market Pricing 
paradigm, which most closely resembles standard economic transaction 
rules based on supply and demand (Fiske & Tetlock, 1997; Kenrick & 
Griskevicius, 2013; McGraw & Tetlock, 2005). While ingroup in-
teractions are perceived as a repeated game, outgroup interactions are 
perceived as one-shot games, with no expectation of reciprocal in-
teractions (Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981; Fearon & Laitin, 1996). Instead, 
individuals will demand remuneration for whatever resource they offer, 
seeking to maximize profits and expecting others to do the same thing. 
Hence, on average, individuals would be more price sensitive in in-
teractions with outgroups, accepting profitable tradeoffs and avoiding 
non-profitable ones. This reasoning leads to the first hypothesis: H1: 
Individuals will employ a communal sharing paradigm when interacting 
with ingroup members, but employ a Market Pricing paradigm when 
interacting with outgroup members. 

The expectation in Hypothesis One differs little from what we would 
expect from other theories of intergroup attitudes and behaviour, such 
as social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2001). However, from a 
functional point of view, such a categorical treatment of conspecifics 
may risk overlooking potentially beneficial interactions. While in-
teractions with outgroup members present a specific set of adaptive 

E. Skoog                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           



Evolution and Human Behavior 42 (2021) 230–238

232

problems, they also provide opportunities for mutual gain (Neuberg, 
Kenrick, & Schaller, 2011; Schaller & Neuberg, 2008, 2012). Indeed, 
humans have developed a large range of practices that seem to be aimed 
at establishing trust to uphold indirect reciprocity also in relationships 
with outgroups (Fearon & Laitin, 1996; Hugh-Jones, Ron, & Zultan, 
2019). Therefore, the tradeoff paradigm employed should not be 
conditioned by group affiliation alone, but by cues about the degree to 
which members of a given group may be expected to engage in recip-
rocal actions in the future. Individuals may thus rely on a “group 
cooperation heuristic” (Yamagishi & Kiyonari, 2000) that incorporates 
expectations about future reciprocal relationships with a group based on 
previous actions by members of that group. Hostile actions by an out-
group member against an individual would be a strong cue that mem-
bers of this outgroup are not likely to engage in reciprocal behaviour, 
and thus have a low reciprocal value. In conflict situations, aggressions 
by outgroup members may even lead to acts of retribution (Lickel, 
Miller, Stenstrom, Denson, & Schmader, 2006), where hostility by the 
outgroup may cause a willingness to retaliate or pre-emptively act 
against outgroup members, including those who were not personally 
involved in the aggression. Thus, “vicariously” retaliating or taking 
unfair advantage of any member of a potentially threatening outgroup is 
perceived as motivated (Böhm et al., 2016; Lickel et al., 2006). That such 
retribution against outgroups may be triggered specifically by harm 
perpetrated by members of that outgroup has also recently found further 
empirical support (Hugh-Jones et al., 2019). In particular, personal 
threat, as opposed to group threat, induces people to act more in line 
with self-interest (Weisel & Zultan, 2016). 

For individuals who have not experienced harm by the outgroup, an 
outgroup member is less likely to be perceived as a threat. While there 
may be no reason to expect reciprocity, neither should there be reason to 
eschew potential future transactions. Thus, while employing a Market 
Pricing paradigm is not necessarily equivalent to outgroup derogation, it 
may indicate an increased willingness to take advantage of outgroup 
members. Insisting upon tradeoffs where the remuneration is much 
higher than the actual value of the resource suggest not only no 
expectation of future reciprocal interactions, but in fact a willingness to 
forgo the possibility of future interactions. As a result, the tradeoff 
paradigms employed should vary depending on whether the outgroup 
posed an actual physical threat in the conflict, and hence are perceived 
as an unlikely source of future reciprocal interaction partners. This 
consideration leads to the second hypothesis: H2: Individuals who have 
been the victims of physical harm by the outgroup will employ a more 
pronounced Market Pricing paradigm in interactions with outgroup 
members than will individuals who were not victimized by the 
outgroup. 

The question whether it is the physical threat posed by the group that 
affects what tradeoff paradigm is employed, or whether it is the group 
affiliation per se, the effects of which are exacerbated by hostile actions 
by the outgroup, still remains unanswered, however. While hostile ac-
tions reduce expectations of reciprocal relationships, a shared ingroup 
identity may prevent any such reactions towards ingroups. If this were 
the case, preferences towards the outgroup would be expected to change 
as a function of outgroup harm, but preferences towards ingroup 
members to remain fairly stable, regardless of what actions ingroup 
members would have taken. However, even in minimal group settings, 
group biases can be eliminated when the expectations of reciprocity and 
benefits from cooperation are removed (Baron, 2001; Yamagishi & 
Kiyonari, 2000; Yamagishi & Mifune, 2009). Indirect reciprocity in the 
ingroup depends on a belief that there will actually be future beneficial 
interactions with ingroups (Böhm et al., 2018; Rusch, 2014; Yamagishi 
& Kiyonari, 2000). If previous hostile actions drive expectations of 
reciprocity, then the employnet of a Market Pricing paradigm also to-
wards ingroup members when they were the perpetrators of harm 
should be expected. This reasoning leads to the third hypothesis: H3: 
Individuals who have been the victims of physical harm by the ingroup 
will employ a Market Pricing paradigm also in interactions with ingroup 

members. 

3. Material and methods 

3.1. Participants 

The study was approved by the research ethics board (Etikpröv-
ningsnämnden i Uppsala) on May 5th, 2017 and carried out in Turkey 
during the summer of 2017. The experiment was embedded within a 
longer survey on individual conflict experiences and attitudes among 
refugees. Potential participants were recruited among the refugee pop-
ulations from the ongoing conflicts in Syria and Iraq residing in Turkey, 
and the survey was administered in the field by local enumerators (see 
Appendix 1 for a more detailed description of the procedure). The survey 
was designed using the software Qualtrics, and could be taken in either 
Arabic or English. Participants completed the surveys individually on 
tablet computers. Demographic and background questions were asked 
before the experiment section of the survey. All answers were anony-
mous, and all participants received a participation fee of ₮10 (₮ =
Turkish Lira) upon completing the survey. At the time of the experiment, 
1 Turkish lira was equivalent to 0.276 USD. 

Recruitment was directed primarily at Sunni Arabs, as this group 
constitutes the majority of the refugee community from the conflict 
living in Turkey, and is also the most easily accessible. Within the 
refugee communities in Turkey, social life and social networks are 
mainly organized along sectarian and ethnic lines. Hence, ethno-
religious identity should be a salient group marker in this context. To 
gain access to these populations, the local enumerators worked through 
their social networks and contacts to build trust and reach individuals 
and families in the refugee community, who were subsequently invited 
to partake in the experiment. This procedure allowed access to a difficult 
to reach population. The anonymity of the answers was stressed to 
mitigate any reputational concerns that this recruitment process may 
cause. Before being asked to give consent to participate in the study, 
potential participants were informed that the survey was going to be 
about experiences during war and displacement and their impact on 

Table 1 
Descriptive statistics with background characteristics of the sample. As 
mentioned the sample was balanced on gender and country of origin. The 
sample was slightly biased towards younger and more highly educated in-
dividuals than might be expected from a truly random sample. Note that as some 
participants did not answer all questions, there is some variation in the number 
of observations for each of these variables.  

Variable name N Mean Std. 
dev. 

Min Max 

Female (0 = male, 1 = female) 1681 0.503 0.500 0 1 
Age groupa 1661 2.303 1.331 1 8 
Educationb 1672 4.520 1.322 1 6 
Urban background (0 = rural, 1 =

urban) 
1563 0.691 0.462 0 1 

Country of origin (0 = Syria, 1 = Iraq) 1639 0.509 0.500 0 1 
Rel. SES country of origin (0− 10)c 1676 6.334 2.224 0 10 
Rel. SES Turkey (0–10) 1674 6.569 2.463 0 10 
Exposured 1685 5.011 4.642 0 16 
Outgroup harm (0–6) 1559 4.056 0.474 0 6 
Ingroup harm (0–6) 1536 0.448 0.959 0 6  

a The age groups were 18–24, 25–34, 35–44, 45–54, 55–64, 65–74, 75–84 and 
85 and above. 

b The education levels were”No formal Schooling”,”Less than 6 years of 
schooling”,”6 years of schooling”,”9 years of schooling”,”12 years of schooling” 
and”More than 12 years of schooling”. 

c Relative socio-economic status for country of origin and for Turkey were 
measured on a scale from 0 to 10, where subjects ranked where they would place 
themselves relative to others in their country of origin before the war, or 
currently in Turkey. 

d The exposure measure is an index based on the 16-item Harvard Trauma 
Questionnaire Part I (Mollica et al., 1992). 
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economic and social decision-making. The full number of valid survey 
responses collected were 1937. However, not all of these self-identified 
as Sunni Arab in the survey. For the current study, only the responses of 
those who identified as Sunni Arabs are relevant for analyses, resulting 
in a sample of 1685 observations. The sample was balanced on gender 
(50.2% female, 49,6% male, 0.2% unknown/no answer) and country of 
origin (49.5% Iraqi, 47.8% Syrian, 2.7% unknown/no answer). See 
Table 1 for descriptive statistics of the sample. 

3.2. Experimental treatment and procedure 

The experimental task consisted of eleven hypothetical tradeoffs 
involving a phone to which both the participant and a hypothetical other 
refugee made a claim. The treatment variable “Group” consisted of the 
ethno-religious affiliation of the other party, operationalized as either 
Sunni Arab (ingroup) or Shia Arab (outgroup), randomly assigned to 
each participant (ingroup = 0, outgroup = 1). These operationalisations 
were chosen because they capture one of the most relevant cleavages in 
the ongoing conflicts in both Iraq and Syria. While there are many other 
group identities that may be relevant in the conflict context, the main 
parties in the conflict can primarily be divided along the lines of ethno- 
religious affiliation. Sunni and Shia Arabs also constitute the largest 
ethno-religious groups in both Syria and Iraq. Hence, for the Sunni Arab 
population, the Shia Arabs are the most obvious outgroup in the con-
flict.2 The participants were given the following information: “Imagine 
that you have a phone worth ₮600. A [Sunni Arab/Shia Arab] refugee 
claims the phone belongs to him. How much compensation would you 
require from him to let him keep the phone? For each of the questions 
below, indicate if you would accept or reject the compensation.” 

The price of the phone was based on the price of an inexpensive, low- 
range smartphone in Turkey. Thus, the phone in the example would not 
have been a particularly status-endowing item. However, within the 
refugee community, smartphones are of central importance for keeping 
in contact with family and friends still in the conflict zone or other host 
countries (Wall, Otis Campbell, & Janbek, 2017). Thus, almost everyone 
has a smartphone, and is able to relate to the object and its intrinsic 
value. The question was phrased in such a way that despite being a 
standard measure of participants’ willingness to sell the good at a certain 
price, it indicated that the issue was contested, thereby creating a situ-
ation with two actors with incompatible goals (Pruitt & Kim, 2004). This 
framing was chosen to capture a situation where there are competing 
claims to the resource, as such types of situations are particularly likely 
to see a failure to reach an acceptable tradeoff. Furthermore, while still 
hypothetical in nature, the context and situation was one that could 
potentially be occurring in the everyday lives of the participants. While 
phones are easily accessible in the refugee communities, they are not 
always procured through standard channels, which means that certainty 
about ownership could be an issue (Wall et al., 2017). There was no 
direct coercion implied in the question, merely a contested issue. Hence, 
there should be no reason to believe that the perceived costs associated 
with rejecting the claim should differ in any systematic way. The other 
person was always presented as a refugee, to imply that they were in a 
similar socio-economic situation as the participant themselves, and al-
ways as male. The exact phrasing of each of the eleven tradeoffs can be 
found in Appendix 1. 

Participants subsequently evaluated eleven tradeoffs where the hy-
pothetical refugee offered a monetary compensation to the participant. 
Each tradeoff was evaluated independently, and participants indicated 
whether they would accept the compensation and give up the phone, or 
reject the compensation. The offered compensation in the tradeoffs 

ranged from very high (₮4000) down to nothing (₮0) in steps of ₮400. 
For each value, the participants were asked “would you accept or reject a 
compensation of ₮X to let him keep the phone?”. Thus for each of the 
eleven tradeoffs, the outcome is a binary variable indicating acceptance 
or rejection of the compensation (accept = 1, reject = 0). As a result, the 
data has a hierarchical structure with individual tradeoffs at different 
prices, nested within individuals. Due to some missing data, the dataset 
included 17,842 decisions, which were nested within 1642 individuals. 

To test whether the effects of ethnoreligious group on tradeoff 
acceptance depends on the degree to which individuals had been 
harmed by members of that particular group, participants were asked to 
what extent various groups had taken action to harm them or their close 
family members during the conflict. The question was phrased as “To 
what extent have members of the following groups taken action to harm 
you or your close family members during the conflict?”. This was fol-
lowed by a list of the most relevant ethno-religious groups in the con-
flict.3 For each group, participants provided answers on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “to a very great extent”. The mea-
sures included in analyses are the same 7-point scales, but calibrated to 
start at 0 instead of 1 for easier interpretation of interaction effects. The 
ingroup (Sunni Arab) and outgroup (Shia Arab) harm measures have a 
significant, but not particularly strong, positive correlation, r(1,523) =
0.13, p < .001. 

4. Results 

Randomisation checks confirm that the randomisation of the Group 
treatment across participants was successful (no meaningful correlation 
with background factors). See appendix 2 for further detail and 
description of the data. The mean acceptance rate across all price levels 
was 35.8%. Analyses were conducted using the statistical software Stata. 

4.1. Testing Hypothesis I 

To investigate the effect of the ethnoreligious affiliation of the other 
person on acceptance over price levels, I ran a multilevel logistic 
regression with acceptance as the binary dependent variable, random 
intercepts for participants, and a cross-level interaction between price 
level and group treatment (model 1).4 Results are displayed in Table 2 
and Fig. 1. 

There was a positive and significant interaction of group and price 
level, χ2(1, N = 17,842) = 377.34, p < .001. Post-hoc simple effects tests 
(of the fixed effects) revealed a significant effect of group at the lowest 
price level, χ2(1, N = 17,842) = 50.26, p < .001, and a significant effect 
of group at the highest price level, χ2(1, N = 17,842) = 95.99, p < .001. 
Offers of zero were almost eight times less likely to be accepted from 
outgroup members than from ingroup members, (odds ratio 0.128). 
However, while the odds ratio increases by 1.155 per increment in price 
for ingroup members, the same increase for outgroup members is 2.773 
(see Fig. 1). Whereas an ingroup member’s offer is much more likely to 
be accepted at low price levels, the pattern is reversed at high prices, 
with an outgroup member’s offer being much more likely to be accepted. 

Participants were far less sensitive to the offered price when it comes 
to interactions with ingroup members, and the acceptance rate remains 
fairly stable across price levels. Even at offers of ₮0, an ingroup offer is 

2 In Syria, the Alawites are also important antagonists to Sunni Arabs. 
However, this group is fairly small, which may affect perceptions (Schaller & 
Abeysinghe, 2006), and Shia Arabs are generally perceived to be aligned with 
the Alawite-dominated government of Syria. 

3 The ethnoreligious groups were: Christians, Kurds, Shia Arabs, Alawites, 
Sunni Arabs and Turkomans.  

4 While the cross-level interaction could warrant a random slope model, my 
main theoretical interest is on the level 2 variables (individual level factors). 
Furthermore, overparameterization has been shown to reduce the reliability 
and interpretability of multilevel models (Bates, Kliegl, Vasishth, & Baayen, 
2015; Matuschek, Kliegl, Vasishth, Baayen, & Bates, 2017), and indeed, for 
almost all the models, random slope specifications fail to converge, even under 
Laplacian approximation. Hence, all models are random intercept models. 
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predicted to be accepted with a probability of about 30%. However, this 
only increases marginally at higher offered prices, and even at an offer of 
₮4000 (i.e. more than 6 times the actual value of the phone) the prob-
ability of acceptance is just above 40%. Meanwhile, as expected from a 
market pricing paradigm, the price sensitivity is much stronger when 
interacting with outgroup members, going from a predicted probability 
of acceptance at just over 10% at offers of ₮0, to almost 60% at ₮4000. 
These results are in line with H1, suggesting that, in this setting, in-
dividuals are prone to adopt a Communal Sharing paradigm with 
ingroup members, but a Market Pricing paradigm with members of the 
outgroup. 

4.2. Testing Hypothesis II 

Next, I tested whether extent of harm by the ethnoreligious outgroup 
(Shia Arabs, M = 4.056, SD = 2.473) moderated the two-way interaction 
reported above (model 2; see Table 3 and Fig. 2). 

The three-way interaction is significant χ2(1, N = 17,010) = 155.22, 

p < .001. Post-hoc simple effects tests show that for those with the 
highest degree of outgroup harm, the effect of group was significant both 
at price level 0, χ2(1, N = 17,010) = 42.10, p < .001, and at price level 
4000, χ2(1, N = 17,010) = 193.94, p < .001. However, for those with the 
lowest degree of harm, group was not significant for either of the above 
price levels (0, 4000), χ2(1, N = 17,010) = 1.0.57, p = .211 and χ2(1, N 
= 17,010) = 2.04, p = .153 respectively. Thus, as expected, the inter-
action between group affiliation and price is moderated by the degree of 
outgroup harm. For those who reported no harm by the outgroup, 
acceptance rates are across the board very low. In fact, acceptance 
probability increases as a function of price only for ingroup offers 
(though very modestly, odds ratio = 1.079). However, as the degree of 
outgroup harm increases, so does the strength of the effects of price level 
on acceptance. For those who reported the highest degree of outgroup 
harm, the predicted probability of accepting an ingroup member’s offer 
goes from a little below 20% at offer ₮0 to approximately 30% at an offer 
of ₮4000. Meanwhile, the probability of accepting an outgroup mem-
ber’s offer goes from less than 10% at an offer of ₮0 to well over 70% at 
an offer of ₮4000. 

These results thus are in line with the expectations from H2. While 
individuals who were not victimized by outgroup members do not 
differentiate between ingroup and outgroup members, and are in gen-
eral reluctant to accept any offers, individuals who have been victimized 
display a strong difference between ingroup and outgroup members. 
With ingroup members, the probability of acceptance, while increasing 
slightly with price as would be expected, is fairly stable, suggesting a 
Communal Sharing paradigm. Meanwhile for outgroup members, the 
probability of acceptance is very low at low price levels, but rises to very 
high at high price levels, which is consistent with a Market Pricing 
paradigm. The results are robust to alternative specifications including a 
number of potentially confounding background factors as control vari-
ables (see appendix 3). 

Table 2 
Model summaries of the empty (null) model and interaction model for the 
multilevel (random intercept) logistic regressions (model 1). The interclass 
correlation (ICC) of the null model indicates that approximately 80% of the total 
variation in acceptance rate stems from individual level (level 2) effects, which 
motivates the use of multilevel modelling. Note that model 2 reports Odds 
Ratios.   

(1) (2) 

Null model Model 1 (OR) 

Variables 
Price  1.155**  

(0.0147) 
Group  0.128**  

(0.037) 
Group * Price  1.618**  

(0.040) 
Intercept − 1.878** 0.040** 

(0.107) (0.008)  

Random effects 
Var (Intercept) 13.236 (0.761) 22.357 (1.389) 
ICC 0.801  
Observations 17,842 17,842 
Number of groups 1642 1642 

Standard errors in parentheses, all figures rounded to three decimal points. Since 
all significant effects are at p<0.01, the p<0.05 footnote is only included for 
consistency between tables, but does not refer to any effect in the table. 

Fig. 1. Probability of accepting offers from ingroup and outgroup members at 
different price levels. N = 17,842 in 1642 clusters (individual participants). 

Table 3 
Model summary of the model with the 3-way interaction of price, 
group treatment and outgroup harm measure (model 2). Note that 
the estimates are reported as Odds ratios. The results are clearly 
driven by the degree of outgroup harm, with only the price level in 
the ingroup having a very modest effect when outgroup harm is 0.   

(1) 

Model 2 (OR) 

Variables 
Price 1.079* 

(0.035) 
Group 0.494 

(0.278) 
Group * Price 0.994 

(0.050) 
Out_harm 2.180** 

(0.183) 
Price * Out_harm 1.015* 

(0.006) 
Group * Out_harm 0.736* 

(0.089) 
Group * Price * Out_harm 1.154** 

(0.013) 
Intercept 0.001** 

(0.0003)  

Random effects 
Var (Intercept) 24.997 (1.825) 
Observations 17,010 
Number of groups 1558 

Standard errors in parentheses, all figures rounded to three decimal 
points. 

** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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4.3. Testing Hypothesis III 

While one would expect there to be a much stronger and more long 
lasting response to outgroup harm than to ingroup harm (c.f. Olsson, 
Ebert, Banaji, & Phelps, 2005), if indirect reciprocity relies on expec-
tations about group cooperation, ingroup harm would also reduce the 
tendency of Communal Sharing. A Market Pricing paradigm would then 
be used also in the ingroup. To test this hypothesis (H3), I thus ran the 
same analyses as above, but using a measure of ingroup harm instead. 
The measures used is the measures for being harmed by the ethno- 
religious ingroup (Sunni Arabs, M = 0.448, SD = 0.959). As can be 
noted, the mean is very low, which is due to the low variance in re-
sponses to the ingroup harm measure (see appendix 2 for more detail). 
Out of the 1536 participants that responded to the ingroup harm item, 
only 28.19% (433 participants) reported any harm at all by ingroup 
members, and only 1.24% (19 participants) reported the highest level of 
harm by the ingroup. Hence, these results should be taken with a degree 
of caution. Table 4 shows the regression results and Fig. 3 shows the 
predicted probabilities of accepting tradeoffs for the ingroup and out-
group treatments respectively. 

The interaction between group and ingroup harm was significant, 
(although only at the 1% significance level), χ2(1, N = 16,653) = 7.67, p 
< .01. Post-hoc simple effects tests show that for tradeoffs with ingroup 
members, the effect of ingroup harm was significant at price level 0, 
χ2(1, N = 16,653) = 19.42, p < .001. However, it was not significant at 
price level 4000, χ2(1, N = 16.653) = 2.66, p = .103. Hence, ingroup 
harm makes people less likely to accept ingroup offers at low levels, but 
there is no clear effect of ingroup harm at high prices. Thus, the results 
suggest, in line with H3, that as ingroup harm increases, the profile in 
ingroup changes from Communal Sharing to Market Pricing. This is most 
evident in the left panel of Fig. 3. 

Interestingly, there is a reversal of the effects in the outgroup, where 
price sensitivity decreases as a function of ingroup harm. The three-way 
interaction of group, price level and ingroup harm was significant, χ2(1, 
N = 16,653) = 51.50, p < .001. Post-hoc simple effects test show that for 
tradeoffs with outgroup members, ingroup harm was not significant at 
price level 0, χ2(1, N = 16,653) = 0.13, p = .720, but it was significant at 

price level 4000, χ2(1, N = 16,653) = 11.97, p < .001. As before, the 
results are robust to the inclusion of a number of potentially con-
founding background variables as controls (see appendix 3). Since both 
harm measures are correlated, the outgroup harm measure was also 
included as a control. However, the results remained the same whether 

Fig. 2. Probability of accepting offers from ingroup and outgroup members at different price levels. The seven lines are the predicted probabilities at each level of 
outgroup harm ranging from 0 (not harmed by outgroup) to 6 (harmed to a great extent by outgroup). N = 17,010 in 1558 clusters (individual participants). 

Table 4 
Model summary of the model with the 3-way interaction of price, 
group treatment and ingroup harm measure (model 3). Note that 
the estimates are reported as Odds ratios. Outgroup harm is also 
included as a control, although not included in any interactions.   

(1) 

Model 3 (OR) 

Variables 
Price 1.088** 

(0.016) 
Group 0.055** 

(0.019) 
Group * Price 1.962** 

(0.063) 
In_harm 0.351** 

(0.083) 
Price * In_harm 1.151** 

(0.023) 
Group * In_harm 2.603** 

(0.899) 
Group * Price * In_harm 0.805** 

(0.024) 
Out_harm 3.288** 

(0.0206) 
Intercept 0.0002** 

(0.0001)  

Random effects 
Var (Intercept) 21.712 (1.558) 
Observations 16,653 
Number of groups 1524 

Standard errors in parentheses, all figures rounded to three deci-
mal points. Since all significant effects are at p<0.01, the p<0.05 
footnote is only included for consistency between tables, but does 
not refer to any effect in the table. 
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including this variable or not. 

5. Discussion 

Scholars have identified many social psychological characteristics of 
humans that seem to prevent acceptable tradeoffs from being reached, 
even when standard economic reasoning indicate that they should (Bar- 
Tal & Halperin, 2011; Fiske & Tetlock, 1997; Halperin & Bar-tal, 2015; 
McGraw & Tetlock, 2005). Such impediments may make objectively 
beneficial economic interactions appear unacceptable in the eyes of the 
parties. Results from this study suggest that group affiliation can affect 
the acceptability of intergroup economic interactions in the wake of 
conflict. These results are in line with the standard reasoning regarding 
intergroup interactions. However, the willingness to interact is driven by 
the threats to the individual posed by these groups in the conflict. Those 
who were harmed by members of the outgroup employ a Communal 
Sharing paradigm with ingroup members, and a Market Pricing para-
digm with outgroup members. Furthermore, individuals who had been 
harmed by members of the ingroup also employ a Market Pricing 
paradigm in interactions with ingroup members. Hence, the results 
suggest that intergroup interactions are moderated by the physical 
threat posed by the group to the individual. 

People may cooperate and employ communal sharing with members 
of groups where future mutually beneficial interactions can be expected, 
and market sharing with members of groups where such interactions 
seem unlikely. In situations of intergroup conflict, it is hardly surprising 
that outgroups, and in particular those whose members have taken 
hostile actions against an individual, would seem like unlikely interac-
tion partners. At the same time, ingroup cohesion may increase in the 
presence of outgroup threat, increasing ingroup cooperation and paro-
chialism (Bowles, 2008, 2009; Choi & Bowles, 2007). The adoption of 
Communal Sharing principles of tradeoffs in the ingroup make in-
dividuals less likely to accept tradeoffs that are perceived as exploitative 
or unfair to the other party when they are an ingroup member. Likewise, 
they may be more likely to accept tradeoffs that are of low values (even 
below the market value of the good itself) (Fiske & Tetlock, 1997), 

resulting in individuals being less sensitive to price in ingroup tradeoffs. 
Meanwhile, they employ a Market Pricing paradigm with groups that 
have acted in a way that suggests that mutually beneficial interactions 
are less likely. They are unwilling to accept tradoffs at a loss, but 
acceptant of profitable tradeoffs, and the results are also in line with 
previous findings that individuals negatively reciprocate against mem-
bers of groups that have previously acted to harm them (Hugh-Jones 
et al., 2019). This does not mean that a Market Pricing paradigm 
necessarily implies a hostile relationship; indeed, such paradigms are 
employed in many economic interactions. However, the employment of 
a Market Pricing paradigm does imply a low expectation of reciprocal 
relations, especially if some of the tradeoffs are clearly exploitative, 
which could be indicative of vicarious retribution (Lickel et al., 2006). 
Furthermore, while reciprocal relationships in the ingroup hinges upon 
maintaining a reputation for not exploiting interaction partners, the low 
probability of repeated interaction with outgroups could mean that 
reputational costs of exploitation are low (Fehr & Gächter, 2000; Fehr & 
Schmidt, 1999). This is in line with the research into intergroup re-
lations, and the evolution of intergroup cooperation through repeated 
interaction (Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981; Fearon & Laitin, 1996). 

In line with generalized reciprocity theory (Yamagishi & Kiyonari, 
2000), a Market Pricing paradigm is also applied to ingroups, when 
members of that group have taken actions to harm the individual. 
However, whereas previous studies of this phenomenon have largely 
relied on laboratory studies with artificial groups (Hugh-Jones et al., 
2019; Yamagishi & Kiyonari, 2000; Yamagishi & Mifune, 2009), this 
study examined real groups in a field setting. Even in this more realistic 
setting, expected reciprocity and real physical threat are as important as 
the actual group identity. This seems to point to a “group cooperation 
heuristic” (Yamagishi & Kiyonari, 2000) impacting the decision of what 
type of tradeoff paradigm to use. Of course, this interpretation does not 
preclude the possibility that other mechanisms may also underlie the 
results observed. Indeed, the current results do not directly speak to 
multilevel selection or social identity theory. However, while these 
theories may agree that outgroup harm would increase group cohesion, 
which could lead to Communal Sharing, they say little about the effects 

Fig. 3. Probability of accepting offers from ingroup and outgroup members at different price levels, holding outgroup harm at the mean (4.056). The seven lines are 
the predicted probabilities at each level of ingroup harm ranging from 0 (not harmed by ingroup) to 6 (harmed to a great extent by ingroup). N = 16,653 in 1524 
clusters (individual participants). 
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of ingroup harm. The results thus suggest that indirect reciprocity and 
group cooperation heuristics do play an important role in shaping in-
dividuals’ willingness to engage in economic interactions. It is of course 
possible that in the rather segregated environment in which this study 
was carried out, and where there is a relatively high degree of exposure 
to traumatic events, indirect reciprocity may be especially relevant. For 
instance due to the lack of information about, and the potentially high 
threat posed by, outgroup members in such settings, as well as strong 
expectations of reciprocity in the tightly knit Sunni Arab refugee com-
munity. Future studies should look at what other potential factors may 
impact willingness to make tradeoffs, and what contextual factors 
mediate these relationships. 

5.1. Limitations and future research 

The field setting and the design also result in a number of limitations. 
Firstly, the degree of outgroup and ingroup harm are, for obvious rea-
sons, not possible to randomly assign to individuals. While the main 
results are robust to the inclusion of a set of “most likely suspect” control 
variables, it is not possible to rule out omitted variable bias or reversed 
causality. For example, individuals more likely to differentiate between 
ingroups and outgroups, and in particular acting in a more self-serving 
manner towards outgroups, might also be more likely to be targeted 
by said outgroup. That said, the high prevalence of outgroup harm, and 
the generally indiscriminate nature of violence in the conflict, seems to 
speak against such a possibility. 

The lack of a “stranger treatment” is a further limitation. Such a 
treatment would have allowed for disentangling whether the paradigms 
are operating on the ingroup (i.e. harm causes a general tendency to-
wards market pricing, but not for ingroups), or outgroup (i.e. harm 
makes people act more along Communal Sharing lines, except towards 
the group that hurt them). Implementation of such a treatment would be 
difficult in the setting, as the degree of harm caused by “strangers” is not 
a sensible concept to measure. Another potential extension would have 
been to include a third group from the conflict which is less likely to be 
perceived as threatening (c.f. Hall & Kahn, 2019). While not a stranger 
treatment, such a design may have been able to further differentiate the 
outgroup identity effect from the outgroup harm effect. Nevertheless, 
the current study’s design still allows for separating between the group 
identity and group harm to some degree. Outgroup members are not 
necessarily considered hostile or non-reciprocal. It is the actions of 
group members that make us categorize groups as enemies or allies. For 
these less exposed individuals, we see general very high levels of 
rejection across the board. A potential explanation could be that for 
strangers, rejection may be a better strategy than exploitation. While 
there is no reason to trust others in a communal sharing manner, these 
outgroups have not proven themselves to be non-reciprocal and in-
dividuals may therefore not want to burn their bridges. They may then 
always reject tradeoffs, to signal that they are convinced of being the 
rightful owner, and unwilling to compromise over this fact. Sending 
such a signal is indicative of a potential for future interaction, which the 
more exploitative behaviour shown by those more exposed to harm does 
not suggest. Another potential explanation could be a general perception 
of the claim made being illegitimate, which is reduced by the experience 
of conflict exposure from the outgroup. While it is beyond the scope of 
this paper, such effects could partially explain the strong effects of 
outgroup harm on acceptance levels. 

Another potential limitation of the study is the fact that the task is a 
hypothetical one, with no real monetary stakes, and a hypothetical 
interaction partner. Of course, the type of interaction simulated would 
for practical, ethical, and economic reasons, be very difficult to realize in 
an actual interaction experiment. At the same time, the kinds of situa-
tions often used in many behavioral experiments with stakes are often 
somewhat artificial. The situation used, while also an abstraction on 
many levels, still includes issues that individuals in the conflict setting 
would be able to relate to. It is of course also possible that the 

preferences observed would not carry through to actual behaviour in a 
real-world interaction. However, while holding a certain attitude does 
not necessarily imply that one will engage in corresponding behaviour, 
is well established that attitudes do shape the intentions and willingness 
to engage in certain behaviours (Armitage & Christian, 2003). Thus, 
attitudes may not be a sufficient, but a necessary condition for behav-
iour. Furthermore, many previous studies on tradeoff paradigms have 
likewise employed hypothetical scenarios for individuals to evaluate 
(McGraw & Tetlock, 2005; Tetlock et al., 2000). 

In conclusion, the paper points to the substantial effects that inter-
group conflict may have on attitudes towards economic interactions 
within and between groups. In particular, the results suggest that indi-
vidual experiences of harm have substantial effects on the willingness to 
accept tradeoffs with others. After conflicts, the ability of groups to 
interact will depend on the conflict history, and while it may be 
important to address group level grievances, it may be just as important 
to address the individual relations and experiences of conflict. This 
insight might have important implications for post-conflict societies and 
refugee communities, where conflict legacies may impede economic 
interactions, thereby hampering growth and possible reconstruction, but 
also feeding potential new grievances that may result in a resurgence of 
violence. Willingness to interact with members of other groups depends 
on the individual experiences with these groups, and not just the group 
identity by itself. This puts into question the usefulness of the oft prac-
ticed policies of separation and segregation of groups as a means to 
overcome intergroup strife (e.g. Sambanis, 2000). Instead, focusing on 
reconciliation and justice for those subjected to harm, whether by 
ingroup or outgroup members, may be more conducive for rebuilding 
relationships and foster willingness to interact both within and between 
groups in the aftermath of violent conflict. For this purpose, future 
studies should also investigate the degree to which these results gener-
alize to other settings and populations, and uncovering which underly-
ing mechanisms, such as threat perception or emotions, are driving the 
willingness to interact with others. By doing so, we may be able to find 
ways in which victims of harm may be encouraged to interact, even with 
members of the groups that hurt them in the conflict, and move back to 
reconstructing their war-torn societies once the violence has ended. 
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