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• Ethnocentrism may have a basis in evolution
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• Use tools from evolutionary game theory to 
model interactions between agents
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Spatial Model
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Associate a cost k with the extra complexity
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• Ethnocentrism evolves in a very simple model

• Low cost of cognition for phase transition 
suggests ethnocentrism is not robust against 
cognitive complexity

• Cognitive mechanism must be
– Really inexpensive, or

– Be in place already

• Ethnocentrism maintains higher levels of 
cooperative interactions: should we rethink or 
biases?

• Ethnocentrism evolves under many games

Conclusion


