
Evolutionary Psychology  

www.epjournal.net – 2010. 8(2): 317-335  

¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯ 

 

Original Article 

Exploring the Evolved Concept of NEWCOMER: Experimental Tests of a 
Cognitive Model 

Andrew W. Delton, Center for Evolutionary Psychology, Department of Psychology, University of 
California, Santa Barbara, USA. Email: delton@psych.ucsb.edu (Corresponding author).  

Aldo Cimino, Center for Evolutionary Psychology, Department of Anthropology, University of California, 
Santa Barbara, USA. 

Abstract: Enduring human coalitions face the adaptive problem of integrating new 
members. Although newcomers can provide benefits (e.g., additional labor), newcomers 
can also create costs (e.g., by free riding). Due to the unique adaptive problems they pose, 
we hypothesize that the mind contains an evolved concept of NEWCOMER. We test the 
design of this concept experimentally and show that the activation of the NEWCOMER 
concept elicits a variety of anti-free rider responses (e.g., a decrease in trust) with 
adaptively-targeted exceptions (e.g., a minimal increase in exclusion sentiment). These 
results support the hypothesis that the mind contains specialized concepts for 
understanding, creating, and sustaining intergenerational coalitions. 
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Introduction 

Many human coalitions have overlapping membership generations: new members 
enter while older members remain. This is not an artifact of modern life and was likely a 
recurrent feature of human ancestral environments (Keeley, 1996; Tiger, 1984; Webster, 
1932). The existence of coalitional newcomers is an important adaptive problem for 
veterans, one that may have selected for specialized concepts. For although newcomers can 
increase the net benefits a coalition1 provides for its members (e.g., more labor, additional 

                                                 

1 We use the word “coalition” to refer to a subset of human groups whose members are interdependent, 
whose association is long-lasting, and whose joint actions at least sometimes produce collective goods. We 
avoid the more general term “group” as the processes we are studying would not necessarily apply to non-
coalitional groups (see also Lickel, Hamilton, and Sherman, 2001). 
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skills), they may also impose significant costs (Alencar, Siqueira, and Yamamoto, 2008; 
Chagnon, 1988; Ehrhart and Keser, 1999; Ermer, 2008; Honeycutt, 2005; Iannaccone, 
1992; Karau and Williams, 1993; Kerr, 1983; McElreath, Boyd, and Richerson, 2003; 
Moreland, 1985; Moreland and Levine, 2002; Moreland, Levine, and Wingert, 1996; Sosis, 
2003; Tooby and Cosmides, 1988; Tooby, Cosmides, and Price, 2006; Williamson, 1981; 
Ziller and Behringer, 1965). In this article, we develop and test parts of a cognitive model 
of a hypothesized NEWCOMER2 concept, a concept that generates adaptive responses to new 
coalition members. This model predicts, among other effects, that newcomers will elicit 
anti-free rider responses, but with adaptively-targeted exceptions.  

Our approach to this problem combines elements from two theoretical perspectives. 
First, we adopt a conceptual semantics approach (e.g., Barrett, 2005; Barrett and Kurzban, 
2006; Jackendoff, 2006; Lieberman, 2007; Pinker, 2007; Talmy, 2000; Tooby, Cosmides, 
and Barrett, 2005). This approach focuses on formally characterizing the nature of the 
information that cognitive mechanisms process (i.e., the operative representations, 
primitives, and rules). For example, Jackendoff (2006) shows how various sharing rules 
identified by anthropologists and social psychologists, such as communal sharing and 
reciprocity (Fiske, 1992), can be decomposed into their elementary primitives and 
arguments, and how doing so provides additional insights not gained from a more macro 
level analysis. We attempt a similar analysis here. Thus, we decompose coalitional 
psychology into some of its constituent concepts (e.g., NEWCOMERS and FREE RIDERS) and 
the inferences they license.  

Second, we use the sociofunctional approach of Neuberg, Cottrell, and colleagues 
(Cottrell and Neuberg, 2005; Neuberg and Cottrell, 2002; Neuberg, Smith, and Asher, 
2000). This approach, derived from evolutionary and social psychology, assumes that the 
mind is a collection of mechanisms designed by natural selection to generate adaptive 
social decisions (see also Kenrick, Maner, and Li, 2005; Kurzban, 2003; Maner et al., 2007, 
2009; Cosmides and Tooby, 1989). Specifically, this approach focuses on the costs and 
benefits created by qualitatively different types of social entities that have existed across 
evolutionarily-relevant time spans—such as coalitions versus mateships—and how these 
qualitative differences lead to specialized, domain-specific responses. The goal of the 
sociofunctional approach, as with other evolutionary psychological research, is not to test 
specific hypotheses about the human ancestral past, but to use what knowledge we have 
about the past to constrain and generate plausible theories of extant human psychology and 
then test these theories empirically. By combining these two perspectives, we map 
previously unexplored features of the psychology of intergenerational coalitions. 

 
The Adaptive Problem of Integrating Newcomers 

In principle, coalition entry could be essentially costless for newcomers and 
veterans, involving only the introduction of mutual common knowledge that a newcomer is 
a member of the coalition. In other words, coalition entry logically requires only cognitive 
re-categorization from non-member to member. In the real world, however, newcomer 
integration often entails significant costs. Newcomers may be required to undergo lengthy 
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2 Adopting a standard convention, we use small caps for concepts in the mind (e.g., “NEWCOMERS”) and 
standard font for entities in the world (e.g., “newcomers”). 
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and costly inductions and veterans must pay the cost of administering these inductions. 
Even where such inductions do not exist, actual newcomer integration appears to be a 
consistent source of ambivalence, tension, and stress (Bey, 1972; Cini, Moreland, and 
Levine 1993; Davis, 1998; Honeycutt, 2005; Keating et al., 2005; Moreland, 1985; 
Moreland and Levine, 2001, 2002; Van Maanen and Schein, 1979). Why this discrepancy? 
We hypothesize that one reason newcomer integration deviates from essentially cost-free 
re-categorization is the possibility of newcomers exploiting veterans. 

Ancestrally, veteran coalition members were vulnerable to newcomer exploitation 
in part due to the presence of automatic benefits—coalition benefits available to 
newcomers upon entry at little or no cost (Cimino and Delton, in press). Automatic benefits 
are typically communal benefits that were created by past collective actions (i.e., club 
goods or common pool resources for the coalition in question). “Status” (dominance or 
prestige) is an especially pure example of an automatic benefit: To the extent that a 
coalition is considered high-status by outsiders, individuals recognized as newcomers to the 
coalition can immediately begin accruing the benefits of the coalition’s status. Because 
status is nonmaterial, veterans cannot physically prevent recognized members from 
consuming status, reinforcing its automatic accrual to newcomers. 

Prior to joining a coalition, newcomers have generally contributed much less than 
veterans (or even nothing at all) to the maintenance of automatic benefits. Ancestrally, this 
regularity would have increased the viability of short-term exploitation by free-riding 
newcomers—newcomers playing a strategy of taking automatic benefits without 
sufficiently contributing. Thus, the possibility of exploitative newcomer behavior—in 
combination with a consistent informational asymmetry between newcomers and 
veterans—may have acted as a selection pressure for the development of a dedicated 
NEWCOMER concept. 

Note that we do not hypothesize that veterans in ancestral coalitions faced an 
information vacuum with respect to newcomers. Instead, we hypothesize that inferences 
about future newcomer behavior within the coalition were (on average) subject to a higher 
degree of error and uncertainty than inferences about future veteran behavior. The 
hypothesized NEWCOMER concept is designed to license inferences about new members in 
the face of information uncertainty. As such, the proper domain of the NEWCOMER concept 
is those individuals whose recent entry (or quasi-entry) creates imprecise estimates of 
coalition-specific, behavior-regulating variables.3 

 
The Nature of the NEWCOMER Concept 

The NEWCOMER concept is designed to take cues of short tenure length as input and 
generate parametric modulations of existing motivational systems as output (e.g., decreases 
in trust and entitlement). Although it is possible that there are unique motivational systems 
designed only to respond to newcomers, in this article we focus on how categorization as a 
newcomer affects responses that are relevant to other types of coalition members as well, 
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3 On this view, simply having the ordinally shortest tenure is not sufficient for categorization as a 
NEWCOMER, as established members with lengthy tenure may nonetheless be newest relative to other 
members. The length of tenure required to stop being categorized as a NEWCOMER, and how this interacts 
with the characteristics of the coalition, is an open question. 
 

 
 

  



Specialized responses for newcomers 

such as monitoring and sanctioning. For ease of exposition, we speak dichotomously in 
terms of “newcomers” and “veterans.” However, we hypothesize that (a) the mind encodes 
the tenure lengths of individual coalition members as continuous variables, (b) a member’s 
tenure length (among other variables) influences responses to and judgments about that 
member, and (c) individuals with very short tenure—newcomers—represent a privileged 
portion of the tenure continuum (on “shortness,” see Note 3). By privileged, we mean that 
the extremity of responses to newcomers is not well predicted by simple extrapolation from 
responses to longer tenure lengths. This has the effect of turning an underlying continuous 
dimension (tenure) into an almost categorical set of responses (see Hampton, 2007, for 
converging research on continuous dimensions and categorical responding in cognitive 
psychology). Previous work addressed this directly by presenting subjects with individuals 
who were newcomers, medium-term veterans, long-term veterans, or very long-term 
veterans (Cimino and Delton, in press, Exp. 1). As hypothesized, subjects’ responses 
distinguished between the various tenure lengths, but newcomers received especially 
negative responses. Indeed, subjects seemed to treat newcomers as if they were quasi-free 
riders. However, an experiment in Cimino and Delton (in press, Exp. 2) also suggests that 
newcomer categorization can proceed independently of free rider categorization. In this 
study, subjects viewed a social world of newcomers and veterans, half of whom were free 
riders and half of whom were cooperators. Despite the presence of free riders—who, by 
hypothesis, should activate many of the same responses as newcomers—subjects continued 
to track the newcomer/veteran distinction among the cooperative targets. Among 
newcomer targets, moreover, subjects differentiated by free rider/cooperator status. 
Together, these two results imply that newcomers are tracked separately from free riders. 
This result creates an odd conflation: Despite being assigned to separate categories, 
newcomers and free riders elicit similar responses.  

Given that there is already evidence that the mind contains a FREE RIDER concept 
(which, like tenure, is also a continuum) and that this concept embodies an evolved logic 
(Delton et al., 2006; Price, 2006; Price, Cosmides, and Tooby, 2002), why not use the FREE 
RIDER concept for identifying and responding to newcomers? We suggest that the function 
of having separate concepts of NEWCOMER and FREE RIDER is to allow for distinct responses 
to different adaptive problems (each of which, however, has partially overlapping 
functional requirements). In this article, we propose a cognitive model of (some of) the 
distinctions between NEWCOMER and FREE RIDER, and provide initial empirical support by 
testing for three predicted design features. 

 
Predicted Design Feature 1: Newcomers Will Elicit Anti-Free Rider Responses with 
Adaptively-Targeted Exceptions 

There are at least five inferences that should be made when an individual is 
categorized as a FREE RIDER, some of which should also be made when an individual is 
categorized as a NEWCOMER: decreases in trust and benefit entitlement, and increases in 
monitoring, exclusion sentiment, and anger (Barclay, 2004; Boyd and Richerson, 1988, 
1992; Dawes, 1980; Fehr and Gächter, 2000; Hauert et al., 2002a, 2002b; Kiyonari and 
Barclay, 2008; Komorita and Parks, 1995; Kurzban et al., 2001; Masclet et al., 2003; 
Neuberg, Smith, and Asher, 2000; O’Gorman, Henrich, and Van Vugt, 2008; Ostrom, 
Walker, and Gardner, 1992; Panchanathan and Boyd, 2004; Van Lange et al., 1992; 
Yamagishi, 1986). Changes in trust imply that the mind is updating its expectation that the 
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individual will consider the self’s or allies’ interests when making unmonitored decisions 
(Cottrell, Neuberg, and Li, 2007; Kelley et al., 2003; Ostrom and Walker, 2003; Simpson, 
2007). Changes in benefit entitlement imply that the mind is updating whether the 
individual’s consumption of a resource is considered warranted versus illicit (sensu 
Cosmides and Tooby, 1989). Changes in monitoring imply that the mind is updating its 
time allocation to spend more time examining the individual’s behavior (Ostrom, 2000; 
Price, 2006). Changes in exclusion imply the mind is updating the permissibility of the 
individual being a member of the coalition (Adler and Adler, 1995; Kurzban and Leary, 
2001). Changes in anger (sometimes referred to as punitive sentiment) imply the activation 
of mechanisms that threaten aggression or withdrawal of cooperation (Lazarus, 1991; Sell, 
Tooby, and Cosmides, 2009; Yamagishi, 1986). 

 
Figure 1. A model of the inferences elicited when an individual is categorized as (A) a free 
rider or (B) a newcomer. In the figures, boxes represent information coming into this part 
of the system based on previous perceptual, inferential, or decision processes; circles 
represent functions that change internal magnitudes by varying degrees. 
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Importantly, the degree to which these inferences are activated should depend on 

whether the target is categorized as a NEWCOMER or a FREE RIDER. If the target is 
categorized as a FREE RIDER, then all of these inferences should be strongly activated; this is 
depicted in Figure 1A. Many of these inferences should also be activated when a target is 
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categorized as a NEWCOMER. However, it defeats the purpose of incorporating newcomers 
into a coalition if they immediately activate strong responses of anger and exclusion 
sentiment. Arbitrary newcomer-directed anger and exclusion sentiment are likely to 
generate disaffiliation or coordination problems (but see Cimino, 2010). Thus, on our 
analysis, veterans must respond to newcomers in ways similar to free riders, but with 
adaptively-targeted exceptions in their profile of responses; this is depicted in Figure 1B. 
Thus, Design Feature 1 proposes that the mind contains the mechanisms depicted in Figure 
1A and Figure 1B. 

An alternative hypothesis might posit that newcomers do not activate a separate 
NEWCOMER concept but instead weakly activate the FREE RIDER concept. On this 
hypothesis, the pattern of inferences elicited by newcomers should mirror those elicited by 
free riders, but with an attenuated effect size. This hypothesis views the mind as containing 
the mechanism depicted in Figure 1A, but not Figure 1B. 

Using vignettes, Experiment 1 tests for the existence of Design Feature 1. First, we 
examine whether newcomers elicit anti-free rider responses with targeted exceptions. Will 
newcomers, relative to veterans, strongly activate responses of monitoring, 
untrustworthiness, and low entitlement—the anti-free rider responses—but only weakly 
activate responses of anger and exclusion sentiment—the targeted exceptions? Even if we 
found support for this pattern of results, however, an alternative hypothesis might predict 
that free riders have the same targeted exceptions. To rule this out, we also examine 
whether free riders elicit a different set of anti-free rider responses. In other words, we test 
whether free riders, relative to cooperators, strongly activate all five measured anti-free 
rider responses. The confirmation of both sets of patterns—showing a qualitative difference 
between responses to newcomers (relative to veterans) and responses to free riders (relative 
to cooperators)—would support the hypothesis of a specialized NEWCOMER concept while 
ruling out a plausible alternative. 

  
Predicted Design Feature 2: Newcomer Consumption of Automatic Benefits Will Elicit 
Stronger Anti-Free Rider Responses 

Automatic benefits are communally shared and are not the property or product of 
any one member. Given that coalition entry logically requires only the introduction of 
mutual common knowledge (see above), it is possible that the mind could view newcomers 
and veterans as equally entitled to automatic benefits.4 However, if the mind contains 
evolved inference rules that embody a correlation between newcomer status and free riding, 
then veterans will treat newcomer consumption of automatic benefits as a cue of a 
potentially exploitative strategy. This predicts that newcomers who consume automatic 
benefits will elicit a profile of responses more appropriate for free riders. Because the 
conceptual structure of coalitional psychology licenses the inference that veterans are 
entitled to automatic benefits, there should be little to no recalibration if they are observed 
consuming them. We test this in Experiment 1 by contrasting a Benefit Rejection condition 
with a Benefit Acceptance condition. Our model predicts that newcomers will be viewed 
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4 Of course, if a newcomer’s rate of contribution (as opposed to their absolute level of contribution) falls 
below some threshold, they may be categorized as free riders. As described in the article, however, the 
adaptive problem of free riders is somewhat different from the adaptive problem of newcomers. 
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more negatively in the Benefit Acceptance condition than in the Benefit Rejection 
condition. Moreover, this effect should be comparatively weaker for veterans. 

 
Predicted Design Feature 3: Anti-Free Rider Responses Will Be Attenuated by Large 
Labor Inputs 

Observing a newcomer consuming automatic benefits is predicted to elicit anti-free 
rider responses. However, if the newcomer has already paid costs to provision the coalition, 
it reduces the likelihood that the newcomer is engaged in a purely exploitative strategy (cf. 
Moreland and Levine, 1982; Stiff and Van Vugt, 2008; Van Vugt and Hart, 2004). (All else 
equal, this logic also applies to veterans.) If the mind contains inference rules that embody 
this correlation, then we should be able to attenuate, eliminate, or even reverse the effects 
of automatic benefit consumption on anti-free rider responses to newcomers. We test this in 
Experiment 2 by comparing newcomers who have contributed a great deal (given their 
tenure) to veterans who have contributed the minimal amount for coalition membership 
(given their tenure).  

Experiment 1: Targeted Exceptions and Automatic Benefits 

Materials and Methods 

Subjects  
Subjects were 39 students (30 female) at the University of California, Santa 

Barbara. Subjects received partial course credit for participation. 
 

Procedure  
The entire experiment was computerized and self-paced. Subjects were asked to 

imagine themselves as a veteran member of a group called the Ice Walkers. To help 
increase immersion, subjects wore wristbands identifying their membership in the Ice 
Walkers. As we are interested in newcomers to coalitions specifically (see Note 1), not 
newcomers to groups more generally, we therefore described the Ice Walkers as an 
enduring, interdependent, benefit-generating social organization. 

Subjects learned that the Ice Walkers were arctic specialists engaged in activities 
requiring intense cooperation (e.g., climbing, hunting). Importantly, subjects read that the 
Ice Walkers were prestigious in the eyes of outsiders and that this prestige applied to 
newcomers as well as veterans. Subjects then read about eight members of the Ice Walkers: 
four veterans and four newcomers. Half of the newcomers had three weeks of tenure, half 
had three days of tenure. All newcomers were described as having participated in zero Ice 
Walker expeditions. Subjects read that it was not logistically possible for newcomers to 
participate in an expedition until the fourth week of membership. Tenure for veteran 
members was similarly divided in half between five- and nine-year members. Veterans 
were described as having participated in either 100 or 200 expeditions, respectively. 
Subjects were instructed to imagine that they had been a member of the Ice Walkers for six 
years and had completed 140 expeditions. 

Subjects first read four short vignettes: two about newcomers and two about 
veterans. Each of the four vignettes described a situation wherein a member was given an 
opportunity to benefit from their status as an Ice Walker. These benefits were all offered by 
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non-members: free sporting equipment, entrance to an exclusive club, free drinks at a bar, 
or an invitation to a party. For subjects in the Benefit Rejection condition, these vignettes 
described the member turning down the benefit. For subjects in the Benefit Acceptance 
condition, these vignettes described the member accepting the benefit. 

Subjects in both conditions then read four additional vignettes about the remaining 
two newcomers and two veterans. Here, all four members were described as free riding on 
the efforts of the coalition: not contributing money to pay for a party, not helping to put 
away equipment after drills, not cleaning up after a charity event, or not helping re-paint 
the Ice Walker facilities. The free riding vignettes did not vary by condition. 

Our goal is to test whether coalition newcomers elicit a profile of responses that is 
in many ways similar to the responses elicited by free riders. It would therefore defeat the 
purpose of the study to ask subjects to read vignettes about actual free riding prior to 
reading vignettes about benefit acceptance or rejection. Reading free riding vignettes first 
might prime anti-free riding responses. To avoid this, the block of free riding vignettes 
always came last. Within each block, all members had a unique length of tenure, the order 
of members was randomized, and the pairing of members to specific vignettes was 
randomized. 

After each vignette, subjects expressed their responses to the members on five 
scales: (1) Exclusion: “Do you want this member kicked out of the group?”; (2) Anger: 
“Do you feel angry at this person?”; (3) Trust: “Do you think this member is trustworthy?”; 
(4) Monitoring: “Should you watch this person to make sure he does his fair share of the 
work?”; (5) Negative entitlement: “Do you think this group member is unfairly benefiting 
from the work of OTHER group members?” (We call this negative entitlement because 
higher ratings reflect lower entitlement and lower ratings reflect higher entitlement.) Each 
question had a scale from 1 to 6 (1 = “not at all” and 6 = “very much”). Questions were 
asked in a different, random order for every member. For each question type, results are 
based on the average rating given to the two newcomers or the two veterans within the 
benefit acceptance/rejection and free riding blocks. 

Results 

All significance tests use two-tailed p-values. Standard Pearson correlations (r) are 
included as a measure of effect size. Unless otherwise noted, we test hypotheses using 
focused contrasts (Rosenthal, Rosnow, and Rubin, 2000). Some effects sizes are labeled 
rinteraction. These effects (and associated inferential statistics) represent whether the 
difference between, e.g., newcomers and veterans on one dimension is larger than the 
difference between newcomers and veterans on a second dimension. Statistically, they are 
therefore interactions with one df in their numerator and can be tested using focused 
contrasts (Rosenthal et al., 2000). 

 
Testing Design Feature 1: Do Newcomers Elicit Anti-Free Rider Responses with 
Adaptively-Targeted Exceptions? 

As predicted, newcomers were rated more negatively than veterans on all scales 
(see the “Test of Difference” columns in Table 1). Moreover, so were free riders relative to 
cooperators. To test whether anti-free rider responses to newcomers had targeted 
exceptions, we proceed in two steps. First, we test whether differences between newcomers 
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and veterans on anger and exclusion sentiment are statistically smaller than differences 
between newcomers and veterans on trust, monitoring, and negative entitlement (as in 
Figure 1B). Second, we test whether this pattern is different for free riders relative to 
cooperators (as in Figure 1A). (For all tests, we use the data from the Benefit Rejection 
condition, as it provides the cleanest test of the hypothesis; the same patterns emerge, 
however, for the Benefit Acceptance condition.5) 

Are there targeted exceptions for newcomers? Yes: Newcomers depicted rejecting 
automatic benefits generated more anger (r = .49) and more exclusion sentiment (r = .39) 
than veterans depicted rejecting automatic benefits, but these differences were much 
smaller than differences in trust (r = .83), monitoring (r = .77), and negative entitlement    
(r = .76), all ts(18) > 4 for comparing effect sizes to each other, all ps < .001, all rinteractions 
ranged .69 - .81. Moreover, there were no differences between the effect sizes for anger and 
exclusion sentiment or between any of the effect sizes for trust, monitoring, and negative 
entitlement, all ps > .24.  

This pattern of anti-free rider responses with targeted exceptions is hypothesized to 
be unique to newcomers compared with veterans; it should not hold if we instead compare 
free riders and cooperators.6 Do responses toward actual free riders lack the targeted 
exceptions of newcomers? In general, yes: First, consider only newcomer free riders 
relative to newcomer cooperators. As predicted, the profile of responses was very negative 
toward newcomer free riders. Newcomer free riders generated more anger than newcomer 
cooperators (r = .97), more exclusion sentiment (r = .96), less trust (r = .94), more 
monitoring (r = .91), and more negative entitlement (r = .93). This pattern for newcomer 
free riders versus newcomer cooperators was qualitatively different than the pattern for 
newcomers versus veterans, revealing a lack of targeted exceptions. Notably, although not 
specifically predicted by the theory depicted in Figure 1, the effects for anger and exclusion 
sentiment were descriptively larger than the other effect sizes.   
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Does the absence of targeted exceptions apply to veteran free riders as well? 
Veteran free riders, compared to veteran cooperators, generated more anger (r = .96), less 
trust (r = .92), more monitoring (r = .93), and more negative entitlement (r = .92). Again, 
although not directly predicted by the theory, there was no targeted exception for anger; it 
was descriptively larger than the effects for trust, monitoring, and negative entitlement. For 
exclusion sentiment, however, the difference between veteran free riders and veteran 
cooperators (r = .88) was smaller than the above differences between veteran free riders 
and veteran cooperators on trust, monitoring, and negative entitlement (all ps for the 
differences in effect sizes ≤ .01). While this is strictly inconsistent with our initial 
hypothesis, it may evidence a functional logic. That is, long tenure may imply a significant 
history of contribution and thus buffer against exclusion for a single act of free riding. 

 

5 There is evidence of carryover effects from the benefit acceptance/rejection vignettes to the free riding 
vignettes—compare the absolute levels of responses to free riders in the top and bottom halves of Table 1. 
Given that the same patterns emerge in both conditions, however, this suggests that these carryover effects do 
not mitigate the larger conclusions we draw about newcomers and targeted exceptions. 
6 For ease of exposition, we use the term “cooperators” instead of the term “non-free riders.” However, it 
should be remembered that these targets were never explicitly described as free riding or cooperating; instead, 
they simply accepted or rejected automatic benefits. 
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Table 1. Responses elicited by newcomers and veterans in Experiment 1 

 
 

Altogether, the pattern of results when comparing free riders to cooperators appears 
qualitatively different from the pattern of results when comparing newcomers to veterans. 
But are these qualitative differences statistically meaningful? We tested this using two 
repeated measures ANOVAs. Both ANOVAs contrasted the pattern of responses elicited 
by newcomers (relative to veterans) with either (a) the responses elicited by newcomer free 
riders (relative to newcomer cooperators) or (b) the responses elicited by veteran free riders 
(relative to veteran cooperators). Both ANOVAs had two factors. The first factor had two 
levels, with one level representing difference scores between newcomers and veterans and 
the second level representing difference scores between, e.g., newcomer free riders and 
newcomer cooperators. The second factor had five levels, with each level representing a 
type of response (e.g., anger, trust). Does the patterning of the responses depend on 
whether the comparison involves newcomers and veterans instead of free riders and 
cooperators? That is, do the ANOVAs reveal significant interactions? In both cases, they 
did: The patterning of responses to newcomers was qualitatively different from the 
patterning of responses to either type of free rider. This is shown statistically by the large 
interaction effect in the ANOVA contrasting newcomer/veteran responses with newcomer 
free rider/newcomer cooperator responses, F(4,16) = 7.42, p = .0001, partial η2 = .76, and 
the large interaction effect in the ANOVA contrasting the newcomer/veteran responses 
with the veteran free rider/veteran cooperator responses, F(4,16) = 7.42, p = .002, partial η2 
= .66. (The two main effects were also significant in both ANOVAs, all ps < .05.) These 
qualitative differences cast doubt on the alternative hypothesis that newcomers are simply 
weakly activating the FREE RIDER concept.  
 
Testing Design Feature 2: Does Newcomer Consumption of Automatic Benefits Elicit 
Stronger Anti-Free Rider Responses?  

As predicted, newcomers observed accepting automatic benefits, relative to 
newcomers rejecting automatic benefits, were viewed more negatively (rs ranged .62-.72, 
all ps < .0001; see Table 1 for descriptives). Although the effects were generally smaller, 
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this was also true of veterans observed consuming automatic benefits relative to veterans 
rejecting such benefits (rs ranged .37-.56, all ps ≤ .022; see Table 1 for descriptives).  

Did newcomers consuming automatic benefits elicit an especially pronounced 
activation of anti-free rider responses? This was tested by comparing whether newcomers, 
relative to veterans, elicit especially negative responses in the Benefit Acceptance condition 
compared to the Benefit Rejection condition, where the difference between newcomers and 
veterans should be comparatively muted. This was the case for anger (t(37) = 2.66, p = 
.011, rinteraction = .40), exclusion (t(37) = 1.97, p = .056, rinteraction = .31), monitoring (t(37) = 
2.68, p = .011, rinteraction = .40), and negative entitlement (t(37) = 2.23, p = .032, rinteraction = 
.34). Figure 2 depicts this effect for negative entitlement as an example. 

Results for trust did not support the prediction of especially pronounced negative 
responses to newcomers consuming automatic benefits; consumption of automatic benefits 
produced equal decreases in trust for both newcomers and veterans (t(37) = 0.84, p = .405, 
rinteraction = .14). One possible explanation for this result is that veterans set trust levels so 
low for newcomers that a large reduction is unnecessary if automatic benefits are 
consumed. Nonetheless, in four of five tests, the effect of consuming automatic benefits 
was larger for newcomers than veterans. 
 
Figure 2. Automatic benefits and negative entitlement. Higher ratings reflect less 
entitlement to coalition benefits. The results from the negative entitlement measure are 
used as an example of the effect of consuming automatic benefits on anti-free rider 
responses; ratings could range from 1 to 6. Measures of anger, exclusion, and monitoring 
showed similar effects. Error bars represent ±SEM. 
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Experiment 2: Overriding Free Rider Status Through Labor Inputs 

Experiment 1 provided evidence consistent with Design Feature 1: Newcomers 
elicited anti-free rider responses with targeted exceptions. It also provided evidence 
consistent with Design Feature 2: Newcomers received especially negative responses when 
consuming automatic benefits. In Experiment 2, we test Design Feature 3, whether labor 
contributions can override free rider status, even in the strong case where newcomers 
consume automatic benefits. 

Materials and Methods 

Subjects  
Subjects were 38 students (27 female) at the University of California, Santa 

Barbara. Subjects received partial course credit for participation. 
 
Procedure  

This experiment was identical to Experiment 1 with four exceptions. First, we 
removed the vignettes involving free riding. Second, we added four additional vignettes 
where an automatic benefit was offered (free car wash, extension on a class paper, free 
food at a bar, moving to the head of a long line to buy college textbooks). Third, all 
subjects read vignettes in which the target member accepted an automatic benefit. Fourth, 
to manipulate labor input, half the members of each tenure length were described as 
“putting in the minimal effort required to be a part of the group” and half as “putting in 
much more effort than the group requires of its members.” Consistent with their relative 
labor inputs, the computer also displayed a specific example (e.g., “coming to all required 
discussion meetings” versus “spending hours repairing the group’s equipment”). (Note that 
it is impossible to equalize cumulative labor inputs between newcomers and veterans 
without causing veterans to appear as extremely low contributors; tenure and cumulative 
contribution are necessarily confounded.) Importantly, members with low labor inputs were 
not free riding. Instead, they simply contributed the minimum necessary to remain in good 
standing. 

Results  

Testing Design Feature 3: Are Anti-Free Rider Responses Attenuated by Large Labor 
Inputs? 

Both labor input and tenure length had relatively strong, independent effects. There 
was a large effect of labor input on all variables such that individuals contributing more 
labor were viewed more positively, all rs ≥ .72 (“Effect of Labor” column in Table 2). 
There was also an effect of tenure length on all variables such that veterans were viewed 
more positively, all rs ≥ .39 (“Effect of Tenure” column in Table 2). There were, however, 
no interactions between the effects of labor input and tenure length on any variables (see 
“Interaction” column in Table 2). 
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Table 2. Responses elicited by newcomers and veterans in Experiment 2 

 
 

Design Feature 3 predicts that, because high labor inputs can serve as a cue that a 
person is not using an exploitative strategy, newcomers (and veterans) observed making 
high labor inputs will elicit reduced anti-free rider responses. Although not logically 
required by the theory, a strong test of this prediction would be to show that newcomers 
with high labor inputs are viewed more positively than veterans with low labor inputs. Is 
this the case? Yes: For all five responses, newcomers with high labor inputs were viewed 
more positively than veterans with low labor inputs, all rs ≥ .41 (“High Labor Newcomers 
vs. Low Labor Veterans” column in Table 2). (Statistically, these tests are equivalent to 
showing that the effect of labor input is greater than the effect of tenure.) It appears then 
that the increase in anti-free rider responses elicited by newcomer status can be reduced by 
high labor inputs, even when the newcomer has consumed automatic benefits. 

Discussion 

Because many coalitions produce automatic benefits, veterans should be designed 
to view newcomers with suspicion. Supporting this prediction, newcomers elicited a 
number of anti-free rider responses. Because the adaptive problem of newcomers is not the 
same as that of free riders, however, there should be adaptively-targeted exceptions. 
Supporting this prediction, newcomers did not strongly activate anger and exclusion 
sentiment. Observing a newcomer consuming automatic benefits should increase the 
estimation that the newcomer is playing an exploitative strategy. Supporting this prediction, 
observing a newcomer consuming automatic benefits increased anti-free rider responses. 
Observing a coalition member’s high labor inputs should lower the estimation that the 
member is a free rider. Supporting this prediction, observing individuals making high labor 
inputs reduced anti-free rider responses; this effect was so strong that high-contributing 
newcomers were viewed more positively than low-contributing veterans. Collectively, 
these results are consistent with the existence of Design Features 1, 2, and 3 and, more 
generally, with the existence of a specialized NEWCOMER concept. 

Nonetheless, we note several caveats. First, it is unlikely that the greater positive 
responses towards high-contributing newcomers relative to low-contributing veterans 
would be as easily elicited in real-world coalitions. Instead, we believe this result illustrates 
the more general proposition that labor inputs can have important mitigating effects on 
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responses to newcomers (and other coalition members). Second, our vignettes focused on a 
single coalition with communal benefits, coordination, and cooperative interdependence. 
These features were likely common to long-lived ancestral coalitions. However, variations 
in the magnitude of coalitional properties should cause adaptive changes in the responses 
generated by newcomers (cf. Cini et al., 1993; Tooby et al., 2006). For instance, as the 
desired size of a coalition becomes smaller than the actual size, the value of newcomers 
may increase. This, in turn, may lead veterans to make concessions to newcomers, 
according them greater trust and quicker access to coalition benefits (Cini et al., 1993). 
Other cues from the local ecology may also be important, such as resource scarcity or 
endemic warfare. Ecological pressures such as these may increase the negative responses 
elicited by newcomers (Sosis, Kress, and Boster, 2007). Finally, some newcomers may 
have idiosyncratic features that change their valuation to veterans, such as the possession of 
rare skills or ties to high-status individuals (Moreland et al., 1996). Thus, although we 
suggest that the NEWCOMER concept ties inputs (e.g., tenure length) in principled ways to 
the activation of downstream responses (e.g., trust, anger), a number of other concepts and 
computational elements should interact with the NEWCOMER concept, moderating the final 
responses directed at newcomers. 

Because our results were obtained using vignettes, their applicability to real-world 
settings may be in question. We suspect, however, that our findings are not particular to our 
laboratory stimuli. First, coalitions often actively seek out new members (Cini et al., 1993) 
and, in some populations, forcibly induct them (Cimino, 2010; Jankowski, 1991). This is 
consistent with the hypothesis that exclusion sentiment is selectively muted toward 
newcomers. Second, real-world newcomers are often subjected to monitoring periods 
during which they have limited access to coalition benefits. This is consistent with the 
hypothesis that newcomers are commonly assigned low trustworthiness and entitlement 
levels (Honeycutt, 2005; Moreland and Levine, 2002; Van Maanen and Schein, 1979; 
Webster, 1932). Third, the active abuse of newcomers (i.e., hazing) is a recurrent cross-
cultural phenomenon, suggesting that newcomers frequently induce negative responses, 
particularly in benefit-rich coalitions (Cimino, 2010; Ramey, 1982; Schlegel and Barry, 
1979; Sosis, Kress, and Boster, 2007; Tiger, 1984; Walker, 1968). We note the congruence 
between these real-world regularities and our results, which show that newcomers trigger 
unusually strong negative responses when they attempt to consume certain established 
coalition benefits. Thus, our experimental findings and the findings of other researchers 
appear to be triangulating on real features of the mind.7 

Altogether, our results support the hypothesis that the mind contains a rich set of 
psychological machinery for understanding, creating, and sustaining intergenerational 
coalitions (Cimino and Delton, in press; Cini et al., 1993; Moreland and Levine, 2002; 
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7 Are these features unique to human minds or shared with other primates? In answering this question, the 
central problem is finding the appropriate analog for our definition of “coalition” in non-human primates. 
Chimpanzees, for instance, form loose task groups to hunt red colobus monkeys (Mitani and Watts, 2001). 
However, it is not clear that chimpanzees represent these groups as enduring coalitions that generate and 
maintain communal benefits over time. As such, it is unclear why they would possess concepts of 
membership, tenure, coalition entry, etc. A fuller comparative analysis of human coalitions and the social 
structures of other primates is outside the purview of this article, but see Rodseth et al. (1991). 
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Tooby et al., 2006). In other words, the mind may contain a folk theory of coalitions that 
allows humans to coordinate their actions to produce mutually shared benefits (Cosmides, 
Tooby, and Kurzban, 2003; Hirschfeld, 2001; Tooby et al., 2006). The existence of these 
specialized concepts, and numerous others, is arguably what has given rise to the 
unprecedented coalitional abilities of Homo sapiens. 
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	There are at least five inferences that should be made when an individual is categorized as a free rider, some of which should also be made when an individual is categorized as a newcomer: decreases in trust and benefit entitlement, and increases in monitoring, exclusion sentiment, and anger (Barclay, 2004; Boyd and Richerson, 1988, 1992; Dawes, 1980; Fehr and Gächter, 2000; Hauert et al., 2002a, 2002b; Kiyonari and Barclay, 2008; Komorita and Parks, 1995; Kurzban et al., 2001; Masclet et al., 2003; Neuberg, Smith, and Asher, 2000; O’Gorman, Henrich, and Van Vugt, 2008; Ostrom, Walker, and Gardner, 1992; Panchanathan and Boyd, 2004; Van Lange et al., 1992; Yamagishi, 1986). Changes in trust imply that the mind is updating its expectation that the individual will consider the self’s or allies’ interests when making unmonitored decisions (Cottrell, Neuberg, and Li, 2007; Kelley et al., 2003; Ostrom and Walker, 2003; Simpson, 2007). Changes in benefit entitlement imply that the mind is updating whether the individual’s consumption of a resource is considered warranted versus illicit (sensu Cosmides and Tooby, 1989). Changes in monitoring imply that the mind is updating its time allocation to spend more time examining the individual’s behavior (Ostrom, 2000; Price, 2006). Changes in exclusion imply the mind is updating the permissibility of the individual being a member of the coalition (Adler and Adler, 1995; Kurzban and Leary, 2001). Changes in anger (sometimes referred to as punitive sentiment) imply the activation of mechanisms that threaten aggression or withdrawal of cooperation (Lazarus, 1991; Sell, Tooby, and Cosmides, 2009; Yamagishi, 1986).
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