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Territorial social species, including humans, compete between
groups over key resources. This between-group competition
has evolutionary implications on adaptations like in-group
cooperation even with non-kin. An emergent property of
between-group competition is group dominance. Mechanisms
of group dominance in wild animal populations are difficult
to study, as they require long-term data on several groups
within a population. Here, using long-term data on four
neighbouring groups of wild western chimpanzees, we test
the hypothesis that group dominance impacts the costs and
benefits of between-group competition, measured by territory
size and the pressure exerted by neighbouring groups.
Larger groups had larger territories and suffered less
neighbour pressure compared with smaller groups. Withingroup increase in the number of males led to territory
increase, suggesting the role of males in territory acquisition.
However, variation in territory sizes and neighbour pressure
was better explained by group size. This suggests that the
bisexually-bonded social system of western chimpanzees,
where females participate in territorial behaviour, confers
a competitive advantage to larger groups and that group
dominance acts through group size in this population.
Considering variation in social systems offers new insights
on how group dominance acts in territorial species and its
evolutionary implications on within-group cooperation.

© 2020 The Authors. Published by the Royal Society under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/, which permits
unrestricted use, provided the original author and source are credited.
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Many social species compete for resources between groups of conspecifics [1–3]. This between-group
competition (BGC) has evolutionary implications, especially for humans, resulting in forms of
territoriality and probably shaping aspects of sociality, such as within-group cooperative skills [4,5].
Consequently, understanding the mechanisms and effects of BGC in social species is of key importance
but requires long-term studies on several groups within a population [6]. The inter-group dominance
hypothesis [7] is a theoretical framework attempting to integrate BGC into an evolutionary canvas and
proposes that neighbouring groups compete for space and that competition results in a population-scale
group hierarchy. Dominant groups could then benefit from larger territories and therefore increased
access to food resources. This would regulate within-group feeding competition, which in turn would
benefit individuals through nutritional benefits causing improved fitness [7,8]. Other benefits, such as
mate-attraction and infant-defence [9], might also be associated with a high group dominance status.
A variety of social species show evidence of group dominance effects: (i) African lionesses (Panthera
leo) that live in larger prides face lower levels of BGC, have access to better quality habitats and show
lower mortality [8]; (ii) large group sizes in spotted hyenas (Crocuta crocuta) have positive effects on
hunting success and reproduction [10]; and (iii) larger packs of wolves (Canis lupus) are more
successful than smaller packs in preying upon large prey [11] and larger packs outcompete smaller
packs of neighbouring conspecifics [12], potentially resulting in fitness benefits. Among primates,
effects of group dominance through large group sizes have also been found: (i) larger groups of
vervet monkeys (Chlorocebus pygerythrus) inhabit higher quality habitats and have lower infant and
juvenile mortality [13]; (ii) larger groups of Japanese macaques (Macaca fuscata) occupy better quality
habitats which entail lower travelling costs associated with BGC [14]; (iii) larger groups of black and
white colobus (Colobus guereza) seem dominant and access better quality feeding areas [15]; and (iv)
larger groups of wedge-capped capuchins (Cebus olivaceus) benefit from improved reproductive
success than smaller groups [16].
Chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) are one of the most territorial primate species, with intense BGC [17],
which can lead to inter-group killings [18–21]. Chimpanzees live in a fission–fusion system, where
individuals roam within their territory in parties of fluctuating sizes and composition [22,23]. This
system can create strong, but temporary, power imbalances between neighbouring groups, resulting in
low between-group aggression costs from the outnumbering parties in cases of strong imbalance [24].
In chimpanzees, adult males seem to play an important role in group dominance: inter-group
aggression is more likely to occur when the number of males in a group is high [21]; in Ngogo
(Uganda), inter-group killings by males seemed specifically targeted toward a small neighbouring
group, leading across time to a territorial expansion [25], suggesting that the Ngogo group dominated
the smaller one. In another eastern chimpanzee (Pan t. schweinfurthii) population (Kanyawara,
Uganda), play-back experiments simulating inter-group encounters also suggested the preponderant
role of males in responding to intrusion of neighbours [26]. Even if territorial expansion in Ngogo
chimpanzees seems caused by the number of males [25], the relationship between territory size and
demographic competitive ability in chimpanzees remains unclear, with inconsistent evidence across
populations. In Gombe eastern chimpanzees (Tanzania), no relationship between the number of males
and territory size was detected [27], but instead the number of females was positively associated with
territory size. In the North group of western chimpanzees (Pan t. verus) from the Taï National Park
(Côte d’Ivoire), while the number of adult females was negatively related to territory size, an increase
in the number of adult males was more meaningful in explaining territory size increase [23,28].
Although inter-group killings are more frequent in eastern chimpanzees [21], they also occur in
western chimpanzees [20]. These differences may come from population density differences [21],
larger numbers of adult males in eastern populations [21], but also from differences in grouping
patterns [29]. Chimpanzee populations differ in their social grouping patterns (summarized in [30]):
most eastern chimpanzee populations are characterized by a male-bonded community system
[27,31,32], where males have a much larger territory than females. In contrast, some western
chimpanzee populations, including the different groups of the Taï population [20,30,33] and the
Bossou group [34], are characterized by a bisexually-bonded system, where both males and females
occupy a similar territory and actively participate in territorial behaviour [20,35,36]. These differences
in social structures may imply different mechanisms of group dominance. While adult males in malebonded populations play an essential role in territorial behaviour and therefore in territorial expansion
and neighbours’ repulsion, in bisexually-bonded populations, group size may matter more than the
number of males for the group’s competitive ability. Given the importance of inter-group interactions
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1. Introduction

2.1. Study site and population
We used data collected in the Taï Chimpanzee Project (TCP) [23,41], located in the Taï National Park, Côte
d’Ivoire (5°450 N, 7°70 W), from January 1997 to October 2016 on four habituated communities of western
chimpanzees (P. t. verus): North group (1997–2016), South group (1999–2016), Middle group (1999–2004)
and East group (2008–2016)—electronic supplementary material, table S1. We are not looking specifically
at interactions between these groups, as each of these groups have more neighbouring non-habituated
groups, even if some of the inter-group encounters considered in this study involve these groups. The
neighbour pressure index (NPI) [42] enables captures of the level of threat represented by the intrusion
of any neighbours, without having the information about their number or relative power (see below).

2.2. Data collection
From 1997 to 2016, we used nest-to-nest continuous focal follows on individual chimpanzees [47], to
record information on behaviour, party compositions, vocalizations, activity and social interactions
involving the focal individual [41]. We recorded demographic changes (births, deaths, disappearance,
immigration and emigration) of all group members, and group-level events, such as inter-group
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and BGC in human evolution [37–40], understanding the mechanisms of group dominance in our closest
living relatives and how their social structures relate to their competitive ability would shed light on the
mechanisms by which BGC acted as a selective pressure on territoriality and cooperation with non-kin in
the hominoid lineage.
In order to test the mechanisms of group dominance, extensive long-term data on several groups of
differing demography are necessary. The Taï chimpanzees offer the opportunity to test effects of group
dominance in this highly territorial species. The Taï Chimpanzee Project’s long-term database provides
more than 50 group years of inter-group encounter observations on four neighbouring groups, with
noticeable inter- and intra-group demographic variation over time [23,41]. Using these long-term data,
we tested the hypothesis whether or not group dominance effects are reflected in the costs and benefits
of BGC measured using territory size and perceived neighbour pressure (measured by a composite
index considering the rate of inter-group encounters (IGEs), the degree of neighbour intrusion of these
IGEs, and the salience of the location of IGEs in term of past usage [42]). Larger territory sizes and
lower neighbour pressure are considered beneficial, while smaller territories and higher neighbour
pressure are considered costly for the individuals [43,44]. As potential proxies for group dominance,
determined by the competitive ability of a group, we used the number of adult individuals of the
dominant sex of the group (males), the number of adults and adolescent males and females (number
of mature individuals) and group size (number of independent individuals). Although the number of
males is a common measure of the resource holding potential for species with male philopatry [45], in
the bisexually-bonded social system of Taï chimpanzees, females actively participate in territorial
maintenance [20,35,36] and can therefore contribute to a group’s competitive ability. Thus, alternatively,
we expect the number of mature individuals and/or group size to impact on territory size and
perceived neighbour pressure.
First, we tested how annual territory sizes are influenced by a group’s competitive ability (number of
males, number of mature individuals and group size separately) and by food availability, two variables
known to determine territory sizes in a variety of species [43]. Second, we analysed how perceived
neighbour pressure, which reflects potential threat of intrusion by neighbours into one’s territory [42],
is influenced by a group’s competitive ability, food availability and presence of attractive females. The
rationale behind this approach is that BGC in chimpanzees is potentially driven by (i) the males’ need
to attract more fertile females, and (ii) by the group’s need to ensure safe feeding grounds to support
their energetic requirements. More dominant groups should be better at competing for these resources
than less dominant ones, but variation in resource availability may change the intensity of
competition between the groups. Despite the availability of several neighbouring groups, we could
not include the relative power of each group in relation to the response variables, since all groups are
also neighboured by unhabituated groups from which no information is available regarding their
competitive ability. However, we modelled in our analysis potential patterns of group dominance via
group differences, by disentangling the demographic within- and between-group effects [46].

2.3. Observation time

2.4. Yearly territory sizes
We chose yearly intervals (January 1 to December 31) as the temporal scale to calculate territory size, as a
full year enables inclusion of the majority of food types consumed by chimpanzees, and takes into account
intra-annual productivity differences [49,50]. Territories were defined as the 95% fixed-kernel of all
locations visited by group members during focal follows in a given year, a comparable measure to
previous studies on chimpanzee territory size [48,51]. We processed spatial datasets in R (v. 3.3.2; R
Core Team) using the following packages: GISTools_0.7-4, splancs_2.01-40, adehabitatHR_0.4.14,
rgdal_1.2-13. We used the R function ‘kernelUD’ of the package adehabitatHR (v. 0.4.14), with a
smoothing factor (h) using the plug-in method [52], to determine utilization distributions. Areas were
assessed with self-made functions. Borders were drawn around kernels every 10% on yearly homeranges, by the function ‘getverticehr’ of the adehabitatHR package. A summary of spatial parameters is
provided in electronic supplementary material, table S1.

2.5. Demographic parameters
We considered demographic parameters to determine the competitive ability of a given group. Taï male
chimpanzees enter the social hierarchy and reach social adulthood at about the age of 12 [53], an age at
which they can already reproduce and engage in territorial behaviour [23,54]. Therefore, in concordance
with other studies [35,36,55–57] we considered here males as adult when the have reached 12 years of
age. We considered females as adult as soon as they presented exaggerated sexual swellings (minimum
age: 9.5 years old for one individual; mean age: 11 years old). Adolescent males and females included
those aged between 10 and 12 years old, excluding females already presenting exaggerated sexual
swellings [23]. Group size was defined as the total number of within-group weaned individuals, that is
all individuals that travel and feed independently from their mothers. Numbers of males, number of
mature individuals (adult and adolescent males and females) and group sizes were measured monthly
and averaged across the year. All groups experienced demographic variation due to deaths, births,
female emigrations and immigrations (electronic supplementary material, table S1).

2.6. Female attractiveness
We included two measures of female attractiveness: a ‘full tumescent swelling ratio’ that takes into account
the variation within a group of the number of females that presented exaggerated sexual swellings; and the
number of nulliparous females within a group related to group size. The first measure considers that, even
if pluriparous females are unlikely to emigrate under the pressure of neighbours, they may nonetheless
constitute a factor of attraction, as extra-group forced copulations have been observed, even if rare [20].
The second measure considers that neighbouring groups may be attracted by females that could
potentially emigrate to their group.

R. Soc. Open Sci. 7: 200577

We defined observation time as the time human observers followed individual chimpanzees of different
parties, keeping only one set of the data whenever different focal individuals were simultaneously
followed within the same party. The observation time was calculated in hours and log-transformed,
reflecting the cumulative effect of observation on ranging data in particular, expected to reach a
plateau after a certain amount of observation time. During the study period (1997–2016), a total of
13 205 individual focal follow-days were sampled (North: 1115 males, 2743 females; Middle: 828
males, 602 females; South: 2044 males, 3108 females; East: 1724 males, 1041 females), with a median
of 93 (IQR ± 87.25) and 146 (IQR ± 111.25) follow-days per year for males and females respectively,
resulting in a median of 858.4 (IQR ± 870.8) and 1144.9 (IQR ± 994.5) hours of direct observation per
year for males and females respectively, all groups included.

4

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos

encounters (IGE—N = 384). Each day, we reported the presence of all individuals observed. Between 1997
and November 2013, locations of the focal individuals were reported as the GPS coordinates of the centre
of a 500 × 500 m grid-cell system covering the entire study area [48]. From December 2013 onwards,
spatial data were recorded every minute using GPS devices (Garmin® 62 or Rino). We individually
checked the GPS tracks to match them with the daily observation periods.

We used the NPI proposed in Lemoine et al. [42], which reflects the potential threat due to intrusion by
neighbours into one’s territory. The index was calculated on all types of IGE ( physical: n = 103; and
vocal: n = 281, across all groups). Physical IGE included those where individuals from opposing groups
are in close visual contact, with or without direct physical aggression. Vocal IGE include those where
individuals from opposing groups were not in visual contact. We distinguished vocalizations and
drums emitted by neighbours from those emitted by the same group’s members, either because the
entire group was present with the observer, or based on the direction of the emitted vocalizations
relative to the group’s location, and the vocal response and reaction of fear and excitement displayed by
the followed group. We know from previous studies that Taï chimpanzees produce group-specific calls
[58] and that they can differentiate familiar from unfamiliar calls [59]. Furthermore, Taï chimpanzees’
vocal and gestural responses to neighbours differ from their response to in-group members [59].
The NPI, developed in [42], was calculated as follows: NPI = μ [(I) × (K) ]j × Fj, where ‘I’ represents the
relative distance of the IGE to the territory centre. ‘I’ is measured as the distance between the location of
the encounter and the centre of the territory, relative to the distance to the border delimited by the kernel
distribution of 75% of the locations (used as a cut-off point to delimit core areas [28,48]). The degree of
intrusion ‘I’ is thus independent of the size of the territories, being a relative measure, and provides a
standardized measure for variable territory sizes. An ‘I’ of value 1 corresponds to encounters taking
place at the core area border delimited by 75% of the locations. Encounters taking place inside the
core area have a value >1, while encounters taking place in the ‘periphery’ have a value below 1. ‘K’
represents the past usage of the location of the IGE, expressed as the kernel in which the IGE took
place. To obtain ‘K’, we computed utilization distribution of all the locations for the last 12 months
prior to each IGE and used the inverse of the kernel in which the IGE occurs (as lower kernel values
correspond to more heavily used areas). The usage of the territory is not homogeneous, meaning that
the successive layers of kernel distributions are not concentric. Some areas in the periphery are more
used than others. Thus, the kernel values are poorly correlated with the degree of intrusion [42].
Including the past usage of the location in the NPI resides in the fact that the level of threat from
neighbours may be higher in areas preferentially used by the resident chimpanzees, as it may impair
future usage of this area, and that residents may then be more inclined to respond strongly in these
areas of importance, as seen in various primate species [60,61] and as predicted by theoretical models
[44,62]. ‘F’ represents the frequency of occurrence of IGE, based on the number of observation days
between consecutive encounters. Over a time period of interest j (yearly on the territory models,
monthly on the NPI models), the average (μ) value of the product of the two spatial measures is
multiplied by ‘F’ as the average frequency of IGE occurrence. The three components vary in the same
direction, ‘I’ being larger when the encounter is closer to the centre, ‘K’ being larger when the
encounter takes place in a heavily used area, ‘F’ being larger when the frequency of occurrence is
high. A large NPI value reflects a stronger neighbour pressure. The NPI considers all the intrusions
and interactions from all neighbouring groups, even from those which are not habituated to human
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To calculate the variable ‘full tumescent swelling ratio’, we considered females from the appearance of
their first genital swellings (mean ± s.d. age: 11 ± 1 yr; min. age: 9.5 yr for one individual) and computed
the ratio as the following: for each month, among all females that had already developed tumescent
swellings (considered as adults), we counted how many of them could have fully tumescent swellings
and how many females with fully tumescent swellings were actually observed. However, reporting just
the ratio of these two values would not account for the fact that several females could have swellings
the same day, so we adjusted the number of females presenting fully tumescent swellings to the number
of days where a certain number of females had swellings. For example, if 18 females could have
presented swellings in a given month, and if out of 30 observation days, two swelling females were
observed 12 days, one swelling female was observed 7 days and zero swelling females were observed
11 days, the index becomes {[(11 × 0)/18)] + [(7 × 1)/18] + [(12 × 2)/18]}/30 = 0.020.
This conservative measure of the number of fully tumescent females allows circumventing the
issue of not observing females for some days and so not being able to assess the complete fully
tumescent period.
Nulliparous females are those from the age of 10 years old (including the one female already showing
swellings at age 9.5) until they emigrate, or until they give birth to their first infant when they did not
emigrate (electronic supplementary material, table S1).

observers, and from which information regarding their relative power is not available. Instead of
reflecting the power of neighbouring groups, it reflects how dangerous their intrusions are.

We used a food availability index (FAI) established in previous studies in this population [49,50]. This
index is calculated on a monthly basis and combines chimpanzee fruiting phenology scores (absence/
presence of mature fruits), density of tree species and mean basal areas of each tree species.
Phenology trails were established on each group’s territory; densities and basal areas were measured
separately for each group (except for East group for which density measures were based on the mean
of the densities in the other groups). Thus, the index reflects local variations and differences in food
productivity across each group’s territories. Depending on the time-scale of analyses, we either used
the monthly values, or averaged these monthly values for each year in yearly analyses.

We fitted six linear mixed models (LMM [63]) with Gaussian error structure, in a three by three design,
using the function lmer of the R-package ‘lme4’ (v. 1.1-14) [64] to analyse how yearly territory sizes
(N = 54, models 1A, 1B and 1C) and monthly perceived neighbour pressure (only for months in which
IGE occurred, N = 202, models 2A, 2B and 2C) are influenced by demographic and environmental
variables. Results from supplementary models on neighbour pressure that included all months even if
no IGE occurred did not differ from models 2A, 2B and 2C (electronic supplementary material, tables
S6–S8). Models were fitted using R v. 3.4.0 (R Core Team 2017). Demographic covariates (number of
males, number of mature individuals and group size) were modelled using a within-group centring
approach [46], teasing apart the within and between group effects of the number of males, number of
mature individuals and group size. In this approach, the deviation from the overall group mean
defines the within-group effect of the demographic variables. Within-group effects depict how much
the variation of the demographic variables within a group influence variation in the response variable
(i.e. how much an increase of the number of males within a group is associated with a larger or
smaller territory and/or more or less perceived neighbour pressure). Between-group demographic
effects reflect differences between the mean of each group. The relationship between predictor
variables and dependent variables may vary and differ depending on the considered level of
aggregation (within-group and between-group), thus this approach enables the analysis of different
levels of aggregation within the same model [46] and avoids a sample size uniquely corresponding
to the number of groups. Variance inflation factors [65], derived using the function vif from the
R-package ‘car’ [66] and applied to a standard linear model excluding the random effects and slopes,
revealed high multi-collinearity between the mean number of males, the mean number of mature
individuals and the mean group size per group (maximum variance inflation factor (VIF): 194 and
206 in territory and neighbour pressure models, respectively, when the three demographic variables
are included in the same model). Thus, in the two analyses, we fitted separate LMM, one with the
within-group centred number of weaned individuals (proxy for group size, models 1A and 2A), one
with the within-group centred number of males (models 1B and 2B) and one with the within-group
centred number of mature individuals (models 1C and 2C). We used the AIC for model comparison
[67] to define which of the models best explains the variance in the response. Model comparisons
were carried out using the R-package ‘AICcmodavg’ (v. 2.2-1) with the function aictab. In both
analyses, availability of ripe fruits (food availability) was included as test predictor (yearly mean of
monthly values for territory size models, monthly values for the neighbour pressure models). The full
tumescent swelling ratio and the proportion of nulliparous females were additional test predictors in
the neighbour pressure models. We controlled for observation time in all models and, in the models
on neighbour pressure, we added the sine and cosine of the month numbers as control predictors to
account for potential monthly seasonal variation [68]. All continuous predictors were z-transformed to
a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.
To keep type I error rates at the nominal level of 5%, we included in each model the random slopes of
all test predictors within the random effect of ‘group identity’, but not the correlation parameters
between random intercepts and random slope terms, as in each model these correlations were not
identifiable [69,70]. The assumptions of normally distributed and homogeneous residuals were
assessed by visually inspecting a qqplot and a plot of residuals against fitted values. None of these
plots indicated obvious deviation from these assumptions. We checked for model stability by
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Table 1. Model comparisons between models using group size, models using the number of adult males and models using the
number of mature individuals as measures of a group’s competitive ability.

d.f.

logLik

AIC

delta
AIC

AIC
weight

territory
territory

group size (model 1A)
number of adult males (model 1B)

10
10

−144.185
−147.477

308.4
315.0

0.00
6.58

0.939
0.035

territory

number of mature individuals
(model 1C)

10

−147.760

315.5

7.15

0.026

neighbour pressure

group size (model 2A)

18

−328.167

692.3

0.00

0.986

neighbour pressure
neighbour pressure

number of adult males (model 2B)
number of mature individuals

18
18

−335.519
−332.433

707.0
700.9

14.7
8.53

0.001
0.014

(model 2C)

Table 2. Effect of group size on territory size (model 1A). Territory sizes are the annual 95% ﬁxed-kernel of the total ranging
for each community. Estimated variance components for the random effects and residuals come from the full model (model 1A).
The column ‘terms’ speciﬁes whether the row refers to a random intercept or random slope component. Marginal effect sizes
(R 2), counting for the variance explained by ﬁxed effects, was 0.68, while conditional R 2, counting for the variance of both ﬁxed
and random effects, was 0.84. The p-values in italics indicate a statistically signiﬁcant effect ( p < 0.05).
random
effect

terms

group
group

χ2

d.f.

p

−0.582; 0.183

1

0.445

7.223

0.436; 1.130

1

0.007

0.521

3.726

−2.166; −0.035

1

0.053

0.716

3.746

0.248; 3.097

1

0.052

variance

estimate

s.e.

intercept

8.224

4.091

3.747

within group

0.066

−0.210

0.187

0.581

0.781

0.178

0.000

−1.085

0.939

1.638

95% CI
−3.293; 11.666

number of
individualsa
between groups
number of
group

individualsa
food

n.a.

a,c

availability
group
residual

observation
hoursb,d

10.097

a

Test predictor.
Control predictor.
c
z-Transformed, mean and s.d. of the original values were 1.76 and 0.88, respectively.
d
z-Transformed, mean and s.d. of the original values were 2267.52 and 973.63, respectively, before being log-transformed.
b

excluding each level of the random effect one at a time from the data and comparing the model estimates
derived from these subsets of the data with those derived from the full dataset. This revealed that our
models are stable. We used likelihood ratio test (R function anova with argument test set to ‘Chisq’
[71]) to establish the significance of the full as compared to the null models (comprising only control
predictors, random effects and slopes). To allow for a likelihood ratio test, we fitted the models using
maximum likelihood rather than restricted maximum likelihood [71]. The p-values for the individual
effects were based on likelihood ratio tests comparing the full with respective reduced models (R
function drop1). Statistics inherent to model comparisons are provided in table 1. Results of models 1A
and 2A are provided in tables 2 and 3, respectively, while results from models 1B, 1C, 2B and 2C are
found in electronic supplementary material, tables S2, S3, S4 and S5, respectively.
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terms

variance

estimate

s.e.

group

intercept

0.000

−1.450

0.256

group

within group number
of individualsa

0.004

0.060

0.042

1.688

−0.024;
0.142

1

0.193

between groups

n.a.

−0.069

0.011

9.283

−0.092;

1

0.002

χ2

95% CI

d.f.

p

−1.959;
−0.959

−0.046

number of
individualsa
group

food availabilitya,c

0.000

0.069

0.113

0.342

−0.143;
0.316

1

0.558

group

full tumescent

0.034

−0.025

0.133

0.032

−0.295;

1

0.856

0.000

0.017

0.096

0.032

0.231
−0.162;

1

0.857

group

swelling ratio
proportion of

a,d

nulliparous
femalesa,e
group

observation hoursb,f

group

sin (month)b,g

group

b,g

cos (month)

0.226
0.053
0.000
0.000

0.016
0.419
0.207

0.151
0.120
0.158

0.009

−0.297;

1

0.920

7.423

0.306
0.193;

1

0.006

1.546

0.666
−0.118;

1

0.213

0.528
residual

1.425

a

Test predictor.
Control predictor.
c
z-Transformed, mean and s.d. of the original values were 1.79 and 1.35, respectively.
d
z-Transformed, mean and s.d. of the original values were 0.085 and 0.070, respectively.
e
z-Transformed, mean and s.d. of the original values were 0.081 and 0.061, respectively.
f
z-Transformed, mean and s.d. of the original values were 241.52 and 82.33, respectively, before being log-transformed.
g
Transformed into a circular radiant variable.
b

3. Results
3.1. Socio-ecological determinants of territory size and neighbour pressure
Yearly territory sizes varied both between and within groups (range across all groups: 6.42–36.59 km2;
electronic supplementary material, table S1 and figure S1). Full-null model comparisons for model 1A
(group size), model 1B (number of males) and model 1C (number of mature individuals) showed that
territory size was significantly affected by the test predictors (model 1A: likelihood ratio test (LRT): χ 2 =
11.36, d.f. = 3, p = 0.009, table 2; model 1B: LRT: χ 2 = 12.15, d.f. = 3, p = 0.006, electronic supplementary
material, table S2; model 1C: LRT: χ 2 = 11.82, d.f. = 3, p = 0.007, electronic supplementary material, table
S3). The test predictors, when using group size as a proxy for dominance, significantly affected
neighbour pressure (model 2A: LRT: χ 2 = 11.70, d.f. = 5, p = 0.039, table 3), but when including number
of males, the test predictors did not affect neighbour pressure (model 2B: LRT: χ 2 = 4.45, d.f. = 5, p =
0.48, electronic supplementary material, table S4). The test predictors also did not significantly affect
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Table 3. Effect of group size on monthly perceived neighbour pressure (model 2A). Determinants of monthly neighbour pressure
perceived for a model using group size (model 2A). Estimated variance components for the random effects and residuals come
from the full model. The column ‘terms’ speciﬁes whether the row refers to a random intercept or random slope component.
Marginal effect sizes (R 2), counting for the variance explained by ﬁxed effects, was 0.22, while conditional R 2, counting for the
variance of both ﬁxed and random effects, was 0.30. The p-values in italics indicate a statistically signiﬁcant effect ( p < 0.05).

Demographic between-group effects are better predictors of territory size (table 2; electronic
supplementary material, tables S2 and S3) and perceived neighbour pressure (table 3; electronic
supplementary material, tables S4 and S5) than demographic within-group effects. The between-group
perspective showed that larger groups had larger territories than smaller groups (model 1A; figure 1a;
table 2; estimate ± s.e. = 0.78 ± 0.17, d.f. = 1, p = 0.007), groups with more males had larger territories
compared to those with fewer males (model 1B; figure 1b; electronic supplementary material, table S2;
estimate ± s.e. = 4.76 ± 1.35, d.f. = 1, p = 0.016) and groups with more mature individuals had larger
territories than those with less mature individuals (model 1C; figure 1c; electronic supplementary
material, table S3; estimate ± s.e. = 0.96 ± 0.22, d.f. = 1, p = 0.008). In addition, larger groups faced lower
neighbour pressure than smaller groups (model 2A; figure 2a; table 3; estimate ± s.e. = −0.07 ± 0.01,
d.f. = 1, p = 0.002). This was also reflected by lower perceived neighbour pressure for groups with
more mature individuals (model 2C; figure 2b; electronic supplementary material table S5; estimate ±
s.e. = −0.085 ± 0.02, d.f. = 1, p = 0.006).
From a within-group perspective, the only nearly significant within-group effect was the positive
relation between number of males and territory size (model 1B; figure 1d; electronic supplementary
material, table S2; estimate ± s.e. = 1.10 ± 0.48, d.f. = 1, p = 0.052), suggesting that increasing number
of males within the group predicts an increase of the group’s territory. We found neither withingroup effects of group size on territory sizes (model 1A: estimate ± s.e. = −0.21 ± 0.18, d.f. = 1, p = 0.445;
table 2), or on perceived neighbour pressure (model 2A: estimate ± s.e. = 0.06 ± 0.04, d.f. = 1, p = 0.193;
table 3). Similarly, we did not find within-group effects of the number of mature individuals on
territory sizes (model 1C: estimate ± s.e. = −0.31 ± 0.18, d.f. = 1, p = 0.144; electronic supplementary
material, table S3), or on perceived neighbour pressure (model 2C: estimate ± s.e. = 0.05 ± 0.04, d.f. = 1,
p = 0.202; electronic supplementary material, table S5).

4. Discussion
Our study uses long-term data on four neighbouring groups of chimpanzees to investigate demographic
effects of the number of males, adults or community size, on components of BGC, such as territory size
and perceived neighbour pressure. Our findings support the notion of the inter-group dominance
hypothesis, as larger groups hold larger territories and experience lower neighbour pressure. In this
population, group size rather than number of adult males reflects the competitive ability of a group.
Long-term data within and between several groups has helped clarify the relation between group size
and territory size in this population [23,28].
Our study confirms that the number of adult males predicts territory size, as group territories increased
with increasing numbers of males, and groups with more males had larger territories than groups with
fewer males. One reason may be that more males increase male party sizes leading to better territorial
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neighbour pressure when including the number of mature individuals (model 2C: LRT: χ 2 = 9.85, d.f. = 5,
p = 0.08, electronic supplementary material, table S5). Model comparisons based on the AIC revealed that
the most parsimonious models for both response variables were those including group size (models 1A,
2A, table 1), rather than the number of males (models 1B, 2B, table 1) or the number of mature
individuals (models 1C, 2C, table 1).
Following demographic differences between the groups, territory size increased with group size
(model 1A: estimate ± s.e. = 0.78 ± 0.17, d.f. = 1, p = 0.007; table 2), with the number of males (model
1B: estimate ± s.e. = 4.76 ± 1.35, d.f. = 1, p = 0.016; electronic supplementary material, table S2) and with
the number of mature individuals (model 1C: estimate ± s.e. = 0.96 ± 0.22, d.f. = 1, p = 0.008; electronic
supplementary material, table S3). In addition, territory sizes tended to decrease with increasing food
availability (table 2). The second analysis showed that perceived neighbour pressure is lower for
larger groups (model 2A: estimate ± s.e. = −0.07 ± 0.01, d.f. = 1, p = 0.002; table 3; electronic
supplementary material, table S6), but neither female attractiveness nor food availability significantly
impacted perceived neighbour pressure (table 3; electronic supplementary material, table S6).
However, we detected a seasonal effect on perceived neighbour pressure (model 2A, comparison of
the full model with a reduced model lacking the sine and cosine of the months—LRT: χ 2 = 9.19, d.f. =
2, p = 0.01), with lower perceived neighbour pressure during the longer rainy season from June to
October (table 3; electronic supplementary material, table S6).
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maintenance due to more effective border patrols. Such a relation is suggested by the association between
patrolling behaviour and number of males found in previous studies [57,72]. The number of males is
correlated with inter-group killings [21], and inter-group killings are known to lead to territorial
expansion [25]. The increase of territory size with an increasing number of males in Taï chimpanzees,
therefore, is consistent with the dominant role of males in group dominance. The model comparison,
however, suggests that, when comparing the groups, all individuals appear important in territory
acquisition and defence. This is due to the fact that larger groups (including independent offspring)
hold larger territories and perceive lower neighbour pressure. The main effect of larger groups holding
larger territories might be explained by energetic constraints: while increases in group size increase
within-group feeding competition, the benefits of reducing feeding competition due to an expanded
territory outweigh the costs of risky between-group aggression. Such a conclusion was already
suggested by previous findings in this and other populations, since larger party sizes were associated
with longer travelling distances [73–75]. It is also consistent with findings that larger groups occupy
larger territories in a variety of social species [8–16].
A possible reason for group size acting as the main mechanism of group dominance in this population
could reside in the bisexually-bonded social system of the Taï chimpanzees [20,30,33] where males and
females use the same community home-range, rather than females living in segregated core areas as in
male-bonded populations [27,32]. In bisexually-bonded systems, both sexes participate in the majority of
territorial border patrols [35] and can be involved in violent interactions with neighbours [20,76]. The
grouping patterns in this social system may explain why group size better predicts variation in territory
size and perceived neighbour pressure than number of males. Regular female participation in territorial
behaviour and inter-group aggression [20,35] has the potential to increase party sizes, tilting any
imbalance of power [24] in favour of their own group. On the other hand, the formation of larger parties
from both sides, due to female participation, may also flatten the odds of imbalance of power, resulting in
more balanced conflicts [20,35]. For example, in bonobos, where females are co-dominant with males and
mixed-sex parties are frequent [77], reports of between-group violence are relatively rare [78], potentially
as the odds of imbalance of power are less likely to occur. Following this reasoning and other studies in
the Taï population [20,35], it is possible that the bisexually-bonded social system of Taï chimpanzees
favours a lower inter-group aggression frequency and lower occurrence of inter-group killings than in
male-bonded populations [21]. The model comparison shows that group size differences between groups
explains better the perceived neighbour pressure than the number of mature individuals. This difference
may come from a more frequent participation of individuals in border patrols and inter-group aggression
when the number of offspring is high. Ngogo males who have more offspring in the group show this
tendency [57], as well as Taï females who have juvenile sons in the group [79]. Overall, our findings
suggest that the main mechanism of group dominance in Taï chimpanzees is acting through group size,
which is in line with the imbalance of power hypothesis: larger groups lead to larger parties which confer
a competitive advantage toward neighbours during inter-group conflicts.
Even if demographic effects are important in chimpanzee BGC, this competition seems also modulated
by food availability and distribution. First, when food availability is high, annual territories tend to be
smaller, indicating that ranging patterns are adjusted according to the energetic needs (also seen in the
dynamics of fission–fusion [74]). Second, higher neighbour pressure occurs at the end of the dry season,
when food availability decreases. This may be due to an increase of the usage of border areas during
this period. Border areas of the territories being generally underused [48,80,81], they potentially contain
a higher density of food resources leading to higher rates of inter-group encounters in these locations
[82]. Spatial distribution of food resources influence grouping patterns in chimpanzees [82–84], thus
further studies investigating the ranging and grouping behaviour in relation to local distribution of food
resources and neighbour pressure could help understand the proximate impact of resources on the
intensity of BGC.
The bisexual grouping pattern of Taï chimpanzees has supposedly emerged due to a high predation
level and relatively low female feeding competition due to high food abundance, as compared to other
chimpanzee populations [30]. Other, possibly associated, factors differing between Taï and these
populations can also play a role, such as the high risk of infanticide by in-group males (Mahale [85],
Kanyawara [86], Kasekela [87]), by out-group males (Sonso [88], Mahale [89], Ngogo [90,91], Kasekela
[92]) and by out-group females (Sonso [76]), that may prevent females from participating in territorial
defence with males in eastern populations. In Taï, low in-group infanticide risk [23], coupled with
bisexual grouping patterns may have facilitated bonding opportunities between sexes [93]. This, in
turn coupled with low between-group infanticide may lead to increased likelihood of participation of
females in territorial defence.
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Differing participation of the sexes in territorial defence in social species depends on a variety of
factors, such as the dominance structure [94], dispersal and breeding system [95], defence strategies
(mate defence versus resource defence) [96] and fitness outcomes individuals of different sexes may
benefit from. In non-pair breeding species with female philopatry, participation of both sexes to
territorial defence is common, though easily explained by different adaptive strategies for each sex:
males defend access to females, while females defend their resources. This is seen in a variety of
primate species (reviewed in [97]), in spotted hyenas [98] and in African lions [99], where both sexes
gain mutual fitness benefits from these differing strategies. Taï chimpanzees, like other chimpanzee
populations, present a male philopatric system, in which territorial aggression from females may not
be expected [100]. However, Taï females may gain fitness benefits by participating in territorial
defence alongside males. This strategy is probably facilitated by tight bonds among individuals [93].
Both sexes joining territorial patrols lead to larger travelling parties which are in turn more likely to
lead to neighbour repulsion and increases in territory size, resulting in benefits for both sexes. Indeed,
Taï female’s reproductive success is reduced by high levels of neighbour pressure [42], since interbirth intervals are longer and offspring survival reduced in times of high neighbour pressure. Thus,
reducing neighbour pressure through cooperation among males and females may improve female
fitness in this population. Males probably also gain fitness benefits via a better survival of their
offspring and faster rates of female reproduction. Together with reinforced cohesion due to predation
pressure, both sexes benefit from collectively participating in territorial defence. Even if defence
strategies may differ between sexes, the mutual fitness benefits inferred in this population may help
understanding the conditions in which mechanisms of co-defence by both sexes have emerged in
other social species. For example, in a co-dominant primate species, male–female interactions during
inter-group conflicts through mutual support [101] and affiliative interactions [102] enable a reduction
of the costs linked to these conflicts. More research focus on the association between male–female
relationships, participation of both sexes to territorial defence and social incentives [103] will help
clarify the socio-ecological determinants of collective territorial defence.
Overall, our results confirm that group dominance acting through group size is a mechanism
regulating BGC in the bisexually-bonded Taï population. Larger group size may favour the imbalance
of power during conflicts, improve the efficiency of border patrols and enable efficient repulsion of
hostile neighbours, leading to mutual benefits for both sexes. Since BGC may act as a strong selective
pressure leading to adaptations such as in-group cooperation with non-kin [4,5,35,36], one should
expect that similar adaptations in both male and female chimpanzees would have been selected. The
relative importance of other selective pressures, such as infanticide risk, population density, resource
distribution and male–male competition may then account for most of the differences in association
patterns and cooperation found between the various chimpanzee populations.
In early hominins, evidence points toward a male philopatric system [104,105] that would involve a
stronger propensity for between-group male aggression [100], but nothing is known about the
involvement of females in territorial defence. Reports in hunter-gatherer societies that engage in
territorial aggression show that mostly males participate to territorial defence, while females seem to
play the role of peacemakers [106]. However, both sexes equally cooperate with non-kin. A possibility
for an evolutionary path is that both sexes in the common ancestor between chimpanzees/bonobos on
one side and early humans on the other had already evolved strong capacities for cooperation with
non-kin under the pressure of BGC, but that the increase in human ancestors’ reproductive rates via
reduced inter-birth intervals [107], combined with central place settlements [108], increased the
division of labour between sexes and limited female capacity to participate in territorial defence.
Considering variation in social systems and participation of different sexes in territorial behaviour,
across species, and across populations within species, both in human and non-human societies, will
offer insights on socio-ecological determinants of territoriality and the role of BGC in shaping
cooperation with non-kin.

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Smith JM, Parker GA. 1976 The logic of
asymmetric contests. Anim. Behav. 24,
159–175. (doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(76)80110-8)
Georgiev AV, Klimczuk ACE, Traficonte DM,
Maestripieri D. 2013 When violence pays: a costbenefit analysis of aggressive behavior in
animals and humans. Evol. Psychol. 11,
147470491301100. (doi:10.1177/
147470491301100313)
Hardy ICW, Briffa M (eds). 2013 Animal contests.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Bowles S. 2006 Group competition, reproductive
leveling, and the evolution of human altruism.
Science 314, 1569–1572. (doi:10.1126/science.
1134829)
Radford AN, Majolo B, Aureli F. 2016 Withingroup behavioural consequences of
between-group conflict: a prospective review.
Proc. R. Soc. B 283, 20161567. (doi:10.1098/
rspb.2016.1567)
Clutton-Brock T, Sheldon BC. 2010 Individuals
and populations: the role of long-term,
individual-based studies of animals in ecology
and evolutionary biology. Trends Ecol. Evol. 25,
562–573. (doi:10.1016/j.tree.2010.08.002)
Crofoot MC, Wrangham RW. 2010 Intergroup
aggression in primates and humans: the case
for a unified theory. In Mind the gap (eds PM
Kappeler, J Silk), pp. 171–195. Berlin, Germany:
Springer.
Mosser A, Packer C. 2009 Group territoriality and
the benefits of sociality in the African lion,
Panthera leo. Anim. Behav. 78, 359–370.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.04.024)
Harris T. 2007 Testing mate, resource and infant
defence functions of intergroup aggression in
non-human primates: issues and methodology.
Behaviour 144, 1521–1535. (doi:10.1163/
156853907782512128)
Watts HE, Holekamp KE. 2009 Ecological
determinants of survival and reproduction in
the spotted hyena. J. Mammal. 90, 461–471.
(doi:10.1644/08-MAMM-A-136.1)
MacNulty DR, Tallian A, Stahler DR, Smith DW.
2014 Influence of group size on the success of
wolves hunting bison. PLoS ONE 9, e112884.
(doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0112884)
Cassidy KA, MacNulty DR, Stahler DR, Smith DW,
Mech LD. 2015 Group composition effects on
aggressive interpack interactions of gray wolves

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

in Yellowstone National Park. Behav. Ecol. 26,
1352–1360. (doi:10.1093/beheco/arv081)
Cheney DL, Seyfarth RM. 1987 The influence of
intergroup competition on the survival and
reproduction of female vervet monkeys. Behav.
Ecol. Sociobiol. 21, 375–386. (doi:10.1007/
BF00299932)
Kurihara Y, Hanya G. 2015 Comparison of
feeding behavior between two different-sized
groups of Japanese macaques (Macaca fuscata
yakui): feeding competition in Japanese
macaques. Am. J. Primatol. 77, 986–1000.
(doi:10.1002/ajp.22429)
Harris TR. 2006 Between-group contest
competition for food in a highly folivorous
population of black and white colobus
monkeys (Colobus guereza). Behav. Ecol.
Sociobiol. 61, 317–329. (doi:10.1007/s00265006-0261-6)
Robinson JG. 1988 Group size in wedge-capped
capuchin monkeys Cebus olivaceus and the
reproductive success of males and females.
Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 23, 187–197. (doi:10.
1007/BF00300353)
Wilson ML, Wrangham RW. 2003 Intergroup
relations in chimpanzees. Annu. Rev. Anthropol.
32, 363–392. (doi:10.1146/annurev.anthro.32.
061002.120046)
Watts DP, Muller M, Amsler SJ, Mbabazi G, Mitani
JC. 2006 Lethal intergroup aggression by
chimpanzees in Kibale National Park, Uganda.
Am. J. Primatol. 68, 161–180. (doi:10.1002/ajp.
20214)
Boesch C, Head J, Tagg N, Arandjelovic M,
Vigilant L, Robbins MM. 2007 Fatal chimpanzee
attack in Loango National Park, Gabon.
Int. J. Primatol. 28, 1025–1034. (doi:10.1007/
s10764-007-9201-1)
Boesch C, Crockford C, Herbinger I, Wittig R,
Moebius Y, Normand E. 2008 Intergroup conflicts
among chimpanzees in Taï National Park: lethal
violence and the female perspective. Am. J.
Primatol. 70, 519–532. (doi:10.1002/ajp.20524)
Wilson ML et al. 2014 Lethal aggression in Pan
is better explained by adaptive strategies than
human impacts. Nature 513, 414. (doi:10.1038/
nature13727)
Goodall J. 1986 The chimpanzees of Gombe:
patterns of behavior. Cambridge, MA: Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Boesch C, Boesch-Achermann H. 2000 The
chimpanzees of the Taï Forest: behavioural
ecology and evolution. Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press.
Manson JH et al. 1991 Intergroup aggression in
chimpanzees and humans [and comments and
replies]. Curr. Anthropol. 32, 369–390. (doi:10.
1086/203974)
Mitani JC, Watts DP, Amsler SJ. 2010 Lethal
intergroup aggression leads to territorial
expansion in wild chimpanzees. Curr. Biol. 20,
R507–R508. (doi:10.1016/j.cub.2010.04.021)
Wilson ML, Hauser MD, Wrangham RW. 2001
Does participation in intergroup conflict depend
on numerical assessment, range location, or
rank for wild chimpanzees? Anim. Behav. 61,
1203–1216. (doi:10.1006/anbe.2000.1706)
Williams JM, Oehlert GW, Carlis JV, Pusey AE.
2004 Why do male chimpanzees defend a
group range? Anim. Behav. 68, 523–532.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2003.09.015)
Lehmann J. 2003 Social influences on ranging
patterns among chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes
verus) in the Tai National Park, Cote d’Ivoire.
Behav. Ecol. 14, 642–649. (doi:10.1093/beheco/
arg047)
Furuichi T. 2020 Variation in intergroup
relationships among species and among and
within local populations of African apes.
Int. J. Primatol. [online], 1–21. (doi:10.1007/
s10764-020-00134-x)
Lehmann J, Boesch C. 2005 Bisexually bonded
ranging in chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes verus).
Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 57, 525–535. (doi:10.
1007/s00265-004-0891-5)
Chapman CA, Wrangham RW. 1993 Range use
of the forest chimpanzees of Kibale: implications
for the understanding of chimpanzee social
organization. Am. J. Primatol. 31, 263–273.
(doi:10.1002/ajp.1350310403)
Pepper JW, Mitani JC, Watts DP. 1999 General
gregariousness and specific social preferences
among wild chimpanzees. Int. J. Primatol. 20,
613–632. (doi:10.1023/A:1020760616641)
Lemoine S, Crockford C, Wittig RM. 2019 Spatial
integration of unusually high numbers of
immigrant females into the south group:
further support for the bisexually-bonded
model in Tai chimpanzees. In The chimpanzees
of the Taï forest: 40 years of research (eds

R. Soc. Open Sci. 7: 200577

References

13

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos

data and critically revised and edited the manuscript; C.C. and R.M.W. supervised the project. All authors gave final
approval for publication and agree to be held accountable for the work performed therein.
Competing interests. The authors declare no competing interests.
Funding. S.L., C.B., A.P., L.S., C.C. and R.M.W. were supported by the Max Planck Society. Research at the Taï
Chimpanzee Project has been funded by the Max Planck Society since 1997. C.C. was supported by the European
Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant
agreement no. 679787).
Acknowledgements. We thank the Ministère de l’Enseignement Supérieur et de la Recherche Scientifique of Côte d’Ivoire,
the Ministère de Eaux et Forêts of Côte d’Ivoire and the Office Ivorien des Parcs et Réserves for permissions to
conduct the study. We are grateful to the Centre Suisse de Recherches Scientifiques en Côte d’Ivoire and the staff
members of the Taï Chimpanzee Project for their long-term support. The Max Planck Society provides core
funding for the Taï Chimpanzee Project since 1997.

35.

36.

37.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Herbinger I, Boesch C, Rothe H. 2001 Territory
characteristics among three neighboring
chimpanzee communities in the Taï National
Park, Côte d’Ivoire. Int. J. Primatol. 22,
143–167. (doi:10.1023/A:1005663212997)
Anderson DP, Nordheim EV, Moermond TC, Gone
Bi ZB, Boesch C. 2005 Factors influencing tree
phenology in Tai National Park, Cote d’Ivoire.
Biotropica 37, 631–640. (doi:10.1111/j.17447429.2005.00080.x)
Polansky L, Boesch C. 2013 Long-term changes in
fruit phenology in a West African lowland tropical
rain forest are not explained by rainfall. Biotropica
45, 434–440. (doi:10.1111/btp.12033)
Nakamura M et al. 2013 Ranging behavior of
Mahale chimpanzees: a 16 year study. Primates
54, 171–182. (doi:10.1007/s10329-012-0337-z)
Gitzen RA, Millspaugh JJ, Kernohan BJ. 2006
Bandwidth selection for fixed-kernel analysis of
animal utilization distributions. J. Wildl.
Manage. 70, 1334–1344. (doi:10.2193/0022541X(2006)70[1334:BSFFAO]2.0.CO;2)
Preis A, Samuni L, Deschner T, Crockford C,
Wittig RM. 2019 Urinary cortisol, aggression,
dominance and competition in wild, West
African male chimpanzees. Front. Ecol. Evol. 7,
107. (doi:10.3389/fevo.2019.00107)
Boesch C, Kohou G, Néné H, Vigilant L. 2006
Male competition and paternity in wild
chimpanzees of the Taï forest. Am. J. Phys.
Anthropol. 130, 103–115. (doi:10.1002/ajpa.
20341)
Nishida T. 1990 The chimpanzees of the Mahale
mountains: sexual and life history strategies.
Tokyo, Japan: Tokyo University Press.
Mielke A, Samuni L, Preis A, Gogarten JF,
Crockford C, Wittig RM. 2017 Bystanders
intervene to impede grooming in western
chimpanzees and sooty mangabeys. R. Soc.
Open Sci. 4, 171296. (doi:10.1098/rsos.171296)
Langergraber KE, Watts DP, Vigilant L, Mitani
JC. 2017 Group augmentation, collective action,
and territorial boundary patrols by male
chimpanzees. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 114,
7337–7342. (doi:10.1073/pnas.1701582114)
Crockford C, Herbinger I, Vigilant L, Boesch C. 2004
Wild chimpanzees produce group-specific calls: a
case for vocal learning? Ethology 110, 221–243.
(doi:10.1111/j.1439-0310.2004.00968.x)
Herbinger I, Papworth S, Boesch C, Zuberbühler K.
2009 Vocal, gestural and locomotor responses of
wild chimpanzees to familiar and unfamiliar
intruders: a playback study. Anim. Behav. 78,
1389–1396. (doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.09.010)
Markham AC, Alberts SC, Altmann J. 2012
Intergroup conflict: ecological predictors of
winning and consequences of defeat in a wild
primate population. Anim. Behav. 84, 399–403.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2012.05.009)
Crofoot MC, Gilby IC, Wikelski MC, Kays RW.
2008 Interaction location outweighs the
competitive advantage of numerical superiority
in Cebus capucinus intergroup contests. Proc.
Natl Acad. Sci. USA 105, 577–581. (doi:10.1073/
pnas.0707749105)
Kokko H, López-Sepulcre A, Morrell LJ. 2006
From hawks and doves to self-consistent games
of territorial behavior. Am. Nat. 167, 901–912.
(doi:10.1086/504604)

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

Baayen RH. 2011 Analyzing linguistic data: a
practical introduction to statistics using R. 5th
printing. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.
Bates D, Mächler M, Bolker B, Walker S. 2014
Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4.
arXiv:1406.5823 [stat]. (http://arxiv.org/abs/
1406.5823)
Field A. 2007 Discovering statistics using SPSS:
and sex, drugs and rock‘n’roll, 2nd edn,
reprinted. London, UK: SAGE Publications.
Fox J, Weisberg S. 2011 An R companion to
applied regression, 2nd edn. Los Angeles,
London, New Delhi, Singapore, Washington DC:
Sage.
Burnham KP, Anderson DR, Huyvaert KP. 2011
AIC model selection and multimodel inference
in behavioral ecology: some background,
observations, and comparisons. Behav. Ecol.
Sociobiol. 65, 23–35. (doi:10.1007/s00265-0101029-6)
Stolwijk AM, Straatman H, Zielhuis GA. 1999
Studying seasonality by using sine and cosine
functions in regression analysis. J. Epidemiol.
Community Health 53, 235–238. (doi:10.1136/
jech.53.4.235)
Schielzeth H, Forstmeier W. 2009 Conclusions
beyond support: overconfident estimates in
mixed models. Behav. Ecol. 20, 416–420.
(doi:10.1093/beheco/arn145)
Barr DJ, Levy R, Scheepers C, Tily HJ. 2013
Random effects structure for confirmatory
hypothesis testing: keep it maximal.
J. Mem. Lang. 68, 255–278. (doi:10.1016/j.jml.
2012.11.001)
Dobson AJ, Barnett AG. 2008 An introduction to
generalized linear models, 3rd edn. Boca Raton,
FL: CRC Press.
Mitani JC, Watts DP. 2005 Correlates of
territorial boundary patrol behaviour in wild
chimpanzees. Anim. Behav. 70, 1079–1086.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2005.02.012)
Matsumoto-Oda A. 2002 Behavioral seasonality
in mahale chimpanzees. Primates 43, 103–117.
(doi:10.1007/BF02629670)
Anderson DP, Nordheim EV, Boesch C,
Moermond TC. 2002 Factors influencing fissionfusion grouping in chimpanzees in the Taï
National Park, Côte d’Ivoire. In Behavioural
diversity in chimpanzees and bonobos (eds
C Boesch, G Hohmann, LF Marchant), pp. 90–101.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Williams JM., Liu HY., and Pusey AE. 2002 Costs
and benefits of grouping for female
chimpanzees at Gombe. In Behavioural diversity
in chimpanzees and bonobos (eds C Boesch,
G Hohmann, LF Marchant), pp. 192–203.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Townsend SW, Slocombe KE, Emery Thompson
M, Zuberbühler K. 2007 Female-led infanticide
in wild chimpanzees. Curr. Biol. 17,
R355–R356. (doi:10.1016/j.cub.2007.03.020)
Surbeck M, Mundry R, Hohmann G. 2011
Mothers matter! Maternal support, dominance
status and mating success in male bonobos
(Pan paniscus). Proc. R. Soc. B 278, 590–598.
(doi:10.1098/rspb.2010.1572)
Pandit SA, Pradhan GR, Balashov H, Van Schaik
CP. 2016 The conditions favoring between-

14

R. Soc. Open Sci. 7: 200577

38.

48.

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos

34.

C Boesch, RM Wittig), pp. 159–177. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.
Sakura O. 1994 Factors affecting party size and
composition of chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes
verus) Bossou, Guinea. Int. J. Primatol. 15,
167–183. (doi:10.1007/BF02735272)
Samuni L, Preis A, Mundry R, Deschner T,
Crockford C, Wittig RM. 2017 Oxytocin reactivity
during intergroup conflict in wild chimpanzees.
Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 114, 268–273. (doi:10.
1073/pnas.1616812114)
Samuni L, Mielke A, Preis A, Crockford C, Wittig
R. 2019 Intergroup competition enhances
chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes verus) in-group
cohesion. Int. J. Primatol. [online], 1–21.
Sidanius J, Pratto F, Brief D. 1995
Group dominance and the political
psychology of gender: a cross-cultural
comparison. Polit. Psychol. 16, 381. (doi:10.
2307/3791836)
Nadler A. 2002 Inter-group helping relations as
power relations: maintaining or challenging
social dominance between groups through
helping. J. Soc. Issues 58, 487–502. (doi:10.
1111/1540-4560.00272)
Flinn MV, Geary DC, Ward CV. 2005 Ecological
dominance, social competition, and coalitionary
arms races. Evol. Hum. Behav. 26, 10–46.
(doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2004.08.005)
Alexander RD. 1989 Evolution of the human
psyche. In The human revolution: behavioural
and biological perspectives on the origins of
modern humans (eds P Mellars, C Stringer),
pp. 455–513. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Wittig RM., Boesch C. 2019 Demography and
life history of five chimpanzee communities in
Taï National Park. In The chimpanzees of the Taï
forest: 40 years of research (eds C Boesch, RM
Wittig), pp. 125–140. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.
Lemoine S, Preis A, Samuni L, Boesch C,
Crockford C, Wittig RM. 2020 Between-group
competition impacts reproductive success in
wild chimpanzees. Curr. Biol. 30, 312–318.e3.
(doi:10.1016/j.cub.2019.11.039)
Adams ES. 2001 Approaches to the study of
territory size and shape. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst.
32, 277–303. (doi:10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.32.
081501.114034)
Port M, Johnstone RA. 2013 Facing the crowd:
intruder pressure, within-group competition,
and the resolution of conflicts over groupmembership. Ecol. Evol. 3, 1209–1218. (doi:10.
1002/ece3.533)
Kelly CD. 2008 The interrelationships between
resource-holding potential, resource-value and
reproductive success in territorial males: how
much variation can we explain? Behav. Ecol.
Sociobiol. 62, 855–871. (doi:10.1007/s00265007-0518-8)
van de Pol M, Wright J. 2009 A simple method
for distinguishing within- versus betweensubject effects using mixed models. Anim.
Behav. 77, 753–758. (doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.
2008.11.006)
Altmann J. 1974 Observational study of
behavior: sampling methods. Behaviour 49,
227–266. (doi:10.1163/156853974X00534)

80.

81.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

Kutsukake N, Matsusaka T. 2002 Incident of
intense aggression by chimpanzees against an
infant from another group in Mahale Mountains
National Park, Tanzania. Am. J. Primatol. 58,
175–180. (doi:10.1002/ajp.10058)
Watts DP, Mitani JC. 2000 Infanticide and
cannibalism by male chimpanzees at Ngogo,
Kibale National Park, Uganda. Primates 41,
357–365. (doi:10.1007/BF02557646)
Watts DP, Sherrow HM, Mitani JC. 2002 New
cases of inter-community infanticide by male
chimpanzees at Ngogo, Kibale National Park,
Uganda. Primates 43, 263–270. (doi:10.1007/
BF02629601)
Wilson ML, Wallauer WR, Pusey AE. 2004 New
cases of intergroup violence among
chimpanzees in Gombe National Park, Tanzania.
Int. J. Primatol. 25, 523–549. (doi:10.1023/B:
IJOP.0000023574.38219.92)
Crockford C, Wittig RM, Langergraber K, Ziegler
TE, Zuberbühler K, Deschner T. 2013 Urinary
oxytocin and social bonding in related and
unrelated wild chimpanzees. Proc. R. Soc. B
280, 20122765. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2012.2765)
Nunn CL, Deaner RO. 2004 Patterns of
participation and free riding in territorial
conflicts among ringtailed lemurs (Lemur catta).
Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 57, 50–61. (doi:10.1007/
s00265-004-0830-5)
Cords M. 2007 Variable participation in the
defense of communal feeding territories by blue
monkeys in the Kakamega Forest, Kenya.
Behaviour 144, 1537–1550. (doi:10.1163/
156853907782512100)
Fashing P. 2001 Male and female strategies during
intergroup encounters in guerezas (Colobus
guereza): evidence for resource defense mediated
through males and a comparison with other
primates. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 50, 219–230.
(doi:10.1007/s002650100358)
Beehner J, Kitchen D. 2007 Factors affecting
individual participation in group-level
aggression among non-human primates.
Behaviour 144, 1551–1581. (doi:10.1163/
156853907782512074)
Boydston EE, Morelli TL, Holekamp KE. 2001 Sex
differences in territorial behavior exhibited by
the spotted hyena (Hyaenidae, Crocuta crocuta).

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

Ethology 107, 369–385. (doi:10.1046/j.14390310.2001.00672.x)
Grinnell J. 2002 Modes of cooperation during
territorial defense by African lions. Hum. Nat.
13, 85–104. (doi:10.1007/s12110-002-1015-4)
Willems EP, Hellriegel B, van Schaik CP. 2013
The collective action problem in primate
territory economics. Proc. R. Soc. B 280,
20130081. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2013.0081)
Arseneau-Robar TJM, Taucher AL, Schnider AB,
van Schaik CP, Willems EP. 2017 Intra- and
interindividual differences in the costs and
benefits of intergroup aggression in female
vervet monkeys. Anim. Behav. 123, 129–137.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.10.034)
Arseneau-Robar TJM, Taucher AL, Müller E, van
Schaik C, Bshary R, Willems EP. 2016 Female
monkeys use both the carrot and the stick to
promote male participation in intergroup fights.
Proc. R. Soc. B 283, 20161817. (doi:10.1098/
rspb.2016.1817)
Mathew S, Boyd R. 2014 The cost of cowardice:
punitive sentiments towards free riders in
Turkana raids. Evol. Hum. Behav. 35, 58–64.
(doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.10.001)
Copeland SR, Sponheimer M, de Ruiter DJ, LeeThorp JA, Codron D, le Roux PJ, Grimes V,
Richards MP. 2011 Strontium isotope evidence
for landscape use by early hominins. Nature
474, 76–78. (doi:10.1038/nature10149)
Van der Merwe NJ. 2011 Male philopatry
and female dispersal amongst two species
of early hominins from the Sterkfontein
valley. S. Afr. J. Sci. 107, 14–15. (doi:10.4102/
sajs.v107i7/8.811)
Wrangham RW, Glowacki L. 2012 Intergroup
aggression in chimpanzees and war in nomadic
hunter-gatherers: evaluating the chimpanzee
model. Hum. Nat. 23, 5–29. (doi:10.1007/
s12110-012-9132-1)
Hill K. 1993 Life history theory and evolutionary
anthropology. Evol. Anthropol. 2, 78–88.
(doi:10.1002/evan.1360020303)
Zeanah DW. 2004 Sexual division of labor and
central place foraging: a model for the Carson
Desert of western Nevada. J. Anthropol.
Archaeol. 23, 1–32. (doi:10.1016/S02784165(03)00061-8)

15

R. Soc. Open Sci. 7: 200577

82.

89.

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos

79.

community raiding in chimpanzees, bonobos,
and human foragers. Hum. Nat. 27, 141–159.
(doi:10.1007/s12110-015-9252-5)
Samuni L, Crockford C, Wittig RM. (Submitted)
Group-level cooperation in chimpanzees is
shaped by strong social ties.
Wrangham R, Lundy R, Crofoot M, Gilby I. 2007
Use of overlap zones among group-living
primates: a test of the risk hypothesis.
Behaviour 144, 1599–1619. (doi:10.1163/
156853907782512092)
Wrangham R, Wilson M, Hauser M. 2007
Chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) modify grouping
and vocal behaviour in response to locationspecific risk. Behaviour 144, 1621–1653.
(doi:10.1163/156853907782512137)
Wilson ML, Kahlenberg SM, Wells M,
Wrangham RW. 2012 Ecological and social
factors affect the occurrence and outcomes of
intergroup encounters in chimpanzees. Anim.
Behav. 83, 277–291. (doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.
2011.11.004)
Furuichi T, Hashimoto C, Tashiro Y. 2001 Fruit
availability and habitat use by chimpanzees in
the Kalinzu Forest, Uganda: examination of
fallback foods. Int. J. Primatol. 22, 929–945.
(doi:10.1023/A:1012009520350)
Basabose AK. 2004 Fruit availability and
chimpanzee party size at Kahuzi montane
forest, Democratic Republic of Congo. Primates
45, 211–219. (doi:10.1007/s10329-004-0087-7)
Hamai M, Nishida T, Takasaki H, Turner LA. 1992
New records of within-group infanticide and
cannibalism in wild chimpanzees. Primates 33,
151–162. (doi:10.1007/BF02382746)
Arcadi AC, Wrangham RW. 1999 Infanticide in
chimpanzees: review of cases and a new withingroup observation from the Kanyawara study
group in Kibale National Park. Primates 40,
337–351. (doi:10.1007/BF02557557)
Murray CM, Wroblewski E, Pusey AE. 2007 New
case of intragroup infanticide in the
chimpanzees of Gombe National Park.
Int. J. Primatol. 28, 23–37. (doi:10.1007/
s10764-006-9111-7)
Newton-Fisher NE. 1999 Infant killers of
Budongo. Folia Primatol. 70, 167–169. (doi:10.
1159/000021690)

