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Article

Understanding Human Behavior’s Underlying
Intention: Altruism, Selfishness, and the Role of Social
Impact Models Based on Cipolla’s Work
Gonzalo Hoyos-Bucheli

School of Architecture, Faculty of Architecture and Engineering, Universidad Internacional SEK, Calle Alberto Einstein S/N y
5ta. Transversal, Quito - Ecuador; gonzalo.hoyos@uisek.edu.ec

Abstract

Various disciplines have delved into the complex relationship between social behavior and its indi-
vidual and collective benefits. In social psychology, many scholars have explored human behavior
driven by altruistic and selfish actions. From the perspective of evolutionary biology, numerous studies
have examined the positive and negative effects of the actor and recipient on behaviors. However,
when viewed through an interdisciplinary lens, these approaches only partially capture the intricate
interplay between the actors’ behaviors and the societal impact of their actions. In a collaborative
spirit, this article considers the pivotal work of Carlo Cipolla’s "Laws of Human Stupidity," which
sought to classify people based on the benefits for themselves and others. By comparing definitions
and interpretations from different disciplines, the article demonstrates the theoretical compatibility
of Cipolla’s types of people, behavioral definitions from evolutionary biology and social psychology,
and understanding of human intentions behind behavior based on the "Theory of Planned Behavior."
Finally, this article compiles the results in a "Social Impact" classification with integrated definitions
based on human behaviors and their underlying intentions.

Keywords: human behavior; Carlo Cipolla; altruism; selfishness; social impact

1. Introduction
Unraveling the intentions that drive human behavior within the intricate web of human interac-

tions is a significant and pressing challenge. This task intertwines biological, social, and psychological
insights with moral and ethical considerations [1,2]. The considerable impact underscores the profound
importance of this understanding in shaping human behavior, interactions, and its implications for
society [3]. While social psychology focuses on the dichotomy between altruism and selfishness, which
is defined by human motivations and shows complex, intricate, and multifaceted definitions due to the
influence of internal and external factors, evolutionary biology focuses on the study of social behavior
based on the positive or negative effects between actor and receiver in a bidirectional process, where
the actor is defined as the individual who performs or expresses the action, and the receiver as the
individual who takes part or receives the action [4].

The interaction between the actor and the receiver is crucial but dynamic in determining the
outcome and impact of any action [5]. The receiver response and interpretation of the actor’s actions
are not just passive elements, but active contributors, as they can significantly influence the actor’s
intentions and future behavior, highlighting everyone’s power and responsibility to shape the dynamic
nature of social interactions [4]. However, human behavior is triggered by intentions shaped not only
by internal desires and external factors, but also by dynamic interactions between individuals [6].
Inferring the underlying intentions behind the behavior can be complex and challenging because the
actor and receiver may have different perspectives and motivations.

This article examines and analyzes the definitions of social behaviors from a holistic perspective,
considering the impact on both the person initiating the action and the receiver who takes part in
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the action. This examination will focus on the positive and negative effects of interactions between
social psychology and evolutionary biology, and their correlation with the underlying intentions of
behaviors. It will compare the abovementioned definitions with Carlo Cipolla’s model described
in his book "The Basic Laws of Human Stupidity," which clearly defines the actors and receivers by
the gain or loss of their actions, resulting in four types: intelligent, bandits, helpless, and stupid [7].
The final goal is to develop a comprehensive framework for defining a complementary definition of
behavior and intentions that enable the decoding or predicting of actions based on Cipolla’s model.
Complementarily, this framework aims to the social impact of benefit or harm on society. This article
is not intended to become a theoretical model or a review. It aims to provide arguments for further
discussion and develop research on human behavior, its intentions, and social impact, which can be
applied across multidisciplinary fields.

2. Materials and Methods
The study was divided into three parts. The first part focused on deepening the Cipolla model

to define the actions of actors and receivers as a definition of behavior. This part was carried out by
examining and analyzing the book written by Carlo Cipolla, "The Basic Laws of Human Stupidity"
[7]. This part also included revising literature that analyzed and interpreted Cipolla’s work to clarify
definitions related to the variations and applications of his model [8–11].

The second part was focused on clarifying and contrasting the multidisciplinary perspective of
altruistic and selfish behavior from the fields of psychology [5,6] and evolutionary ecology [4]. This
part is also considered to clarify the role of underlying intentions under behavioral science [1–3]. This
part was carried out by an extensive literature review, mainly taken from scientific databases that
include ScienceDirect, Google Scholar, and PubMed, specifically on those publications in Psychology,
Behavioral Sciences, and Evolutionary Ecology journals.

The third part was focused on correlating interdisciplinary definitions with Cipolla’s model to
approach and understand its implications as "Social Impact." This part was carried out using Cipolla’s
graph model as a base. The definitions from various fields were integrated into Cipolla’s quadrants
graph to better understand the definitions used to construct "Social Impact" based on the resulting
behavioral types.

3. Results
The results are divided into three parts. The first part provides a detailed explanation of Cipolla’s

model and its development by similar authors. The second part focuses on comparing various
definitions of authors from interdisciplinary fields, including Social Psychology and Evolutionary
Ecology. This section shows the definitions in analogous terms regarding social behavior and its
relationship with the gains or losses of the actor and the receiver, considering the Cipolla model
explained in the first part as a basis. The third part focuses on the definitions that describe the
relationship between intentions and social behavior, including the "Theory of Mind" (TOM) and the
"Theory of Planned Behavior" (TPB).

3.1. The Cipolla’s Model

The economist and historian Carlo M. Cipolla (1922–2000) wrote an essay titled "The Basic Laws
of Human Stupidity" [7]. Cipolla’s stupidity quadrant and his five laws of stupidity were proposed
for the first time in 1976. Exposed in a humorous mood by the author, these concepts describe the
interactions among human beings in terms of a semi-quantitative model based on the gains and losses
[8].

Cipolla defines stupidity within a social context in a more detailed way than simply something
opposed to intelligence. According to Cipolla, a person who is prejudiced against another or a group
does so without any profit or incurring prejudice themselves. This definition is crucial because it
highlights the irrationality and destructive nature of stupid actions that are difficult to predict and
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justify [7]. Cipolla classifies people into four groups based on the consequences of their actions for
themselves and others: intelligent people, whose actions result in their benefit and for others; bandits,
who profit at the expense of others; helpless people, who benefit others at their expense, and stupid
people, who harm others without any benefit to themselves [9]. Cipolla emphasizes the widespread
and underestimated presence of stupidity, suggesting that the likelihood of a person being stupid is
independent of any other characteristics of that person. He also points out that stupidity is a primary
source of collective problems and annoyances contributing to social scourges [7].

Cipolla’s theory is a critique and serves as a framework for understanding social interactions
and the impact of non-rational behaviors on collective well-being, aimed at the identification of a
"filter" for the concept as opposed to intelligence, which he defined as "stupidity" [10]. Both Cipolla’s
"intelligence" and "stupidity" as attributes of human behavior are not revealed so much by the type
of communicative behavior produced by a given agent but rather consider the advantages and
disadvantages produced as a consequence of the agent’s actions and that is perceived and "objectively
evaluated" by the recipient who is the one who qualifies the behaviors based the advantages (benefits)
and disadvantages or (prejudices) for the agent; and, advantages (benefits) or disadvantages (losses)
for others [10]. Figure 1 shows how Cipolla describes a cross-sectional characterization based on the
possibility that helpless individuals and bandits can have intelligent or stupid characteristics, resulting
in six types of individuals: intelligent, stupid, intelligent–helpless, intelligent-bandits, stupid–helpless,
and stupid–bandits [7].

Figure 1. Carlo Cipolla’s types of persons (Source: "The Basic Laws of Human Stupidity", Cipolla, 1991. Modified
by the author.)

Inspired by Carlo Cipolla’s work, further studies developed an evolutionary game in which they
incorporated the four categories of human behavior inspired by Cipolla’s theory of human stupidity
to explore the dynamics of strategies in a population [11]. Adding more diverse strategies in the
game theory framework, such as those inspired by Cipolla’s laws, introduces greater complexity and a
richer set of dynamics than traditional models of two strategies, named cooperator and defector. This
study shows that individuals with low intelligence can inhibit cooperative behaviors and decrease the
population’s total wealth, using a mathematical model that reveals a transition from a cooperative
regime to a defective one when the probability of individuals adopting stupid behaviors increases
[11]. Furthermore, based on Cipolla’s classification of social behaviors, [10] identifies other criteria
that help with the definition in a broader range. He proposes including the "Social Wheel" model as
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an extension of Cipolla’s conceptual model, adding a variant to Cipolla’s model: the actor’s will or
unwillingness (volition) to cause advantages to others.

3.2. A Multidisciplinary Perspective of Altruistic and Selfish Behavior
3.2.1. Altruism and Egoism from Social Psychology.

From a simplistic perspective, an actor’s actions can be classified from purely altruistic to selfish
based on the immediate results they produce. Altruism in social psychology is generally defined
as behavior that benefits others at a cost to oneself [12,13], and the concept has been studied across
various disciplines, including psychology, sociology, economics, and evolutionary biology [14,15].
While some view altruism as a cultural or superorganic phenomenon [17], others argue that it has
biological roots [16].

Researchers have proposed different explanations for altruism, such as kin selection, reciprocal
altruism, and sexual selection [4,16]. Some argue that altruism and volunteerism are closely related but
rarely connected in literature [14]. According to [18], personal dispositions and social situations interact
in complicated ways to influence helping behavior. Altruists prefer to help without compensation,
while "receptive givers" choose to help when there is an expected response. Empathic emotion can
elicit an altruistic motivation to help, and this help can reduce the suffering of the person in need
rather than alleviate their well-being [19]. Altruistic dispositions are more evident in contexts of easy
escape and high emotional emotiveness and where the need for help is obvious [20]. The study carried
out by [21] summarizes some alternative sources of prosocial motivation that could explain altruism.
Although he does not explore them in the same depth as selfish motivations, he defines 1) Altruistic
personality, one who has a stable disposition to help others; 2) Moral reasoning based on principles,
referring to decision-making based on universal and impartial moral principles; 3) Devout religion,
religious belief as a motivator of personal conduct; and, 4) Internalized prosocial values: Personal
values that promote the well-being of others.

Researchers even affirm the possibility of a conjunction between altruism and selfishness since
they may have a singular motivational source through which various actions emerge. Then, despite
its negative reputation, egoism can sometimes motivate prosocial behavior [22], although social
dominance orientation tends to coincide with behavioral selfishness [23]. The study developed by [21]
has defined some possibilities to explain selfish motivations for altruism: the elimination of empathy,
defined as the elimination of the need for the other as an instrumental goal; avoidance of shame and
guilt, as the desire to avoid disapproval; social censure, and self-condemnation; obtaining specific
empathic pride, as and anticipated emotional benefit by helping someone for whom there is a feeling
of emphatic concern; relief from sadness, as the desire to relieve sadness of someone who is suffering;
empathic joy, as the pleasure experience by witnessing the joy of whom is helped; moral hypocrisy,
defined as the actions performed to be perceived as morally correct, regardless of the true motivations,
going as far as to justify their immoral actions by alluding to morally acceptable reasons.

Selfishness is the motivational state that aims to increase the actor’s well-being (self-realization)
[21]. Similar studies define selfishness as an excessive preoccupation with one’s pleasure at the
expense of the community’s well-being [24]. Psychological egoism posits that all intentional actions
are ultimately self-interested, while psychological altruism suggests that some actions are other-
cited May 2011. Recent research challenges traditional views of selfishness, proposing a psychological
construction where selfishness is perceived when a situation-specific desire to benefit oneself disregards
others’ desires and social expectations [26]. The HEXACO model, particularly the Honesty-Humility
factor, strongly predicts egoism [27]. While egoism is often viewed as natural, altruism has been treated
with suspicion [28]. Interestingly, perspective-taking can increase egoistic behavior in competitive
contexts [29]. Some argue that self-other merging may explain empathy-induced altruism, though this
explanation has been challenged [25].

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 11 March 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202603.0918.v1

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.0918.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


5 of 14

3.2.2. Social Behavior from Evolutionary Ecology.

According to [13], altruism translates into cost-benefit adjustment, in which the actor’s adjustment
decreases while the receiver’s adjustment improves. This categorization of altruism is based on the
positive or negative effects on the actor and the receiver. Accordingly, social behavior can be classified
as reciprocity (mutualism), altruism, egoism, spite, and green beard [13,30].

Figure 2. Classification of Social Behaviors. Source: West and Gardner, 2011.

"Reciprocity" or "mutualism" occurs when the actor is more likely to receive help in the future
and depends on a direct benefit for cooperation [30], or rather, "an interaction between species that
is beneficial to both" [31]. Although mutualism may be at risk of becoming antagonism [32], it is
also defined as a beneficial interaction between species, which has received significant attention
in ecological research and is developed through mechanisms, including complementary skills [33].
Evolutionary models of mutualism have explored how cooperation can evolve and persist in the
face of conflicts of interest, employing various approaches, from adaptive dynamics to quantitative
genetics [34]. An important aspect that conditions the development of the mutualist association is
that it requires a sustained feedback process by selection to make efficient decisions in cooperative
dilemmas, suggesting, similarly to Foster, that intelligent strategies are helpful as a kind of "feedback
loop" that contributes to increased intelligence[35].

"Altruism" is defined as a behavior that reduces the actor’s fitness while increasing the recipient’s
fitness, and this concept challenges the Darwinian idea of "survival of the fittest" [13]. Explanations
for the evolution of altruism include kin selection, reciprocal altruism, and group selection [36,56].
While some argue that altruism is a group phenomenon evolving through individual selection [36],
others suggest it is programmed to ensure the survival of social groups [37]. Empathy is proposed as
a mechanism underlying directed altruism, with evidence suggesting it is phylogenetically ancient
[38]. The concept of evolutionary altruism differs from vernacular altruism [39], and its interpretation
varies across disciplines [15]. Some researchers question the existence of strict altruism, arguing that
apparent altruistic behaviors may have hidden benefits for the actor [40].

Altruistic acts are not necessarily self-sacrificing, as they can also benefit the actor [13,41]. The
idea of altruism as a form of self-sacrifice is challenged, with the reinforcement value of self-being a key
consideration [41]. On the other hand, [42] states that evolutionary biology does not support the idea
that humans are psychologically selfish by nature. Although natural selection can favor behaviors that
benefit the individual, this does not necessarily imply that motivations are purely selfish. [43] showed
that Hamilton’s Rule applies to humans, where help is preferentially directed to close relatives, and
emotional closeness plays an essential role in the willingness to help. Due to evolutionary pressure,
pure selfishness does not always lead to altruism but can lead to different types of helping behaviors:
altruistic helpers motivated by a genuine desire to increase the well-being of others; behavioral helpers
focused on reciprocity, which are not altruistic or selfish but have a solid reciprocal commitment,
helping those they have helped in the past; and, reflective helpers, who have a behavior driven by
automatic responses and not by ultimate desires, neither altruistic nor selfish [44].

Evolutionary biology defines "selfishness" at the genetic level, where genes act to enhance their
transmission, potentially at the expense of other genes or the organism’s fitness [45]. This concept,
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popularized by Dawkins’ "The Selfish Gene," challenges the traditional view of genomes as cohesive
units [46]. The study of [47] formalized this theory mathematically, showing that genes can be
considered fitness-maximizing agents. However, this perspective has been controversial, with critics
arguing that genes cannot possess intentions or emotions [48]. Genetic selfishness has implications for
understanding altruism, which some claim can be explained through mechanisms like kin selection
and reciprocal altruism [40,49]. In this line, [65] notes that this gene-centric view extends beyond
individual organisms, influencing the broader environment and other species. The controversial
concept of the selfish gene continues to hold significant sway within evolutionary biology despite
persistent debates and discussions [46].

Then, "spite" is defined as a behavior where an individual harms themselves to harm others [51].
Initially thought to be rare, recent research suggests that spite can evolve under certain conditions.
Spatial population structure and local competition can favor spite evolution [4,52]. Spite can benefit
kin and reduce virulence in parasitic relationships [53]. It can evolve in finite populations without
population structure [54] and may contribute to the evolution of fairness [55]. Spiteful behaviors can
be interpreted as altruistic, benefiting related third parties [51,56]. The distinction between Hamilto-
nian and Wilsonian spite is considered more semantic than absolute [51]. Spitefulness is positively
associated with aggression, psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism [57,58]. Impulsivity is a
common factor linking these traits to aggressive behavior [58,59]. Narcissists tend to respond more
aggressively to social rejection [60]. Spite can evolve in small populations with low migration rates,
which may be a spiteful and altruistic strategy [56]. However, true spite requires kin discrimination, as
indiscriminate harming behaviors may be selfish rather than spiteful [61]. Interestingly, spiteful traits
can also contribute to socially beneficial behaviors, such as costly punishment for selfish actions [62].
The evolution of spite in finite populations is possible and can sometimes contribute to its stability by
limiting population growth [54].

Finally, the "green beard" effect in evolutionary biology refers to a gene or group of genes that
can recognize copies of itself in other individuals and promote altruistic behavior towards them
[30,63]. Initially proposed as a theoretical concept, green beard genes have been discovered in various
organisms, including ants [64] and potentially in human placentas [65]. While some argue that green
beard effects are unlikely due to the need for a single gene to code for both recognition and altruism
[66], others suggest that loosely coupled genes or indirect genetic effects can facilitate their evolution
[66,67]. Although green beard effects may exist in humans, they are unlikely to be important in
complex organisms [30]. Alternative explanations, such as the "red beard" hypothesis, have been
proposed to explain human sociality through emotions rather than specific behaviors [68].

3.3. Identification of Underlying Intentions of Human Behavior

Several authors have focused on identifying the intentions of human behavior. However, var-
ious theories have been put forward that reflect the complexity of the mind-body problem and the
need to integrate philosophical and scientific perspectives [69]. One is the "Theory of Mind" (ToM),
which, despite the criticisms that highlight its limitations and potential misinterpretations due to its
dependence on biological concepts and reductionism [? ], offers a comprehensive explanation to
understand why people, under different mental states may be able to process, interpret, and predict
the actions of others, depending on the availability of cognitive resources and the complexity of the
social situation [71]. The ToM explains the ability to attribute mental states to oneself and others to
understand intentions and beliefs, including purpose, knowledge, thought, doubt, assumption, and
simulation, based on attributions [72–74].

Other research on hidden interests in social interactions has revealed that human actions are
motivated by non-explicit personal benefits. Such personal benefits could be motivated by pos-
sessing power, opportunities for manipulation, maintaining reputation, or even avoiding negative
consequences associated with their acts. The possession of power, for example, acts directly on the
behavioral approach system. According to the study developed by [75], there is an essential implication
for understanding power dynamics in various social interactions, including how power can affect the
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perception of others’ intentions and moral decisions. The study suggests that high power is associated
with increased approach, positive effect, attention to rewards, and uninhibited behavior, while reduced
power is related to the opposite. This means that power influences behavior and how people process
information and respond emotionally. The control of power in different contexts can be used by human
motivations to justify their altruistic or selfish actions. Such control can lead individuals to see others
as targets of manipulation and to justify their use by devaluing others, generating the perception of
one’s superiority by maintaining a psychological distance from the less powerful [76]. Power also acts
as an intensifier of goal-related motivation, facilitating self-expression and goal-directed action. Still, it
also leads to neglect of social aspects and objectification of others [77].

From the social psychology perspective, "desire" is crucial in shaping human behavior and
motivation. It serves as a proximal cause of intentions, mediating the effects of attitudes, norms,
and perceived control on behavior [78]. The "Theory of Planned Behavior" (TPB) is a widely used
model in social psychology to predict and explain human behavior. It states that behavior is guided
by beliefs about outcomes, normative expectations, and perceived control, which form behavioral
intention. These factors influence behavioral intentions, considering the immediate antecedent of
actual behavior [79,80]. Accordingly, attitudes are produced by behavioral beliefs and represent a
favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the behavior; subjective norms result from normative beliefs
and reflect perceived social pressure or the normative expectations of others; perceived behavioral
control arises from control beliefs and pertains to the perceived presence of factors that may facilitate
or impede the performance of the behavior, as well as the perceived power of these factors. Intention is
formed by the combination of attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral
control. It is considered the immediate antecedent of behavior. Finally, behavior is the actual action
carried out, which is expected to occur when there is sufficient control over the behavior and the
intention to perform it [81]. While the theory traditionally assumes unidirectional causality, recent
research suggests reciprocal causal relations between intentions and base components [80]. The TPB
has been applied to various domains, including pro-environmental behaviors [82], leisure choices
[79], farmer behavior [83], paternal involvement [84], entrepreneurship [85], and green marketing [86].
Despite some criticisms, the theory remains relevant and helpful in explaining behavioral intentions
[87]. However, researchers should adhere to guidelines for proper application, including identifying
indirect variables and reporting explained variance, to obtain more substantial and consistent results
[82].

4. Discussion
4.1. The Social Model: An Approach to Understand Underlying Intentions

Figure 3 illustrates the compatibility of definitions with Cipolla’s model, as outlined in the first
ring, highlighting the unique condition of quadrants that define the benefit or prejudice for the
individual and others, which prevails throughout the graph. The second ring corresponds to the
definitions of evolutionary biology and social psychology. The third ring corresponds to the combined
definitions of Cipolla’s types of people and behaviors. The last ring, finally, defines social impact based
on the types of people and their behavior.
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Figure 3. Social Impact based on Cipolla’s Model with Psychological and Biological definitions of behaviors.

The Cipolla model contains the definitions necessary for classifying people based on bene-
fit/prejudice – individual/other. In addition, he suggests another element of substantial importance.
Although it does not appear in the graphic model, Cipolla defines it as the "TOM" axis dividing people
by the rationality or irrationality of their acts. This axis allows for a more precise classification, resulting
in six types of people: smart and stupid, helpless–intelligent or stupid, and smart and stupid bandits.

According to the definitions of evolutionary biology, like Cipolla, the classification of social
behaviors coincides with Cipolla’s quadrants in terms of benefit, resulting in four behaviors: altruism,
mutualism, selfishness, and spite. Similarly, Cipolla’s model coincides with the definition of positive or
negative benefits in the individual and others, concluding that intelligent people are people who obtain
benefits for themselves and others (mutualism), bandits obtain benefits for themselves by harming
others (selfishness), the helpless people who help others to get benefits but harming themselves
(altruism) and finally the stupid, who with their actions harm both others and themselves (spite). As
we have seen, the definitions detail several motivations that can be used for each behavior, reinforcing
the complexity and, in some cases, even duality in the interpretation. In this sense, the concepts of
"green beard" and "red beard" are examples of this complexity, which has not been considered in the
comparative model.

Social psychology provides definitions of altruism and selfishness, which, as with evolutionary
biology, suggest the most complex types of behavior due to the ambiguity and nature of the intentions
before the behavior. In this sense, it is understood that altruistic behavior can develop in people with
selfish intentions. However, they help clarify the definition of the behavior specified in the third ring
in the following types of people and behaviors: intelligent people, with rational mutualistic behavior;
stupid people, with irrational and destructive behavior; helpless intelligent, rational helping behavior;
helpless stupid, irrational helping self-sacrificing behavior; bandit intelligent, rational egoistic behavior;
and, bandit stupid, irrational, self-serving behavior.
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Table 1. Social Impact definitions according to the combination of Cipolla’s model and behavioral definitions

G/L(A)* G/L(R)* Cipolla (2011) Rat./Irrat. West et al. (2006). Cipolla and
Behavior Social Impact Definition

+ + Intelligent Rational Mutualism

Intelligent person
with rational
mutualistic

behavior

Social Welfare

An intelligent
person with

rational
mutualistic

behavior that
benefits both the
individual and

society

- + Helpless
(Intelligent) Rational Altruism

Helpless-
Intelligent person

with Rational
helping behavior

Social
Contribution

A helpless but
intelligent person

with rational,
altruistic,

self-sacrificing
behavior that
significantly

benefits society.

- + Helpless (Stupid) Irrational Altruism

Helpless-Stupid
person with

Irrational helping
(self-sacrificing)

behavior

Social
Inconvenience

A helpless but
stupid person
with irrational

altruistic
self-sacrificing
behavior that
causes minor

inconvenience to
society.

+ - Bandit
(Intelligent) Rational Egoism

Bandit-
Intelligent person

with rational
egoistic behavior

Social Cost

An Intelligent
bandit person
with rational

egoistic behavior
that benefits the
individual at the

cost of society.

+ - Bandit (Stupid) Irrational Egoism

Bandit-Stupid
person with

irrational,
self-serving

behavior

Social Burden

A Stupid bandit
person with

irrational egoistic
behavior that

causes significant
harm to society

for minimal
personal benefit.

- - Stupid Irrational Spite
Stupid person
with Spiteful

harmful behavior
Social Detriment

A Stupid person
with spiteful,

harmful behavior
that causes

significant harm
to both the

individual and
society.

* Gains or loses to the Actor (A) or Recipient (R).

Accordingly, the combined definitions in terms of the Social Impact results as follows: Social
Welfare (intelligent people with rational mutualistic behavior), Social Contribution (helpless intelligent
with rational helping behavior), Social Inconvenience (helpless stupid with irrational self-sacrificing
behavior), Social Cost (Bandit intelligent with rational egoistic behavior), Social Burden (Bandit stupid
with irrational self-serving behavior), and Social Detriment (Stupid with spiteful harmful behavior)
(Table 1). Although spite is a concept from the biology field, it cannot be interpreted as a destructive or
negative behavior. The Social Detriment is defined by spiteful behavior as harmful.

Then, it is possible to define the different types of Social Impact according to the kinds of persons
and their behaviors: "Social Welfare" is when the actions carried out by intelligent persons result in
reciprocal benefits for themselves and society. "Social Contribution" is when the actions carried out by
helpless intelligent persons result in benefits for the society with little impact on the actor, including
the actions carried out to be received in the future, which in that case can be considered as Social
Welfare; "Social Inconvenience," when the actions carried out from a helpless - stupid person results in
benefits for society but in a high impact on the actor. According to the definitions, Social Contribution
and Social Inconvenience could be based on selfish or selfless intentions. "Social Cost" refers to the
situation where the actions of intelligent individuals benefit the actor with minimal societal impact.
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"Social Burden" refers to the situation where the actions of less intelligent individuals benefit the actor
but have a significant negative impact on society. Finally, "Social Detriment" occurs when actions
carried out by stupid persons result in losses for actors and society.

From Cipolla’s model, the TOM axis of rationality or irrationality divides altruistic and selfish
behavior into two types of behavior, respectively. The contribution from the TPB is essential to explain
the nature of rational or irrational behavior. Therefore, the three components of the theory —attitude
toward behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control —can explain the nature of
different intentions. For example, empathy and internalized prosocial values are related to subjective
norms that can be perceived as perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior.

5. Conclusions
The complexity of behaviors is reflected in both the definitions from social psychology and

evolutionary biology due to the argumentation and blurry lines between altruism and egoism. Thus,
the resulting and simplified classification into mutual benefit, selfishness, altruism, and spite is
fundamental, considering that, from social psychology, a categorization is possible only if the effects
of altruistic or selfish actions are known. It is crucial to recognize that evolutionary biology does not
offer a definitive answer as to whether humans are fundamentally altruistic or selfish, constituting a
piece of the puzzle that suggests further exploration. The concepts of "green beard" and "red beard"
exemplify the complexity of behaviors from evolutionary biology and have not been fully explored in
the comparative model, but could be further examined in future research. Further explanations can also
delve into why specific behaviors are linked to motivations. Research on evolutionary biology offers
some clues about egoistic motivations, even when actions contribute to Social Contribution. Although
the study shows the complexity and sometimes duality in interpretations, combining Cipolla’s model
with different fields of social behavior provides insights into the intersections between biological,
psychological, social, and cultural factors that influence the expression of behaviors in other contexts.
Determining social impact based on Cipolla’s types of persons and their behaviors can clarify the way
back process through TPB theory to describe the underlying intentions. Actor and recipient could
be interpreted as individual, but also from a collective perspective. The actor can be construed as a
group of persons or a collectivity, and the recipient can be interpreted as a neighbor, a city, a country,
society, or nature. Finally, further implications from this study’s results can be applied in other fields. It
also has the potential to contribute significantly to the development of artificial intelligence. By better
understanding human motivations, we can design algorithms and AI systems to better interpret and
respond to human needs and desires more accurately and empathetically. This could have significant
implications. Likewise, understanding underlying intentions could help develop AI systems that can
detect and mitigate potentially harmful, anti-ethical, or manipulative behaviors.
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