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Introduction
A. Project Overview

Thank you for your participation in this project! Broadly, this project was designed to explore the relationship between certain elements of religions, like supernatural beliefs and rituals, and prosocial behavior. More specifically, do different elements of supernatural agents (e.g. fear of supernatural punishment, attributed breadth of knowledge, attributed concerns) moderate or mediate the impact of belief in those agents on prosocial behavior? When effective secular judicial institutions are present, do they reduce the impact of belief in those agents? How do cognitive systems affect commitment to supernatural agents? By combining a battery of tasks, many of which assess elements of religion, with both experimental tools and social network measures we aim to address these questions. By gathering these data in many places around the world, we will be able to begin to tease apart the underlying mechanisms and boundary conditions of religiously motivated prosociality. Of course, the work will also address when and where religious elements like supernatural agents and rituals are not connected to prosociality at all.
This guide outlines the research planned for Phase 1 of the project. In future years we will build on insights gleaned during this first round with additional data collection in these same field sites, as well as new sites.
B. Central Hypotheses

The present protocol includes instructions for the experiments and a host of measurement instruments designed to test some the following hypotheses motivating the larger project. For background reading on these hypotheses, readers should see (Atran and Henrich 2010; Norenzayan and Shariff 2008; Norenzayan et al. 2012). 
1) Gods and Prosociality:  Belief in, and reminders of, gods who are more (1) omniscient, (2) morally involved in human affairs involving strangers (concerned about cheating, lying, etc.), and (3) punitive are associated with more positive prosocial behavior towards co-religionists, including more generosity and less cheating. 

2) Secular Institutions and Prosociality: The presence, or reminder, of reliable secular institutions that promote cooperation (police, courts) moderate these effects, such that the impact of moralizing gods on prosociality—particularly on third-party punishment—is weaker when secular institutions are strong. This may occur through several potential mechanisms, which we will explore.
3) Mentalizing and Gods’ Minds:  The impact of moralizing gods on prosocial behavior is accentuated among individuals with more finely-tuned theory of mind abilities and heightened public self-awareness (the feeling of being under surveillance), and these are in turn related to tendency to attribute person-like mental states, agency, and intentions to God.

4) Prosociality and Religious Group Boundaries:  The impact of moralizing gods on prosocial behavior is influenced by religious group boundaries such that prosociality is curtailed as religious affiliation differences increase.
C. Experimental Games with Primes
The Random Allocation Game (RAG)
When appropriate places are available, we will use situational primes (see Xygalatas 2012) in these games to see if these alter behavior in the game (otherwise, just the normal version of the games without a situational prime will do).  In this game, participants mentally select one of two cups, and then roll a die that determines which cup each of the coins goes into. There is one cup for self, one for a random co-religionist, and one for a random non-co-religionist, but for the sake of simplicity, we have broken the games down into multiple trials of two cups each (within-subjects design). Participants’ decisions are entirely anonymous because part of what determines the placement of each coin includes the mental choice known only to the participant. Participants can, and do, cheat.  This game measures cheating in favor of self, and cheating in favor co-religionists vs. non-co-religionists. We can assess the degree of cheating because we know the mean and distribution of coins in each cup if people are actually using the unbiased allocation device (in this case, the die; see below for details).
D. Analyses

To test these predictions, the following set of analytic strategies will be used:  1) priming within-culture analyses, 2) priming cross-cultural analyses, and 3) correlational analyses both within and across populations.

1) Priming within-culture analyses:  In each study run for each population, we will use regression to compare the prime conditions and assess their relative effects on prosocial behavior in each of the four games, three estimates will be assessed: situational primes will be compared to secular locations.  We will also assess the degree to which the effects interact with religious belief measures (e.g., belief that the God punishes).

2) Priming cross-cultural analyses:  We will also examine whether the effects of moralizing gods are consistent across populations. Entering data into a single regression model will allow us to make careful comparisons and controls. This will allow us to look for patterns across populations while at the same time implementing culturally meaningful priming procedures in each culture.

3) Correlational analyses:  We will use multiple regression within and across the entire sample in order to assess whether the following variables explain prosocial behavior in the economic games:  affiliation with a world religion (rather than with local religions), supernatural punishment (rather than benevolence), omniscience (rather than limited perception), and anthropomorphic features (rather than abstract and impersonal features) of gods. Background variables such as age, sex, and income will be entered as covariates.

E. Summer 2013 Phase
This phase consists of the following tasks, and these headings reflect the folder structure of the materials you’ve received.
0)  Demographic and Insecurity Data: this brief interview is required for everyone with whom we do any interviews. Remember that every participant has to be indexed by a unique ID that will allow us to pull their various interviews and games together. If you aren’t in a village or camp setting, you can administer this interview as part of the post-game questions in the RAG. The file also contains the Commodity Prices Survey, which is filled only once per community studied. This will allow us to assess the local value of the currency used in the experiments in terms of what it can purchase, locally.
1a)  The RAG and postgame interview: the contents of this folder are for administering the Random Allocation Game (RAG) and post-game interviews. In some places, the RAGs and demographic data are to be collected in one session. Our hope is that everyone will be able to run one “primed” treatment of the RAG and one unprimed treatment. The minimum number of participants for a treatment is 40, but remember that more is better. If you aren’t priming, still consider going for n = 80. It is crucial to be able to track down these participants at a later time to administer the Religiosity Scale (see below). Take care to guard people’s anonymity, and their contact information. 

Important: The RAG requires some special equipment (e.g. cups with lids, prepared dice, coins, etc.) so be sure to read the full RAG protocol before you arrive on site.
1b)  The Religiosity Scale (RS) and Income/Wealth Interview: this is the follow-up interview to the RAG. It contains two separate interviews, which could in principle be done in two sessions. We’ve tried to keep it as short as possible. It should be done with all participants in the RAG. As much as you can, try to get people to commit doing the RS when they are completing the RAG. Use financial incentives as necessary. These data are crucial, since these interviews contain those variables that we will use to predict outcomes in the RAG.
2)  The Religious Landscape Interview and Market Integration Interviews: these are actually two separate interviews that we think could most effectively be done in the same session. However, they don’t have to be. The Religious Landscape Interview (RLI) should be done early in the research seasons, as it provides input for the Religiosity Scale (see above). Participants in these two interviews can be a fresh sample from your target population, as these interviews don’t have to connect at the individual level to the RAG or the RS (next). In fact, those who do the RLI should be avoided—if possible—in the RAG (and by extension, the RS). Participants in the Market Integration Interview can participate in the RAG as well. Our sample size goal for each of these interviews is 20, though 30 is preferable. Compensation is left to the experimenter.  See Henrich et al. (2010) for further reading.

The analysis of the RLI should yield two SNAs (1) the top most important moralizing SNA (BIG GOD) and a (2) salient spirit or god who is not as moralizing, omniscient or interventionist (LOCAL GOD). It should also yield the two (or 1, if only 1 emerges) most important communal rituals, and the most important personal ritual or devotional practice. That’s 2 gods, 2 communal rituals, and 1 devotional practice.
3)  Gods’ Minds: this interview is optional, but highly encouraged. It will provide us with more local details to design the research subsequent years of the project. It was designed to generate a cross-culturally valid instrument to account for all of the domains of attributed concern which people give to their supernatural agents (see Purzycki 2011).  It requires a bit of front-end work to make questions locally specific.  This data will be used to generate a cross-cultural model of gods‘ minds to allow us to make further tests of the cultural evolution religion. This should be done after the other components of the project are complete, and participants don’t need to have participated in the other interviews or games, though it is okay if they did.  The target sample size is 30.
4)  Consent Forms and Visual Scales:  this folder contains the practical materials that you might need including:  a) the IRB/BREB application materials, b) the Verbal Consent Form we used at UBC, c) the UBC BREB approval form for the study, d) the Debriefing Form we used at UBC, and e) a powerpoint of the images and scales you’ll need to modify for your own field site.  There are a few different visual scales we’ll be using regularly, so these should help you easily modify and print according to your needs.

F. Checklist and Quick Reference

The following is a quick-view of the game plan for this summer to help with organizing.  It reflects a general structure to guide successful execution of the study.  There is a little flexibility here given the nature of our field sites, but sticking to this as closely as possible will make things easier for comparison.
· As materials are getting translated and back-translated, do the Commodity Worksheet (Folder #0) and if you can, fill in the front-end questions of the Gods’ Minds survey (Folder #3).
· Do the RAG and collect Demographic data in one session per person (Folder #1a).  Be sure that you can link Participant ID to the Religiosity and Wealth Interviews when you do them at a preferably later date.
· Do Religious Landscape and Market Integration Interviews with a (preferably) separate sample of 20-30 randomly selected people (Folder #2).  Analyze this data to make appropriate alterations to the Religiosity Interview as needed.
· Reconnect with RAG participants and do the Religiosity and Income Interviews (Folder #1b).
· If you can, do the Gods’ Minds survey (Folder #3).
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