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METHODS

*  Four separate treatments of the Wason ° Structure of Descriptive problem
Selection Task (N=100 per Treatment):
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You are an anthropologist studying the Namka, a hunter-gatherer society in the deserts of

rule of the “if p then q” variety has been broken. A total of 400 people
participated across four treatments.

* Results: Findings from this study show that of the four different treatments,
more participants were able to flip over the correct cards when the problem was
framed with a need-based transfer system as opposed to both the abstract
version and the account-keeping reciprocity version.

southwest Africa. The Namka live in groups that average about 30 people. The Namka make a
living in a very simple way: Every day, all of the able-bodied adults leave camp and look for food.
On any given day, some will be successful and others unsuccessful, but it is unpredictable which
Individuals will be successful or unsuccessful on a given day. So that those who are unsuccessful
on a particular day don’t simply starve, the Namka custom is for everyone to bring the food that
they have hunted or gathered back to the camp at the end of the day. At that point, those who do
not have enough food for themselves or their families can ask for it from those who were
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* Evolved from an adaptive problem in detecting cheaters in a social exchange?

about whether a person was successful or unsuccessful on a particular day. On the other side is
Information about whether that same person requested any food to anyone else that day. You
want to know whether the Namka really do follow their rule about food sharing. Indicate only
those cards you definitely need to turn over to see whether the Namka sharing rule has been

* Social exchange cannot evolve unless individuals evolved the ability to detect
cheaters — individuals who take benefits from others without providing them

CONCLUSIONS
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their willingness to take on some of one’s own.

is framed as an account-keeping reciprocity system.

* In societies where one’s future prosperity or poverty is unpredictable, people
often develop systems of risk-pooling through transfers based on the need of
the recipient. Well documented examples include food sharing among
hunter-gatherers and stock friendships among pastoralists.!

* Need-based transfer systems offer an alternative explanation for the
explanation of the evolution of the human ability to detect cheater on social
contrasts.
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Further research is needed on different forms of need-based transfers.
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* To examine the effect that framing social contracts with the logic of
need-based transfers has on the ability of humans to detect cheaters

* Replicate previous research on the impact of framing social contracts as
account-keeping reciprocity on the ability for humans to detect cheaters

*  Examine the impact of framing social contracts as need-based transfer
systems on the ability for humans to detect cheaters
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