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Structural Feedbacks:

Community Structure




Do we see a more cohesive community among co-participants?
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Do we see a more cohesive community among co-participants?




Do we see a more cohesive community among co-participants?

Table 2: Measures of the structure of the network subgraphs for each type of co-participant.

Excess Edges Density Transitivity Reciprocity
Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value
All Teppatti 0.023 0.178 0.351
All Hindu 396444 <. 0001 0.027 < 0001 0.208 <.0001 0.366 0. 1289
Monthly Worship 95.047 < .01 0.042 < O] 0.208 0.4841 0413 0.0376
Marivamman Festival| 50.045 < DD 0.045 < O] 0.272 0.1038 0.429 0.1369
Vow Procession 2.956 0.1610 0.058 0.0774 0.231 0.5529 0.364 0.7206

Power, 2018, Proceedings B
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Does greater cohesion also mean

greater parochialism?
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|s greater cohesion also associated with greater parochialism?
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|s greater cohesion also associated with greater parochialism?

Table 3: Results of binomial regressions modeling people’s ties to alters of other religious denomina-
tions, including whether they (a) participate in the monthly worship or (b) participate in the annual
festival. (Full models in the electronic supplementary material).

Estimate SD  HPDI Low HPDI High
a: Monthly Worship (No = 0) -0.024 0.184 -0.373 0.350

b: Mulaippari Procession (No = 0) -0.001 0.243 -0.490 0.465
Vow Procession (No = 0) 0.011 0.248 -0.471 0.510

Also in the model: individual random effect, age, age?, gender, education, caste (SC/BC), wealth. Variables centered and rescaled
where possible.

Power, 2018, Proceedings B




Conclusions

« Those who invest more in the religious life of their community
are seen as more devout & prosocial.

* They are also more likely to be asked for help and have more
reciprocal relationships.

* Those who worship fogether are more likely to support one
another & form denser communities of co-participants.

* A network approach helps us work across scales to get at
many of the fundamental questions about the evolution of
religion.




The promise of network analysis




Reputation

Influential Good Character: 4

Good advice Generous: 2

Generous .\ /

—Hardworking

Good character .// —e

Physically strong
Devout

Ritual knowledge




Social Support

Caste (jati) & Religion
Hindu
m Acari
m Akamutaiyar
Aruntatiyar
® Hindu Yatavar
Kallar
Kulalar
Maravar
m Pallar
Rare
Christian
m CSl Paraiyar
m RC Vellalar
m RC Yatavar

Tenpatti

362 nodes - 3065 edges

Alakapuram

420 nodes - 4024 edges
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Reputation, Prominence & Social Support

Indirect reciprocity, reputation Status, dominance, prestige
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Is a reputation for influence, generosity associated with support?

Focus on 4 reputational qualities Direct effect __Indirect effect

« Reputation for generosity, good character 3O

« Reputation for giving good advice (~prestige?) |

« Reputation for having influence & authority
(~dominance?)
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* Indirect reputational effects Reciprocity  Shared Partner

Support received Support given

Operating at two levels, in two directions
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Is a reputation for influence, generosity associated with support?
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Exponential Random Graph Model (ERG. p*)
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Is a reputation for influence, generosity associated with support?

Generous Good Char. Good Advice Influential Direct effect Indirect effect

Alakapuram

Indirect eff., supp. given 1.67°*° 1.20°*" 1.18°** ‘791
Indirect eff., supp. received -1.97*** —-1.82*"° -1.77 1.79***
Direct eff., supp. given 2.49*** 2.15**° 2.45°"* 1.58%**
Direct eff., supp. received 0.62°*° D.71°"" 0.29° 0.57""
Reciprocity 1.67"*" 1.69%*° 1.73%**

Shared Partners 0.78**" AP ().78**" 0.79***
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*p <0001, **p <001, *p<005 Supir @ @

Also in the model: node age, gender, caste, and wealth; dyad gender homophily, dyad caste homophily, dyad kinship, dyad
difference in the number of years of education, dyad distance between households

Power & Ready, in press, American Anthropologist




Is a reputation for influence, generosity associated with support?

Predicted Probability of a Support Tie for an Older Pallar Woman in Tenpatti
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Is a reputation for influence, generosity associated with support?

* Reputation alone does very little.

* |t is with greater social proximity — when people have shared support
partners, reciprocal relationships, and mutually recognize one
another as reputable — that reputation more substantively influences
a person’s ability to give and receive support.

— Support for reputation-based partner choice.
Within the reputational qualities, being seen as influential does the
least and being seen as generous does the most.

— Little evidence of the returns to prominence (whether prestige or
adominance); stronger evidence for generosity (both reputational & actual).
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Another concept: social capital

S PIERRE BOURDIEU

The Forms of Capital

The Strength of Weak Ties’

Mark S. Granovetter

Social capital can be generally defined as “resources
embedded in a social structure that are accessed and/or
mob|l|zed |n purposwe action” (Lin 2001, p. 40)

Building a Network Theory
of Social Capital
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In the past two decades, social capital in its various forms and contexts has
emerged as one of the most salient concepts in social sciences. While much
excitemnent has been eenerated divercent views perspectives and sxnec.
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From big men to bigness (aka, from prominence to social capital)

Influence Social Capital
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From big men to bigness (aka, from prominence to social capital)
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Conclusions

« Qur focus on the most conspicuous measures of prominence may
have made us somewhat shortsighted.

Much of the evidence for the benefits of prominence may actually
reflect the returns to greater social capital, and both may be shaped
in large part by acts of generosity and mutual support.

By studying social capital, we can achieve a more complete
accounting of the many different social strategies employed by all
persons, not simply the few who achieve prominence.

Importantly, such a focus brings women and other marginalized
people into the picture.
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Among the Martu, hunters who share relatively more, nothunters
who are better, are more central in the cooperative hunting
network.

Bliege Bird & Power 2015, Evolution & Hurman Behavior
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Hunting in Kangigsujuaqg, Nunavik




Hunting Today in Kangigsujuaqg, Nunavik




Data & Methods

Fieldwork by Dr. Elspeth Ready

12 months of ethnography

110 household surveys

491 individuals, 145 women and 151 men

over 18

Includes marital status, employment
information, hunting participation

Freelists of country food sharing partners e




Sharing Country Food in Kangigsujuaqg
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What are the socioeconomic consequences of sharing?

Table 2. Logistic regression results for 2013 council membership and historic council membership

2013 counces

Odds
Modd parameter Retained? ratio Coefficient S P

Intercepe Yes <001 -7.708 1.915 < 01

Sharing network out-degree* No
Super-HH (V1) No
Harvesting HH (/1)

Food secure (/1)

HH mcome per CANSI10,000

No. hunt vehicles'

Mean HH age

Single female headed (V1)

HH see’

FM giving (V1)

Histonic councd member (V1)

No. other HH with dose kin

Kinship group sixe

Historical council

Odds
ratio Cocfhcient
<01 - 16,747

90 1. &M

Null devaance 87.333, df 108
Residual deviance = 43,129, &f = 105

Model vs. null devance: ' = 44,204, p < 001

Null deviance 103507, & 108
Residual deviance = 62113, df = 105
Model va. nulll deviance: x° = 41369, p < 001

Note. HH = household, NA = not applicable

* Variables that were bog-transformsed (loglx + 1)) in the modd

Ready & Power, 2018, Current Anthropology




What are the socioeconomic consequences of sharing?

Sharing out-degree Sharing in-degree Mutual sharing ties
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What are the socioeconomic consequences of sharing?

Inequality across economic indicators in Kangigsujuaq

Resource availability/affluence
. —— 12-month income, G = 0.38
enables generosity... -~ Harvest(ca). G =072

- Sharing network out-degree, G = 0.49
Sharing network in-degree, G = 0.36
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Cumulative share of population

Council members

® No ...and giving leads to reciprocal

® Yes ties, creates political influence?
Nodes scaled by

out-degree
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The residents of Tenpatti & Alakapuram, and Kangigsujuag
My collaborators on these projects, Elspeth Ready
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