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The prevalence of the nuclear family before 1000 CE in Western Europe

Studying the last hunter-gatherers populations worldwide, anthropologists have found
evidence of a nuclear family organization among many. The nuclear family is observed
for instance in Africa among the Kung! of the Kalahari (Johnson and Earle, 2000), the
Agta in the Philippines (Headland, 1987), the Ona and the Yaghan of Tierra del fuego
(Stuart, 1972), and the Shoshone in North America (Johnson and Earle, 2000). Apart from
certain phases of gathering or hunting, these populations live in small bands grouping up to
a few dozens of nuclear families. Beyond the nuclear family, the flexibility of social relations
is the rule (Lee and Devore, 1968) without systematic kin relationships. These mobile groups
are composed along variable criteria that always leave room for opportunities and choices,
in particular a choice between paternal and maternal relations. It is frequently assumed
that these populations reflect the family organization of the homo sapiens that have been
practiced for millenniums.

Evidence from the period that follows the Neolithic revolution remains scarce but gen-
erally supports the notion of some persistence of the nuclear family that characterizes
hunter-gatherer populations, although some archaeological evidence from the Near East and
Mesoamerica suggests that family complexification occurred quickly along with the agri-
cultural revolution (Flannery, 2002). While such a complexification is consistent with our
framework, we posit that agriculture is not mechanically associated with complex families as
farmers could be observed at any level of social complexification (Johnson and Earle, 2000).
Indeed, collective tombs in Germanic areas are consistent with the prevalence of nuclear
families: never more than two adults, a high frequency of adult and children, and most of
the time, less than four individuals in each tomb (Falkenstein, 2005). Several human remains
have been deeply analyzed using DNA and Isotopic approaches. Studying the burials after
a raid in Saxony-Anhalt, Haak et al. (2008) claim to “have established the presence of the
classic nuclear family in a prehistoric context in Central Europe.” Skeletons from early Ne-
olithic South Germany are “consistent with the potential identification of Neolithic nuclear
families” (Bentley, 2003). A burial in the Pyrenees “suggests the possibility of a traditional
nuclear family” during the Neolithic time (Gomes et al., 2020). Analyzing two South Ger-
many cemeteries from late Copper Age Bell Beaker culture, Sjögren et al. (2020) conclude
that “The basic kinship units are nuclear families.” Most of these studies support patrilocal-
ity of these nuclear families, suggesting an entry level of kinship intensity. Conversely, the
very high female genetic diversity, implying female exogamy, excludes high rates of of cousin
marriage characteristic of a strong kinship intensity. Interestingly, patrilocality associated
with female exogamy is typical of the stem family observed in modern Germany, in which the



eldest son remains at his parental home, marrying a non-kin wife. Otherwise, in Southern
France, several villages in dry stones of the Fontbouisse culture have been fully preserved,
exhibiting houses which sizes are consistent with the nuclear family (Guilaine, 2016).

More evidence is available from the Antiquity. There is a broad interdisciplinary consen-
sus to accept that the Roman family, even if characterized by patrilineal orientation—especially
among the elite—was nuclear. This conclusion has been clear for long according to the
Roman law. “The Roman family seems to have been a ‘nuclear family’ like our own”
(Crook, 1967, 98) and is now widely accepted in other fields. For instance: “classical
scholars now tend to assume that the chief Roman residential unit was the nuclear fam-
ily” (Dixon, 1988, 9); “most scholars now agree that the Romans lived in some kind of
nuclear families” (Lassen, 1997, 116); “It has become increasingly clear over recent decades
that the nuclear family structure was the norm among Roman citizens in the classical period,
at least in the western half of the empire” (Parkin and Pomeroy, 2007, 74).

We list some of the evidence. Monogamy was undoubtedly the rule even for the elite.
Family representations on funerary reliefs are dominated by the couple and children (George,
2005, 37). Saller (1994) provides various forms of evidence, especially from the Roman
literature supporting the prevalence of the nuclear family. According to the number of
houses and population of Pompeii and Herculanum, the average household size was between
6.7 and 8.3 (Wallace-Hadrill, 1994, 99), which is not inconsistent with a nuclear family in
a context of domestic slavery; there is however a large variation in house size reflecting
economic inequalities.

Numerous evidence has been provided by the analysis of funeral epigraphy. Shaw and
Saller (1984) highlight that 88% of Western inscriptions were related to the nuclear family.
Martin (1996) criticized their method and observe a share of only 59% on an Asia minor
sample. Applying the two methods to epigraphic from Lusitania, Edmondson (2005) shows
that in both cases the nuclear family is the most present (about 85%). One can doubt the
reliability of these statistics to perfectly reflect the regular family organization, but the large
majority of these inscriptions is related to the nuclear family (Huebner, 2010).

Roman law of inheritance organized the transmission to offspring only, sharing assets
among all siblings (boys and girls). This is true from the first texts (Twelve tables), in the
Theodosian Code, in the famous Justinian Code (Novelle 118 and 127), and finally in the
Alaric breviary issued by Visigoths to rule the Gallo-roman populations. And in case of the
lack of children, all the assets were transmitted to the closest parent only and not shared
among collaterals. Moreover, the freedom to bequest was always present. The Justinian Code
was applied in part of Europe until the 18th century and, regarding inheritance, reproduced
in the French Code Civil. Such transmission rules cannot sustain a high kinship intensity



family. In a framework of intensive kinship, inheritance rules should reflect these links, as in
the Sharia law that organized inheritance to different collaterals or keep common the assets.

Cousin marriage is only known for few exceptional cases in dominant families (similar to
what has been observed among European royal families until the 20th century). Among the
Roman patricians, on 33 identified marriages before the 3rd century, none was endogamic
(Shaw and Saller, 1984). But the best evidence of the very low prevalence of cousin marriage
at the end of Roman times is from St Augustine (The City of God, XV, 16), written between
413 and 426. He mentions that, even if not forbidden, marriage with cousin were very rare
and “disgusting”:

And with regard to marriage in the next degree of consanguinity, marriage be-
tween cousins, we have observed that in our own time the customary morality
has prevented this from being frequent, though the law allows it. It was not
prohibited by divine law, nor as yet had human law prohibited it; nevertheless,
though legitimate, people shrank from it, because it lay so close to what was ille-
gitimate, and in marrying a cousin seemed almost to marry a sister—for cousins
are so closely related that they are called brothers and sisters, and are almost
really so.

To capture the strength of kinship ties, Schultz et al. (2019) retain five characteristics
building their Kinship Intensity Index that would all score weakly in the Roman time: cousin
marriage (socially banned), polygamy (legally forbidden), co-residence of extended family
(sometimes observed but only among the elite), lineage organization (declining role of the
pater familias after the Republic and cognate kinship always recognized) and community
organization (a Roman didn’t live in a specific lineage’ place and married freely outside
locals).

After the fall of the Roman Empire, we have to distinguish the behavior of the local
population from that of the few Germanic rulers. This distinction is supported by paleo-
genomics showing different patterns between invaders and local populations (Amorim et al.,
2018). Originating in regions closer to innovations centers, Germanic populations have been
exposed to more complexification than Western Europe (Todd, 2011) even if the induced
kinship intensity remained weak in a worldwide comparison.

In these ruling elites, the nuclear family, even if included in a bilateral network of parents
(the sippen), was dominant. It is important to note that only patrilinearity characterizes an
increase of the kinship intensity affiliating the couple to a single filiation. When the couple
interacts with both sides (bilaterality), as in modern western case, the kinship intensity
remains very low because the couple have always the option to privilege one side or the



other (see, SBBH S1.1.4). “Nobody, it seems, defend today that the society of barbarian
kingdom were based on a clanic or tribal organization” (Guichard, 1986). For the Visigoths,
King (1972, 222–3) concludes his study “Kinship as a group possessed very little power,
and whatever power it had, it was subordinate to that of the parents (father and mother)
anyway. It was the monogamous family that now formed the basic social unit.” Murray (1983)
devoted a whole book to contest that Germanic populations, even before their entrance into
the Roman world, were clan-based: “These studies show that there is no evidence for the idea
that the society of the ancient Germans was rooted in a clan or extensive lineage structure”
(Murray, 1983, 8). These analyses are based on customs, laws and other form of evidence.
For instance, in Alemannic Switzerland, studying customs and gifts to Saint-Gall abbey,
for which archives have been conserved from 724, Goezt concludes that, as early as the
5th century, inheritance rules and practices among the elites favored siblings rather than
collaterals supporting the nuclear family (Goetz, 2005, 235). The primogeniture for noble
fief (transferring the main asset to the eldest son), characterizing an increase in the kinship
intensity, appeared around year 1000; before this innovation, assets, including Kingdoms
were divided among sons. In Frankish aristocracy, each spouse owned their personal assets
even if managed by husbands, and children left the parental home upon marriage or earlier.
“Whether one places oneself upstream or downstream from the Carolingian period, we must
therefore renounce the myth of the big house housing a large, polynuclear, patriarchal-type
family” (Le Jan, 1995, 455).

For local populations, as early as archives are available, households were consistent with
nuclear family. On the properties of the Saint-Germain-des-Prés in the Paris area around
820, the number of inhabitants of each household was about five (Coleman, 1971) with only
eight household with more than nine members. The same five figure was observed from
documents of Saint-Victor of Marseille (Zerner, 1981), in Abbruzes through San Vincenzo
al Volturno documents (Wickham, 1982) and in the Benevent in 770 using Monte Cassino
Abbey archives. Between 5 and 6 is also documented in Rhenany in 804–886 (Kuchenbuch,
1978). According to the last thirty years of French archeological research, the average size of
rural houses of these times was around 70 m2 which here again supports the nuclear family
(Peytremann, 2003). Analyzing the life chronicles (Vitae) of the saints of the Merovingian
times (481–751), Theis (1976) identified only nuclear families in which children leave the
parental household for marriage. So, as observed in the 8th–9th century, “the conjugal
family was the single fundamental structure” on the continent (Toubert, 1976, 711). The
Old English provides some information for the Anglo-Saxons. Terms for lineal ascendants
were based on those for the nuclear family supporting Ghurye (1955, 7, 13) to see the
primacy, even in Anglo-Saxon times, of the nuclear family as against any wider kin group.



“The complete lack of specificity in terms for cousins of various degrees, which would be all-
important in the operation of a wide-ranging bilateral system, suggests that these kin and
the distinctions between them was not regularly of major significance” (Lancaster, 1958).
According to the same author, a man was called a bonda leading to the word hus-bonda
(man of the house) to refer to a husband which again suggest the importance of the nuclear
household.

Finally, cousin marriage remained as infrequent as when depicted by Saint Augustine,
even for nobility. “Examining the various types of sources, myths founders, legends, histori-
cal accounts, anthroponymy or genealogies, lastly the lives of saints, shows that the Germans
were indeed fundamental exogamous” (Le Jan, 1995, 409). According to the available ge-
nealogies under the Merovingians, intermarriage between Frankish and Burgunds, or with
local Gallo-romans were frequent excluding by nature cousin marriage. Another evidence is
the frequency of family names build as -gund in the Frankishes families close to Burgundy
implying also a cross marriage (Le Jan, 1995, 410). After the Anglo-saxon conquest of Eng-
land, marriages were also always exogamic among nobility according to the available data
(Fisher, 1973, 118–9).

From the Neolithic to the Middle Ages, the nuclear family have thus been prevalent in
Western Europe even if the presence of more complex organization is occasionally docu-
mented. This picture is very close to the 19th century one, during which the nuclear form
dominated unchallenged in the northwest Europe while more complex organizations were
observed in some areas (see, e.g., Duranton, Rodríguez-Pose and Sandall, 2009); for instance
the stem family in the Germanic zone and around the Pyrenees and even the more complex
exogamic communitarian family in central Italy (about the former Papal states and Tus-
cany), which is highly inconsistent with SBBH’s view of Rome as the source of the nuclear
family in Europe.



Table S1 — Standardized Cross-Country Regressions of KII and Cousin Marriage on
Distance to Innovations and Church Exposure

Panel A. Kinship Intensity Index (KII)
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.38*** -0.34*** -0.72*** -0.77*** -0.31*** -0.28*** -0.17† -0.15†
(in 1,000 km) (0.07) (0.07) (0.10) (0.13) (0.07) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09)

W. Church exp. -0.31*** -0.11 -0.20† 0.06 -0.20* -0.10 -2.29 -1.27
(in 100 years) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (2.64) (3.05)

E. Church exp. -0.07 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.08 -0.06
(in 100 years) (0.08) (0.07) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.11) (0.11)

N 147 147 147 74 74 74 118 118 118 93 93 93
R2 0.615 0.667 0.670 0.483 0.642 0.645 0.609 0.648 0.652 0.485 0.499 0.503

Panel B. Log Rate of Cousin Marriage
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.29* -0.26* -0.42* -0.40* -0.36** -0.34** -0.29† -0.31†
(in 1,000 km) (0.12) (0.11) (0.21) (0.19) (0.12) (0.10) (0.16) (0.18)

W. Church exp. -0.21 -0.10 -0.25 -0.20 -0.27 -0.21 -0.30 1.88
(in 100 years) (0.15) (0.14) (0.20) (0.17) (0.19) (0.17) (2.44) (2.71)

E. Church exp. 0.63 0.18 0.62 -0.53 0.56 -0.59 1.07 0.98
(in 100 years) (2.14) (2.13) (2.24) (2.02) (2.20) (1.99) (2.96) (2.30)

N 69 69 69 41 41 41 51 51 51 33 33 33
R2 0.742 0.766 0.768 0.742 0.773 0.783 0.754 0.786 0.795 0.260 0.338 0.346

This table reports standardized OLS estimates from regressing country-level kinship intensity indexes (KII) in Panel A and country-level rates of cousin marriage (in
log) in Panel B on Western and Eastern Church exposure (in 100 years) and ancestry-adjusted distance to innovation (in 1,000 kilometers). All regressions include
the following set of controls: ruggedness, mean distance to waterways, caloric suitability, absolute latitude, and continent fixed effects. Except for distance, data are
from SBBH. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. For the World sample, VIF values when variables are jointly included are 2.10 for Distance, 3.78
for Western Church exposure, and 2.00 for Eastern Church exposure in Panel A; 3.15 for Distance, 5.69 for Western Church exposure, and 1.63 for Eastern Church
exposure in Panel B.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.



Table S2 — Cross-Country Regressions of KII and Cousin Marriage on Minimum Distance
to Innovations and Church Exposure

Panel A. Kinship Intensity Index (KII)
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Minimum Distance -0.21*** -0.17*** -0.40*** -0.44*** -0.18*** -0.16** -0.06 -0.05
(in 1,000 km) (0.04) (0.05) (0.08) (0.09) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)

W. Church exp. -0.12*** -0.09** -0.07† -0.04 -0.07* -0.06† -0.86 -0.69
(in 100 years) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.99) (1.08)

E. Church exp. -0.06 -0.08 -0.01 -0.10 -0.01 -0.04 -0.07 -0.07
(in 100 years) (0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.10) (0.09)

N 147 147 147 74 74 74 118 118 118 93 93 93
R2 0.615 0.623 0.640 0.483 0.580 0.591 0.609 0.630 0.638 0.485 0.482 0.489

Panel B. Log Rate of Cousin Marriage
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Minimum Distance -0.28† -0.23† -0.32 -0.28 -0.34* -0.32* -0.06 -0.06
(in 1,000 km) (0.14) (0.12) (0.23) (0.18) (0.15) (0.13) (0.18) (0.19)

W. Church exp. -0.15 -0.11 -0.17 -0.16 -0.19 -0.18 -0.21 0.09
(in 100 years) (0.10) (0.10) (0.14) (0.12) (0.13) (0.11) (1.69) (1.65)

E. Church exp. 0.99 0.22 0.97 -0.41 0.88 -0.78 1.67 1.61
(in 100 years) (3.35) (3.36) (3.50) (3.62) (3.43) (3.39) (4.62) (4.67)

N 69 69 69 41 41 41 51 51 51 33 33 33
R2 0.742 0.747 0.754 0.742 0.739 0.754 0.754 0.760 0.775 0.260 0.256 0.261

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing country-level kinship intensity indexes (KII) in Panel A and country-level rates of cousin marriage (in log) in Panel
B on Western and Eastern Church exposure (in 100 years) and ancestry-adjusted distance to innovation (in 1,000 kilometers). All regressions include the following
set of controls: ruggedness, mean distance to waterways, caloric suitability, absolute latitude, and continent fixed effects. Except for distance, data are from SBBH.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. For the World sample, VIF values when variables are jointly included are 1.47 for Distance, 3.30 for Western
Church exposure, and 1.98 for Eastern Church exposure in Panel A; 1.79 for Distance, 5.41 for Western Church exposure, and 1.69 for Eastern Church exposure in
Panel B.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.



Table S3 — Standardized Region-Level Regressions of Cousin Marriage on Distance to
Innovation and Church Exposure

Log Rate of Cousin Marriage
Distance -0.352*** -0.256** -0.343*** -0.383*
(in 1,000 km) (0.062) (0.092) (0.085) (0.182)

W. Church exp. -0.454*** -0.187 0.000 0.120
(in 100 years) (0.101) (0.124) (0.116) (0.094)

Caroligian Empire -0.317*** -0.200**
(0.090) (0.067)

N 68 68 68 68 68
R2 0.900 0.910 0.914 0.930 0.947

Geographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE No No No No Yes

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing region-level rates of cousin marriage (in
log) on Western Church exposure (in 100 years), exposure to the Caroligian Empire, and
ancestry-adjusted distance to innovation (in 1,000 kilometers). Included are regions of Spain,
France, Italy, and Turkey. All regressions include the following set of controls: terrain rugged-
ness, distance to the coast, caloric suitability, absolute latitude, precipitation, temperature,
elevation, presence of river or lake, irrigation potential, caloric suitability for oats and for rye.
Except for distance, data are from SBBH. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed
tests.



Table S4 — Country-Level Regressions of Psychological Outcomes on Distance to
Innovations and Church Exposure

IIP Individ. Creativity Embedded. Obedience Tradition UN Tickets Nepotism Blood Don. Trust
Panel A. Eurasia

Distance 0.16* 0.11† 0.03 0.12 0.10 -0.05 0.11 0.22 0.05 -0.41***
(in 1,000 km) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.11) (0.09) (0.11) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17) (0.11)

W. Church exp. 0.07*** 0.08*** 0.76 0.12** 0.12** 2.00* 0.05 0.05 0.74 -0.09*
(in 100 years) (0.02) (0.02) (0.80) (0.04) (0.04) (0.95) (0.07) (0.08) (1.63) (0.04)

E. Church exp. -0.02 -0.05 0.01 -0.06 -0.07 -0.03 -0.01 0.05 0.09 -0.04
(in 100 years) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.13) (0.08) (0.16) (0.09)

N 74 118 93 55 71 43 42 55 41 46
R2 0.682 0.606 0.188 0.684 0.696 0.324 0.522 0.384 0.426 0.727

Panel B. Afro-Eurasia
Distance -0.28* -0.24† -3.42 -0.77 -0.21 -0.21 -0.28 -0.36 -0.31 -0.09***
(in 1,000 km) (0.07) (0.11) (2.12) (1.58) (2.86) (0.18) (0.18) (0.26) (0.27) (0.15)

W. Church exp. -0.10*** 5.61*** -0.10 -0.42** 0.78** -0.23* -0.22 4.18 0.03 0.01*
(in 100 years) (0.04) (2.32) (0.60) (0.54) (18.68) (0.08) (0.07) (2.08) (0.09) (0.08)

E. Church exp. -0.02 -0.10 -0.46 -0.66 -1.52 -0.07 -0.00 4.18 0.06 0.13
(in 100 years) (0.08) (0.09) (1.10) (1.00) (1.21) (0.16) (0.16) (2.08) (0.20) (0.19)

N 55 29 60 75 48 42 55 41 68 111
R2 0.771 0.826 0.447 0.647 0.621 0.515 0.431 0.431 0.215 0.236

Panel C. W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.01* -0.46† -0.35 -0.21 2.49 0.67 0.03 0.15 0.32 0.03***
(in 1,000 km) (0.18) (0.17) (0.11) (0.16) (2.33) (0.79) (1.05) (0.18) (0.14) (0.15)

W. Church exp. 1.13*** -0.04*** -0.06 1.58** 2.50** 2.74* 4.29 0.10 0.07 -0.01*
(in 100 years) (2.38) (0.05) (0.05) (1.46) (0.78) (0.67) (13.29) (0.05) (0.06) (1.68)

E. Church exp. 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.04 0.76 0.46 2.00 0.10 -0.05 0.09
(in 100 years) (0.24) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (1.67) (1.54) (1.93) (0.05) (0.08) (0.08)

N 87 58 79 52 64 107 83 42 55 40
R2 0.152 0.637 0.527 0.247 0.620 0.733 0.355 0.537 0.414 0.379

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing country-level psychological outcomes on Western and Eastern Church exposure (in 100 years) and ancestry-adjusted
distance to innovation (in 1,000 kilometers). Outcome variables are standardized (z-scores). All regressions include the following set of controls: ruggedness, mean
distance to waterways, caloric suitability, absolute latitude, and continent fixed effects. Except for distance, data are from SBBH. Robust standard errors are reported
in parentheses.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.



Table S5 — Individual-Level Regressions of Psychological Outcomes on Distance to
Innovations and Church Exposure Across Western European Regions

IIP Obedience Trust Fairness
Panel A. Church exposure

Church exposure 0.009* -0.015** 0.012*** 0.012***
(in 100 years) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003)

N 208,587 208,587 228,844 227,388
R2 0.069 0.213 0.147 0.142

Panel B. Distance
Distance 0.032 -0.006 0.015 0.009
(in 1,000 km) (0.031) (0.043) (0.037) (0.031)

N 208,587 208,587 228,844 227,388
R2 0.069 0.212 0.146 0.142

Panel C. Distance and Church Exposure
Distance 0.021 0.014 -0.002 -0.008
(in 1,000 km) (0.031) (0.040) (0.034) (0.030)

Church exposure 0.009† -0.015** 0.013*** 0.012***
(in 100 years) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.003)

N 208,587 208,587 228,844 227,388
R2 0.069 0.213 0.147 0.142

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing individual-level ESS-based
psychological outcomes on Western Church exposure (in 100 years) and
ancetry-adjusted distance to innovations (in 1,000 kilometers). Outcome
variables are standardized (z-scores). All regressions include the following
set of controls: country and ESS wave fixed effects, gender, age, and age
squared, agricultural suitability, absolute latitude, mean distance to the
sea, and average terrain ruggedness. Except for distance, data are from
SBBH. Robust standard errors clustered for the 440 regions are reported in
parentheses.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based
on two-tailed tests.



Table S6 — Cross-Country Regressions of KII and Cousin Marriage on Distance to
Innovations and Time since Transition to Agriculture

Panel A. Kinship Intensity Index (KII)
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.46* -0.15 -0.67* -0.20 -0.57** -0.21 -0.47† -0.19
(in 1,000 km) (0.18) (0.17) (0.33) (0.35) (0.19) (0.22) (0.25) (0.25)

Timing 0.38*** 0.33** 0.39** 0.32* 0.36** 0.28* 0.27* 0.21
(in 1,000 years) (0.10) (0.10) (0.13) (0.14) (0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.14)

N 69 69 69 41 41 41 51 51 51 33 33 33
R2 0.766 0.800 0.803 0.773 0.800 0.803 0.786 0.804 0.808 0.338 0.367 0.375

Panel B. Log Rate of Cousin Marriage
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.46* -0.15 -0.67* -0.20 -0.57** -0.21 -0.47† -0.19
(in 1,000 km) (0.18) (0.17) (0.33) (0.35) (0.19) (0.22) (0.25) (0.25)

Timing 0.38*** 0.33** 0.39** 0.32* 0.36** 0.28* 0.27* 0.21
(in 1,000 years) (0.10) (0.10) (0.13) (0.14) (0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.14)

N 69 69 69 41 41 41 51 51 51 33 33 33
R2 0.766 0.800 0.803 0.773 0.800 0.803 0.786 0.804 0.808 0.338 0.367 0.375

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing country-level kinship intensity indexes (KII) in Panel A and country-level rates of cousin marriage (in
log) in Panel B on ancestry-adjusted distance to innovation (in 1,000 kilometers) and timing since agriculture (in 1,000 years). All regressions include
the following set of controls: ruggedness, mean distance to waterways, caloric suitability, absolute latitude, and continent fixed effects. Except for
distance and timing, data are from SBBH. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. For the World sample, VIF values when variables are
jointly included are 1.88 for Distance and 2.85 for Timing in Panel A; 3.99 for Distance and 3.02 for Timing in Panel B.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.

Table S7 — Cross-Country Regressions of KII and Cousin Marriage on Distance to
Innovations and Time since Transition to Agriculture Without Continent Fixed Effects

Panel A. Kinship Intensity Index (KII)
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.84*** -0.75*** -0.78** -0.38 -0.60*** -0.51** -0.42* -0.44*
(in 1,000 km) (0.14) (0.14) (0.25) (0.31) (0.16) (0.16) (0.20) (0.21)

Timing 0.32*** 0.20** 0.44*** 0.30† 0.22** 0.15* 0.08 0.10
(in 1,000 years) (0.09) (0.07) (0.12) (0.16) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

N 69 69 69 41 41 41 51 51 51 33 33 33
R2 0.646 0.527 0.678 0.768 0.782 0.793 0.773 0.736 0.791 0.322 0.218 0.349

Panel B. Log Rate of Cousin Marriage
Sample: World Eurasia Afro-Eurasia W. Church exp. < 50 years
Distance -0.84*** -0.75*** -0.78** -0.38 -0.60*** -0.51** -0.42* -0.44*
(in 1,000 km) (0.14) (0.14) (0.25) (0.31) (0.16) (0.16) (0.20) (0.21)

Timing 0.32*** 0.20** 0.44*** 0.30† 0.22** 0.15* 0.08 0.10
(in 1,000 years) (0.09) (0.07) (0.12) (0.16) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

N 69 69 69 41 41 41 51 51 51 33 33 33
R2 0.646 0.527 0.678 0.768 0.782 0.793 0.773 0.736 0.791 0.322 0.218 0.349

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing country-level kinship intensity indexes (KII) in Panel A and country-level rates of cousin marriage (in log) in
Panel B on ancestry-adjusted distance to innovation (in 1,000 kilometers) and timing since agriculture (in 1,000 years). All regressions include the following set
of controls: ruggedness, mean distance to waterways, caloric suitability, and absolute latitude. Except for distance and timing, data are from SBBH. Robust
standard errors are reported in parentheses. For the World sample, VIF values when variables are jointly included are 1.65 for Distance and 1.61 for Timing in
Panel A; 1.77 for Distance and 1.38 for Timing in Panel B.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.



Table S8 — Country-Level Regressions of Psychological Outcomes on Distance to
Innovations and Timing of Agriculture

IIP Individ. Creativity Embedded. Obedience Tradition UN Tickets Nepotism Blood Don. Trust
Panel A. Distance

Distance 0.17*** 0.22** 0.32** -0.40*** -0.85 -0.48** -0.08 -0.43*** 3.50*** 0.37***
(in 1,000 km) (0.04) (0.08) (0.12) (0.07) (1.31) (0.15) (0.11) (0.09) (0.79) (0.11)

N 151 93 71 71 96 71 141 108 138 70
R2 0.510 0.643 0.417 0.726 0.624 0.275 0.263 0.455 0.643 0.416

Panel B. Timing
Timing -0.07* -0.05 -0.16* 0.10* 1.23 0.17* 0.14† 0.17** -0.13 -0.17*
(in 1,000 years) (0.03) (0.04) (0.07) (0.04) (0.83) (0.09) (0.08) (0.05) (0.72) (0.06)

N 151 93 71 71 96 71 141 108 138 70
R2 0.475 0.617 0.395 0.641 0.632 0.168 0.277 0.366 0.606 0.369

Panel C. Distance and Timing
Distance 0.16*** 0.22* 0.25† -0.42*** 0.15 -0.45** -0.01 -0.39*** 3.73*** 0.31**
(in 1,000 km) (0.04) (0.09) (0.14) (0.08) (1.32) (0.16) (0.11) (0.10) (0.81) (0.11)

Timing -0.03 -0.01 -0.08 -0.02 1.27 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.56 -0.07
(in 1,000 years) (0.03) (0.05) (0.08) (0.05) (0.86) (0.09) (0.08) (0.06) (0.73) (0.07)

N 151 93 71 71 96 71 141 108 138 70
R2 0.514 0.643 0.427 0.727 0.632 0.277 0.277 0.461 0.645 0.425

This table reports OLS estimates from regressing country-level psychological outcomes on ancestrey-adjusted Distance to innovation (in 1,000 km) and ancestry-
adjusted timing of transition to agriculture (in 1,000 years). Outcome variables are standardized (z-scores). All regressions include the following set of controls:
ruggedness, mean distance to waterways, caloric suitability, absolute latitude, and continent fixed effects. Except for distance, data are from SBBH. Robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses. VIF values in column 1 of Panel C are 1.88 for Distance and 2.85 for Timing.
†≤ 0.1, ∗ P ≤ 0.05, ∗∗ P ≤ 0.01, ∗∗∗ P ≤ 0.001. Significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.



ρ = 0.62, P < 0.0001 
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