Supplementary Information

Supplementary Table 1a. Selected references to larger-than-average houses indicating great-
than-average household wealth of the three types distinguished by ™.
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Supplementary Table 1b. References to larger-than-average houses having no verifiable
relationship with greater-than-average embodied (E), relational (R), or material (M) wealth.

Reference Time Place E R M
69 Late Classic  Hohokam Status-
(Pueblo related
Grande) artifacts not
associated
with larger
rooms in
compounds
70 18th century  Hawaii X

Supplementary Table 2. Data used in this study, sorted by hemisphere and ascending date, with
metadata. (Downloadable spreadsheet).

Supplementary Table 3. Cross-tabulation of political scale by hemisphere among the sites and
societies in our sample. Total observations in table: 63, y* = 7.594, d.f. = 4, p = 0.108.

Political Scale Factors New World Old World
Family N 0 1
Expected N 0.603 0.397
x> contribution 0.603 0.917
Local N 5 7
Expected N 7.238 4.762
x> contribution 0.731 1.141
Big Man N 10 1
Expected N 6.635 4.365
%’ contribution 1.707 2.594
Regional N 13 9
Expected N 13.270 8.730
x> contribution 0.005 0.008
State N 10 7
Expected N 10.254 6.746

x> contribution 0.006 0.010




Supplementary Table 4. Cross-tabulation of political regime strategy by hemisphere among the
states in sample. Total observations in table: 18, Xz =5.10,d.f.=2, p=0.078.

Political Regime Factors New World Old World
Collective N 1 4
Expected N 3.056 1.944
%’ contribution 1.383 2173
Intermediate N 8 2
Expected N 6.111 3.889
%’ contribution 0.584 0.917
Autocratic N 2 1
Expected N 1.833 1.167

% contribution 0.015 0.024




Supplementary Table 5. Relationship between measures of demographic scale and Gini

coefficients by hemisphere.

Measure of Demographic
Scale

Factors

Gini Coefficients

New World Old World

log1o (Site Population in Slope estimate 0.050 0.098
Households)

r? 0.131 0.293

F 2.56 7.05

F () 1,17 1,17

P>F 0.128 0.017
log1o (Regional Population in  Slope estimate 0.045 0.060
Households)

r? 0.130 0.488

F 4.62 9.539

F(an 1,31 1,10

P>F 0.040 0.011
log1o (Regional Population Slope estimate 0.009 0.217
Density) = Logo
(Households / sq km)

F 0.148 9.857

Fan 1,27 1,9

P>F 0.702 0.012




Supplementary Table 6. Comparison of Ginis Calculated on House Sizes with those Calculated
on Other Bases, in approximately matched contexts.

Society

Gini Coefficients

This paper (house-
size distributions

5

Basis for Gini
coefficients in 5

Ju’hoansi !Kung
(foragers, Botswana)

Hohokam

Columbia Plateau

Roman Republic and
Empire

0.17

0.25 (All Hohokam
compounds, Colonial
period, ~AD 850)

0.20 (Bridge River 2,
~AD 500)

Herculaneum, 0.52;
Pompeii, 0.54, both
at AD 79

0.16

0.56 (Belleview site,
~AD 900)

0.62 (22 burial sites,
mostly first and early
2nd-millennium AD)

0.85

31 items of wealth
distributed among 12
couples (“preferred
measure” accounting
for substitution and
complementarity
among wealth types)
Burial goods on
individuals, randomly
reassigned to form
male-female couples
(average)

Burial goods on
individuals, randomly
reassigned to form
male-female couples
(average)
Landholdings in 12
contexts from 116 BC
- AD 525 after taking
into account those
with no landholdings




Supplementary Table 7. Data for Gini Calculation, Tenochtitlan (data for the single imperial suite

are in text).
Houselot area Statistics, Social Category
Site No. Social category  (sq m) Mean S
C5 1 Ellite 1,148
Cc7 6 Elite 1,466
F 4 B Elite 1,216
1,277 167.5

Wealthy
E5 1 commoner 817

Wealthy
G5 1.2 commoner 800

Wealthy
H 11 3 commoner 817

811 9.8

cr7 5 Commoner 567
F9 2 Commoner 522
Fo 3 Commoner 522
F9 4 Commoner 522
Fo 5 Commoner 522
H 11 1 Commoner 475
Cc7 1 Commoner 462
cs8 1 Commoner 420
G 10 2 Commoner 408
Cc7 4 Commoner 393
ES5 A Commoner 390
D5 1 Commoner 360
H5 2 Commoner 348
D8 5 Commoner 336
c7 3 Commoner 330
Cc7 2 Commoner 325
D7 1 Commoner 320
H5 1 Commoner 318
F9 1 Commoner 307
H11 2 Commoner 306
D8 11 Commoner 305
G12 1 Commoner 281
ES5 2 Commoner 260
G5 5 Commoner 235
H7 7 Commoner 234
E4 C Commoner 224
18 2 Commoner 224
H7 1 Commoner 210
D8 3 Commoner 205
G12 2 Commoner 180
D3 A Commoner 170
D6 1 Commoner 167
G5 2 Commoner 167
ES8 4 Commoner 165
(OF] 5 Commoner 162



D9 2 Commoner 162
(OF] 2 Commoner 160
F9 8 Commoner 154
D6 1.1 Commoner 152
E4 B Commoner 144
18 1 Commoner 140
G9 8 Commoner 136
G12 3 Commoner 134
G5 7 Commoner 126
G5 8 Commoner 118
(OF] 3 Commoner 111
H 10 1 Commoner 104
F4 A Commoner 102
H10 2 Commoner 80

G5 3 Commoner 50

G9 9 Commoner 50

F4 C Commoner 44

E4 A Commoner 36

252 143.4
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