Supporting Information
S1 File. Additional Detail.
 The works of Rivers and Lowie
One of Kroeber’s contemporaries, W.H.R. Rivers, espoused a strong ideological opposition to this rejection of kinship terminology as a reliable indicator of social structuring. In his book ‘Kinship and Social Organization’, Rivers set out to show that local features of social organization were a necessary influence in understanding kinship terminology variation, and could not be understood purely through linguistic analysis [1]. Building on this previous work, Lowie established the ninth fundamental category of distinction known as polarity, through the ethnographic observation that pairs of kin types sometimes use distinct terms to refer to one another - eg grandparent and grandchild, and sometimes use the same single term - eg cousin [2]. Lowie classified terminological structural variation into four typologies; generational (distinguishing neither the sex of the connecting relative nor whether kin are lineal or collateral), bifurcate merging (distinguishing between kin connected to ego through males or females but merging lineal and collateral kin), bifurcate collateral (distinguishing both the sex of the connecting relative and lineal and collateral kin) and lineal (distinguishing between lineal and collateral kin, but not the sex of the connecting relative) [2].
 Reasons for the decline in the anthropological study of kinship 
First, the field has been widely influenced by postmodernist philosophy, raising concerns about the validity and objectivity of comparison, and the categorical reduction of cultural diversity [3]. This trend, coupled with the invalidation of progressive and universal evolutionism, instigated a deep mistrust for evolutionary approaches to the understanding of cultural diversity [4]. Second, kinship thinking has seemingly always been intimidating to anthropological scholars, as Malinowski famously worded it, “the average anthropologist…had his doubts whether the effort needed to master the bastard algebra of kinship is really worthwhile” [5]. But the rejection of the cross-cultural study of kinship by a majority of anthropologists left the field predominantly to cognitive anthropologists and linguists, many of which advocated increasingly technical and algebraic lines of research, making the topic even less accessible [6].
Criticism against cultural phylogenetic methods
The main criticism of a cultural phylogenetic approach is the idea that unlike biological evolution, cultural evolution may not be treelike [7-10]. Stephen Jay Gould famously stated that the evolution of species is very tree-shaped because once lineages have diverged they are very unlikely to recombine [11]. On the other hand, he considered that recombination was rampant in cultural evolution, due to horizontal borrowing between cultures [11]. This proposed dichotomy turns out to be a false one, as horizontal transfer appears to be much more widespread in biological evolution than what has long been assumed [12]. Moreover, the basic vocabulary which is now used to construct language trees is relatively resistant to borrowing [12], and the most frequently used words in a language have been found to evolve much more slowly – up to one hundred times slower in rate - than those words which are used less often [13]. Additionally, Currie and colleagues used a simulation method to formally investigate at which rate horizontal transfer can come to affect the phylogenetic inference of language trees, and found that analyses were only compromised at a rate of borrowing which would seem unrealistic in natural conditions [14]. One can therefore conclude that as long as these linguistic factors are integrated into a phylogenetic study, there is no reason cultural evolution should be less treelike than biological evolution, a fact which has been systematically examined and confirmed using phylogenetic methods [15, 16]. Further than that, the methods offer the possibility of visualizing and quantifying the respective influences of horizontal and vertical transmission in cultural evolution, through the use of phylogenetic networks [15] and the calculation of phylogenetic signal present in data [17].
Psychological evidence 
A recent psychological study has shown that all systems of kinship terminology found in the world are cognitively optimal trade-offs between complexity of the system and communicative cost [58]. Systems only become more demanding in terms of memory and communication if there is a necessary increase in their complexity. What we would like to understand, are the causes driving these surges in terminological complexity, forcing it to become more complicated in some societies than in others, as well as how these causal factors operate. A more detailed understanding of the evolution of kinship terminology would help the understanding of human systems of kinship organization overall, and how these interact with the structuring of cooperative behaviour, a question which is understood to be crucial in the study of human evolutionary success [19, 20].
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