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Abstract
Using data from the Midlife Development in the USA (MIDUS) sample (3070 men and 3182 women) and the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study
(WLS; 2240 men and 2346 women), we aimed to investigate whether religious, ethnic and racial in-group preferences as well as religious
homogamy are associated with reproductive outcome in terms of number of children. Using data from the MIDUS twin sample, we further
estimated the inherited genetic component of in-group attitudes. Additionally, we analyzed the association of ∼50 polygenic scores (PGSs)
recently published for the WLS study and in-group attitudes as an indicator of potential pleiotropic effects. We found in both samples that,
with one exception, religious though not other in-group attitudes are associated with a higher reproductive outcome. Also, religious
homogamy is associated with higher average number of children. The inherited component of all in-group attitudes ranges from ∼21%
to 45% (MIDUS twin sample). PGSs associated with religious behavior are significantly positively associated with religious in-group attitudes
as well as family attitudes. Further associations are found with PGS on life satisfaction (work) and, negatively, with PGS for any sort of addiction (smoking, alcohol and cannabis use), indicating pleiotropy. We conclude that the positive association between religious in-group attitudes
as well as religious homogamy and reproductive outcome may indicate selective forces on religious in-group behavior. As all investigated ingroup attitudes, however, have a substantial inherited component, we further speculate that potential previous reproductive benefits of racial
and ethnic in-group preferences, if they ever existed, might have been substituted by religious in-group preferences.
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In-group and out-group attitudes and values are a strong force
shaping our political systems in Europe, particularly since the
onset of the so-called ‘migration crises’ in the year 2015 and
beyond (Hampshire, 2015). As the main part of our evolution
has taken part in small-scale societies within small groups mostly
consisting of kin, encounters with groups of strangers may have led
to different outcomes, ranging from violent outbreaks as documented for recent tribal societies (Chagnon, 2013) as well as from
archaeological records (e.g., Stone Age massacres) and large-scale
genetic data (Reich, 2018) to peaceful genetic (e.g., intergroup marriages; Sikora et al., 2017) and cultural exchange, such as the invention of the wheel, horse riding, warrior’s chariot and many other
further developments (Anthony, 2010; Schahbasi et al., 2021). We
assume that this long history of hostility and exchange did influence our psychological make-up and thus our individual predisposition to what extent we are xenophilic versus xenophobic.
Particularly, differences in in-group versus out-group attitudes
between men and women may point to evolutionarily acquired
predispositions: the friendlier attitude of particularly young
women may reflect frequent female dispersal and out-group
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marriage (Huber et al., 2017), thus fostering genetic and cultural
exchange; the more restrictive attitude of men may indicate a predisposition to avoid potentially lethal violence, affecting particularly men, as documented by the high ratio of male victims in
prehistoric outbreaks of violence (Glowacki & Wrangham 2015;
Goldberg et al., 2017; Haak et al., 2015; Jantzen et al., 2011) as well
as by the near extinction of resident male genomes during periods
of mass migration (Reich, 2018). Thus, a more open ‘xenophilic
attitude’ more frequently found among young women
(Schahbasi et al., 2021) may have helped to avoid inbreeding
and cultural stagnation, whereas a more closed ‘xenophobic attitude’ found more frequently among men may have helped to avoid
potentially lethal encounters among human groups.
In order to evolve, a trait should be associated with reproduction, and previous studies have shown that this is presumably true
for in-group attitudes, particularly for in-group marriage (Fieder &
Huber, 2016; Huber & Fieder, 2011, 2016). Accordingly, favoring
the in-group should be associated with having more children.
Moreover, in order to evolve, attitudes also must have a genetic
basis. Correspondingly, studies have shown that in-group favoritism has in part a genetic, heritable basis. The variance in ‘in-group
favoritism’ explained by inheritance varies greatly from 18% to
79% depending on the actual trait surveyed and how the in-group
has been defined (Kandler et al., 2015; Lewis et al., 2014; Loehlin,
1993). The stability of in-group versus out-group attitudes during
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the course of life further underpins a genetic basis (Lewis &
Bates, 2017).
In-group attitudes may be reflected by in-group marriage.
Indeed, homogamy within race, ethnicity and religion (Carlson,
2019; Heaton, 1984; Huber & Fieder, 2018; Kalmijn, 1991) and
more recently, education (Carlson, 2019; Fieder & Huber, 2016;
Huber and Fieder, 2011) is common, as shown, for instance, in
the USA (Carlson, 2019). Particularly with regard to religion, marriage rules often enforce homogamy as shown in the Bible in the
Book of Deuteronomy 7, 3: ‘Do not take wives or husbands from
among them [the disbelieving]; do not give your daughters to
their sons or take their daughters for your sons’; and in the
Quran 2, 221: ‘And do not marry polytheistic women until they
believe.’ These rules also make sense from an evolutionary point
of view as with some exceptions, couples who marry within their
own religious denomination have, on average, more children
and remain childless less frequently than couples marrying outside their own denomination (Fieder & Huber, 2016). Also, educational homogamy, which is increasingly gaining importance,
is associated with lower childlessness though not a higher number of children (Huber & Fieder, 2011, 2016; van Bavel, 2012).
However, it has to be kept in mind, that the positive effects of
homogamy on reproduction may be counterbalanced by negative inbreeding effects (Clark et al., 2019), particularly in smallscale societies.
In line with these findings, we aim to examine whether in-group
preference according to religion, ethnicity and race and other
indicators of ‘in-group preference’, as well as in-group marriage,
are associated with reproductive output. In addition, we aim to
determine the heritability of in-group attitudes and in-group marriage on the basis of a twin sample. We further analyze the association of newly available polygenic risk scores and traits reflecting
in-group preferences and in-group marriage.
Methods
We first analyzed whether in-group favoritism as well as in-group
homogamy are associated with the number of children. We used
the MIDUS dataset (Midlife Development in the USA; http://
midus.wisc.edu/scopeofstudy.php#History) and the Wisconsin
Longitudinal Study (WLS) for this analysis.
The MIDUS survey in the USA is a longitudinal study first conducted in 1995−96 by the MacArthur Foundation Research
Network on Successful Midlife Development. The aim of the study
is to investigate the role of behavioral, psychological and social factors in accounting for age-related variations in health and wellbeing in a national sample of Americans.
For the analysis of the effects of in-group preference and ingroup marriage on reproduction, we only included unrelated individuals (in the case of twins, we only included one twin); in total,
6252 individuals (3070 men and 3182 women) aged over 45 years
who thus have almost completed reproduction.
We included the following variables in our analysis: sex (1 =
male, 2 = female), children ever born, highest education (supplementary Table S1); wages (supplementary Table S2), age at interview as well as the following nine ‘attitude’ variables (abbreviated
as ‘ATVm’) reflecting the attitudes to religious, ethnic and racial
in-group preferences, each surveyed on a 4-item Likert-type scale:
(1) Identify with your religious group; (2) Prefer people of same
religion; (3) Important to marry in same religion; (4) Closely identify with the same ethnicity; (5) Prefer to be with same ethnicity;
(6) Important to marry the same ethnicity; (7) How closely identify
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with same race; (8) How much prefer to be with same race;
(9). How important to marry same race. The original variables
had been encoded with the lowest values for the strongest agreement. For easier interpretation of statistical models, we reversed
this order (supplementary Table S3: 1 = not at all important at
all up to 4 = very important).
We first investigated if there is an association of the ATVms
with the individual demographic characteristics sex (encoded
as 1 = male, 2 = female), age in years, education (codes see supplement Table S1) and wages of the study participants, with
family ID and race as random factors, applying separate mixed
ordinal models for each ATVm implemented in the R library
ordinal, function clmm. To investigate the association of ingroup attitudes and reproduction, we further calculated the following models separately for each ATVm: number of children
regressing on sex, age at interview, education, wages, regressing
on each of the ATVm’s on the basis of a Poisson error structure.
As the MIDUS sample also includes non-Whites and individuals
belonging to a family, we calculated all the models using mixed
modeling with family ID and race as random factors. To avoid
any confounded results, we also calculated the models for only
Whites and nonfamily; however, the principal results did not
change.
As the MIDUS dataset also includes twins, we further investigated the heritability of in-group preference and homogamy,
including the data of 159 male and 181 female monozygotic twin
pairs, 108 male and 184 female dizygotic twin pairs, as well as 220
different sex dizygotic twin pairs, aged between 25 and 74. As heritability estimates are comparable if all twin pairs (N = 852) or only
white twin pairs are included (N = 721), we included all individuals
irrespective of race in all further analysis.
To estimate the heritability of the ATVms, we used the
R-library UMX 3.4 (CRAN-Package umx; r-project.org) to perform a separate ACE Cholesky model for each of the ATVms with
sex and age at interview as covariates. Further, we calculated the
MZ versus DZ twin correlations.
The WLS is a long-term study of a random sample of men and
women who graduated from Wisconsin high schools in 1957 and
their siblings. The WLS panel started out with 10,317 members
from the class of 1957. In the year 2010, variables on attitudes were
surveyed. We included the following attitude variables (further
abbreviated as ATVw) reflecting the attitude to in-group preference in our analysis: (1) How important is identity; (2) How close
is own religious group; (3) How important is it to marry the same
religion; (4) How important is religious identity; (5) How important are people of the same religion; (6) How important is your
voluntary identity; (7) How important is your political identity;
(8) How important is your work identity; (9) How important is
your organizational identity; (10) How important is ethnic and
national identity (the variables are encoded as 1 = not at all, 2 = not
very, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very, 5 = extreme). Additionally, we
included the following variables: whether or not the spouse has
the same religion (0 = not the same religion, 1 = same religion),
sex (1 = male, 2 = female), year of birth and the number of biological children. In total, we included 2240 White men and 2346 White
women in our analysis.
As in the MIDUS dataset, we regressed each ATVw separately
on sex, year of birth and education using separate ordinal models,
implanted in the R-library ordinal, function clmm. We further
regressed the number of children on each of the attitude variables
ATVws, controlling for family, sex, education (supplementary
Table S6) and birth year on the basis of a Poisson error structure.
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Recently, WLS has provided a bundle of polygenic scores
(PGSs; Benjamin et al., 2021) from various genomewide association studies (GWAS) for the WLS graduates as well as for the siblings on the basis of 23andMe and the UK Biobank (as has been
published by WLS). The PGSs are based on summary statistics
from three sources: GWAS conducted on the basis of 23andMe,
UK Biobank and other published GWAS papers. The PGSs were
calculated using LDpred that has been applied to HapMap3
SNPs. The inclusion criterion was an out-of-sample predictive
power of a PGS greater than 1%. On the basis of these data, we
aimed to investigate whether ATVws are associated with each of
these PGSs, given a Gaussian error structure. Although multivariate PGSs, also provided by WLS, may lead to more and higher significances, we decided to use the single primary PGS, as
multivariate PGSs are subject to additional confounding factors
(Benjamin et al., 2021). We regressed each ATVw on sex, birth
year, each single PGS, the 10 first principal components of population structure, as well as the corresponding ATVws for a selected
sib to control for ‘nature by nurture’ (Mills et al., 2020) and as recommended by Benjamin et al. (2021). In total, we included the data
of 2713 White men and 2980 White women born between 1937
and 1940 and used each single PGS provided by WLS. We included
the 10 first principal components of the population structure
(PCAs) in all our PGS analyses to control for potential population
stratification, as recommended by WLS. The PCAs had been calculated on the basis of the genomic data by WLS (Benjamin et al.,
2021). Using the R function heatmap, we calculated a heatmap on
the correlations.

Results
MIDUS Dataset
ATVm and demographics. We found significant associations
between most demographic characteristics and the ATVms
(Table 1): being a woman was significantly positively associated
with the identification with someone’s own religious group, the
preference for people of the same religious group and the importance of marrying within a religious group, as well as with the closeness to someone’s own race, but significantly negatively with the
preference of someone’s own ethnic group. Age was generally significantly positively associated with the ATVms (with one exception) and education was mostly negatively associated with the
ATVms (not always significant) though significantly positively
with the identification of someone’s own religious group. Wages
were generally significantly negative but had a tiny association with
the ATVms.
ATVms and reproduction. In the MIDUS dataset, including both
men and women, the ATVms towards religion were significantly
positively associated with the number of children (Table 2). Each
ATVm explained between 0.1% and 1.4% (in the case of Important
to marry same religion) of the total variance of number of children.
Age was generally significantly positively and education generally
significantly negatively associated with the number of children
(Table 2). If analyzed separately, in women, the pattern remained
principally unchanged, whereas in men, Important to marry same
race was also significantly positively associated with the number of
children, variances explained were somewhat higher and wages
were significantly positively associated with number of children
(Supplementary Tables S4 and S5).
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Heritability of ATVms. The heritability of the ATVms ranged
from a low 19% (How close is own race) up to 46% (Important
to marry same race) (Table 3). The contribution of the common
environment was around 10%, varying from 1% and lower for
‘race’ to 24% (Important to marry same religion). The influence
of the unique environment was particularly high in the case of
How close is own race (80%) and Prefer same race (72%).
Generally, the unique environment contributed mostly to the
ATVms (Table 3). Except for Prefer same race and Important to marry
same race, sex always covaried positively with the ATVms; hence,
being a woman was positively associated with the ATVms. Except
for How close is own race, this also held true for age at interview.
Wisconsin Longitudinal Study
ATVws and demographics. Also in the WLS, we found a significant association between most demographic characteristics and the
ATVws. Interestingly, most, but not all, of the ATws that were positively associated with reproduction were also positively associated
with being a woman (cf. Tables 4 and 5). No significant difference
between men and women was found for spouse who has the same
religion and organizational and ethnic identity (Table 4).
Education was usually significantly negatively associated with
the ATVws except for political and work identity, and few significant associations were found for birth year.
ATVw and reproduction. In the WLS dataset, we found that the
ATVws How important is family identity, How close is own religious group, How important is it to marry same religion, How
important is religious identity and How important are people of
the same religion, as well as being in a religiously homogamous
marriage, were significantly positively associated with the number
of children. Being female was significantly positively (a characteristic of the WLS dataset is that women have more children compared to men) and education was significantly negatively
associated with number of children (Table 5). As we calculated several independent models and the estimates for education, sex and
birth year were all in a close range, we only displayed the mean beta
values from the independent models.
With 2.36%, the attitude How important is family identity
explained a comparable proportion of the total variance of number
of children as education, followed by How close someone is to his
own religious group (1.16%; Table 5). Being in a religious homogamous relationship was positively associated with the number of
children, but with .21% it explained a lower proportion of the total
variance than the attitude towards a religious homogamous marriage (.78%; Table 5). If analyzed separately for men and women,
we found a comparable pattern except for the association between
the Importance of voluntary identity and number of children,
which was significantly positive in men and nonsignificant in
women (Table S7, S8).
ATVws and PGSs. The associations of the ATVws with the PGSs
showed potential pleiotropic associations. We found several associations with all ATVws with the exception of the importance of
ethnic and national identity. In Figure 1, all associations are displayed. Table 6 summarizes only the PGSs where at least one significant association appears.
Expectedly, the PGS for religious participation was positively
associated with some of the ATVws of religious in-group preferences. Also, the PGS for life satisfaction (work) was significantly
positively associated with religious homogamy and the importance
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Table 1. ATVms regressing on demographic factors using mixed ordinal models with family ID and race as random factors. Nonstandardized regression coefficients of
the linear mixed ordinal models are displayed
N

Sex

Age

Education

Wages

Identify with own religious group

2201

0.42

***

0.02

***

0.06

***

−0.01

***

Prefer people same religion

2200

0.24

***

0.01

**

−0.02

.

−0.02

***

***

0.02

***

0.02

−0.01

***

−0.01

**

0.00

−0.01

***

0.01

**

−0.02

0.01

***

−0.06

Important to marry same religion

2200

0.32

Identify with ethnic group

1989

0.07

Prefer ethnic group

1988

−0.14

Important to marry same ethnicity

1991

−0.04

*
***

−0.01

***

***

−0.01

**

How close to own race

2176

0.27

0.01

*

−0.01

−0.01

*

Prefer same race

2187

−0.09

0.02

***

−0.09

***

−0.01

*

Important to marry same race

2187

−0.08

0.03

**

−0.10

**

0.00

Note: ATVms, attitude variables Midlife Development in the USA [MIDUS] sample. Sex is coded as 1 = female, 2 = male, education and wages encoding see supplementary Tables S1, S2.
*indicates p values: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001.

Table 2. Number of children regressing on sex, age at interview, education, wages and each of the ATVms on the basis of a Poisson error structure, with family ID and
race as random factors

Religion

Ethnicity

Race

Identify with own religious group

Sex

Age

Education

0.003

0.065

***

−0.050

Wages

ATVm

***

−0.009

0.031

% variance explained by ATVm
***

1.04

Prefer people with same religion

0.005

0.067

***

−0.048

***

−0.010

0.018

*

0.60

Important to marry same religion

0.003

0.064

***

−0.049

***

−0.009

0.039

***

1.40

Identify with ethnic group

0.001

0.062

***

−0.050

***

−0.016

−0.004

< 0.1

Prefer ethnic group

0.002

0.063

***

−0.050

***

−0.015

0.001

0.10

Important to marry same ethnicity

0.002

0.062

***

−0.050

***

−0.016

0.000

< 0.1

How close is own race

0.007

0.067

***

−0.048

***

−0.012

−0.005

< 0.1

Prefer same race

0.006

0.068

***

−0.049

***

−0.012

−0.012

< 0.1

Important to marry same race

0.006

0.067

***

−0.049

***

−0.012

−0.002

0.10

Note: ATVms, attitude variables Midlife Development in the USA [MIDUS] sample. Beta values; * indicate p values: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001.

Table 3. ACE models, covariates and twin correlations with confidence intervals
ACE model
2

Identify with own religious group

2

a1

c1

44%

6%

Covariates
e1

2

50%

Sex
0.214

Twin correlations

Age Interview
0.015

Monozygotic

Confidence interval

Dizygotic

Confidence interval

0.54

(0.45, 0.61)

0.28

(0.19, 0.37)

Prefer people with same religion

35%

9%

56%

0.14

0.007

0.46

(0.36, 0.54)

0.25

(0.16, 0.34)

important to marry same religion

23%

24%

53%

0.183

0.013

0.49

(0.40, 0.57)

0.36

(0.28, 0.44)

Identify with ethnic group

39%

0%

61%

0.022

0.007

0.37

(0.25, 0.47)

0.24

(0.13, 0.34)

Prefer ethnic group

22%

13%

64%

0.096

0.000

0.4

(0.29, 0.51)

0.21

(0.10, 0.31)

important to marry same ethnicity

22%

11%

68%

0.045

0.008

0.31

(0.19, 0.43)

0.22

(0.12, 0.33)

How close to own race

19%

1%

80%

0.148

−0.001

0.20

(0.09, 0.3)

0.10

(0.01, 0.20)

Prefer same race

28%

0%

72%

−0.005

0.011

0.31

(0.20, 0.41)

0.13

(0.03, 0.22)

Important to marry same race

46%

0%

54%

−0.031

0.017

0.49

(0.4, 0.57)

0.24

(0.15, 0.33)

of religious, family and voluntary identity. The PGS for alcohol
misuse, on the other hand, was significantly negatively associated
with How important are people of the same religion, How close is
own religious group and How important is religious identity, which

also holds partly true for the PGS of cannabis use and the PGS of
having ever smoked. Generally, a PGS indicating addictive behavior
is negatively associated with religious in-group preferences.
Additionally, the PGS of ADHD was significantly negatively

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 80.123.108.176, on 21 Jan 2022 at 14:47:21, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
. https://doi.org/10.1017/thg.2021.48

268

Martin Fieder and Susanne Huber

Table 4. ATVws regressing on sex, birth year and education applying separate ordinal models for each of the ATVws
Beta sex

Beta birth year

Beta education

How important is family identity

0.07

***

0.00

−0.05

How close is own religious group

0.16

***

0.00

−0.01

Important to marry same religion

0.07

***

−0.00

−0.03

How important is religious identity

0.16

***

0.01

−0.01

0.10

***

Important people are same religion

−0.22

Spouse has same religion
How important is voluntary identity
How important is political identity

−0.02

−0.03

−0.03

−0.19

0.06

***

0.01

−0.03

*

−0.04

***

***
*
*

0.01
**

0.06

***

0.04

***

How important is work identity

−0.06

How important is organizational identity

−0.01

−0.03

.

−0.02

Importance of ethnic national identity

−0.01

−0.03

*

−0.04

0.00

**

Note: ATVws, attitude variables Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. * indicate p values: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001.

Table 5. Number of children regressing in separate models on the ATVws, beta
values, significances and variance explained
Beta values

% variance
explained

How important is family identity

0.057***

2.36

How close is own religious group

0.041***

1.16

Important to marry same religion

0.032***

0.78

How important is religious identity

0.024**

0.68

How important are people with
same religion

0.025***

0.51

Spouse has the same religion

0.019**

0.21

How important is voluntary identity

0.008

0.06

How important is your political
identity

−0.004

0.04

How important is work Identity

−0.002

0.02

How important is your
organizational identity

0.004

0.02

How important is ethnic and
national identity

0.0016

0.01

Birth year
Sex female (ref.: male)
Education

∼ 0.003

0.02

∼ 0.014* (**)

0.47

∼ −0.083***

2.64

Note: ATVws, attitude variables Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. *indicate p values: *<.05,
**<.01, ***<.001.

associated with How important are people of the same religion and
with Spouse has the same religion; the PGS of narcissism was significantly positively associated with How important is family identity
and How important is religious identity. All the other PGSs only
showed one association with any of the ATVws (Table 6).
Discussion
We found that in both datasets, in-group attitudes according to
religion are associated with higher number of children, which also

holds true for the preference for actual religious in-group marriage.
If men and women are analyzed separately, however, in men from
the MIDUS dataset, also Important to marry same race was significantly positively associated with the number of children. In addition, in the WLS dataset, we found for both men and women
that emphasizing Family identity is important was also significantly
positively associated with reproduction, among all ATVws explaining
with 2.36% the highest proportion of the total variance in number of
children. After Importance of family identity, the Importance to marry
within someone’s own religious (1.4% MIDUS) and How close own
religious group (1.16% WLS) explained most of the variance among
the ‘identity indicators’.
If men and women are analyzed separately, in the WLS data, in
men, the Importance of voluntary identity (variance explained
∼0.34%) was also significantly positively associated with reproduction. This is particularly interesting, as we also know on the basis of
the WLS data that in men but not in women ‘doing voluntary work’
is also significantly positively associated with number of children
(Fieder & Huber, 2012); thus, acting prosocially within a group
appears to confer reproductive benefits to men only.
The results of religious in-group preference were in line with
findings of census data from 32 countries worldwide (3.7 million
couples) that in most of the countries being in a religious homogamous marriage is associated with increased reproduction (Fieder &
Huber, 2016), which also holds true for the WLS dataset (Fieder &
Huber, 2016). Interestingly, in the WLS dataset, the preference for
a religious homogamous relationship explains more of the variance
than the actual homogamy (Table 5).
Although the indicators of religious in-group preferences
are predominantly associated with an increase in reproduction, all
attitudes — only analyzed on the basis of the MIDUS sample — have
to some extent a genetic predisposition, ranging from as low as 19%
for How close is someone to his or her own race up to 46% for the
Preference to marry someone from his or her own race. The genetic
predisposition to Marry someone from own religion (i.e., the predisposition for religious homogamy) is considerably lower (around
23%), whereas with around 40%, the attitudes Identify own religious
group and Identify ethnic group have a comparably high heritability.
Generally, our heritability estimates are comparable with estimates
based on the MIDUS and other datasets (Bradshaw & Ellison,
2008; Lewis & Bates, 2017; Lewis et al., 2014; Loehlin, 1993).
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Fig. 1. Heatmap of the associations of all PGSs available for the WLS dataset with the ATVws. The darker the fields the more positive are the associations, the lighter the more
negative. Regression coefficients and significances on the basis of a general linear model of the ATVws regressing on the PGSs, sex, age the first 10 principle components and the
corresponding ATVws of the selected siblings.
Note: WLS, Wisconsin Longitudinal Study; PGSs, polygenic risk scores; ATVws, attitude variables.
p values: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001.

In the WLS, the recently available PGSs facilitated the analysis
of the associations of these PGSs with the ATVws. Not surprisingly,
the attitudes towards religious in-group and religious in-group
marriage and also actual religious homogamy were significantly
positively associated with the PGS of religious attendance
(derived on the basis of ∼445.000 individuals from the UK
Biobank (UKB; Benjamin et al., 2021). Interestingly, this holds
also true for the associations with ‘Life Satisfaction – Work’
(derived on the basis of ∼115.000 Individuals from the UKB;
Benjamin et al., 2021), where we found significant positive associations with How important is your religious identity, Spouse
has the same religion, How important is your family identity
and How important is your voluntary identity. This finding is
in line with findings that more religious individuals are more
pleased with their life (Bergan & McConatha, 2001; Ellison
et al., 1989).

Generally, all PGSs for addiction, such as alcohol misuse, cannabis use (UKB ∼ 144.000), ever smoker (UKB ∼ 446.000) and
drinks per week (UKB ∼ 386.000), were significantly negatively
associated with some of the indicators of religious in-group preference, such as attitude towards religious in-group marriage and
actual religious in-group marriage, indicating negative genetic
associations of religious in-group behavior and addiction. Thus,
having a predisposition for religious in-group behavior appears
to be associated with a genetic predisposition against addictive
behavior in a very broad sense, which might possibly to some
extent be at the root of the strong prohibition of drugs and addictive behavior by religion (Porche et al., 2015; Richard et al., 2000).
Interestingly, the PGS of ADHD (Demontis et al., 2019,
∼35,000) was significantly negatively associated with some religious in-group preference (How important are people same
religion) and religious homogamy, whereas the PGS for narcissism
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Table 6. Associations of several PGSs with the ATVws. Only PGSs and ATVws are displayed with at least one significant association. Regression coefficients and
significances are displayed on the basis of a general linear model of the ATVws regressing on the PGSs, sex, age the first 10 principle components and the
corresponding ATVws of the selected siblings

PGS

How
important
are people
with the
same religion

Religious
attendance

0.036

Life satisfaction
— work

0.005

.

0.056

How
close to
own religious
group

Spouse
has the
same
religion

Important
to marry
same
religion
**

−0.023

0.099
0.151

.
**

Alcohol misuse

−0.065

**

−0.028

−0.113

.

−0.036

.

−0.046

*

−0.126

*

Ever smoker

−0.015

−0.054

**

Attention deficit
hyperactivity
disorder

−0.04

**

−0.034

−0.165

**

−0.062

−0.013

−0.134

*

−0.014

−0.009

−0.005

0.012

0.04

−0.032

0.029

−0.011

Educational
attainment

0.03

0.021

0.035

0.043

Hayfever
(allergic rhinitis)

0.022

0.001

0.112

0.021

−0.054

0.018

Age First menses

*

−0.03

.

0.05

.

0.014

.

0.041

*

−0.017
*

0.019
0.043

*

0.009

0.074

***

0.029

0.041

*

0.052

−0.02

−0.039

.

−0.026

−0.015

−0.031

*

0.015
0.01

.

−0.028

0.013
0.034

.

−0.012

0.009

0.055

**

0.021

*

0.023

−0.02

−0.009

−0.003

−0.012

−0.025

0.013

−0.009

0.031

0.007

−0.016

−0.028

0.012

0.012

0.019

0.029

−0.006

−0.007

−0.124

−0.008

−0.001

0.019

0.031

0.007

0.083

0.012

0.031

0.042

Number ever
born (women)

0.023

0.038

.

0.023

0.034

0.014

0.002

−0.003

0.004

−0.043

*

0.009

−0.029

−0.011

0.014

−0.01

Adventurousness

−0.017

−0.018

Openness

−0.01

−0.041

.

0.042

*

−0.017

−0.019

Morning person

−0.005

.

**

−0.008

−0.001

−0.047

0.001

0.022

0.006
*

*

−0.051

0.001

−0.042

0.029

−0.03

Cognitive
Performance

Left out of social
activity

*

**

0.038

Highest math

0.042

**

−0.003

*

0.039

−0.064

0.029

−0.042

**

How
Important
is voluntary identity

How
important
is family
identity

Importance of
organizational
identity

0.06

−0.06

Narcissism

Drinks per week

**

0.025

Cannabis use

*

0.056

How
important
is religious
identity

−0.029

0.005

−0.006

0.042

0.032

−0.023
*

*

0.009
0.015

Note: PGS, polygenic scores; ATVws, attitude variables Wisconsin Longitudinal Study.
p values: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001, marginally significant <.1.

(∼453,000; data from AddHealth, Dunedin, EGCUT, ELSA,
E-Risk, HRS, MCTFR, Texas Twins, STR, WLS, UKB1, UKB2,
UKB3) was significantly positively associated with the selfestimated importance of someone’s religious identity and family
identity. All other PGSs only show some single ‘sporadic association’ with some of the in-group phenotypes (Table 6). Regarding
the PGSs for reproduction (i.e., age at first birth, number of children born for men and women; Barban et al., 2016), only a significant positive association between How important is religious
identity and the PGS for the number of children born to women,
as well as two marginally significant associations of the number of
children born to women and Important to marry same religion and
How close is own religious group emerged.
Our data show that although in-group attitudes generally have a
reasonable genetic predisposition — as has been previously documented (Bradshaw & Ellison, 2008; Lewis & Bates, 2017; Lewis
et al., 2014; Loehlin, 1993) — which also holds true for religious

homogamy, only religious in-group preference as well as in-group
marriage also provides reproductive benefits in terms of higher number of children in both datasets (although with some exceptions). As
both religious in-group preferences and in-group marriage are associated with reproductive benefits and are heritable to some extent, it is
thus reasonable to speculate on more recent selective forces for religious in-group attitudes. Although the variances in reproduction
explained by in-group attitudes are comparably low in evolutionary
timeframes, even low percentages acting for a very long period
may have had a substantial selective pressure.
Big religions with ‘big gods’ did emerge during the Neolithic
revolution, helping overcome tribal and racial borders and leading
to the first states and thus to a ‘bigger we’ (Norenzayan & Shariff,
2008; Purzycki et al., 2016). Accordingly, religions may have widened racial and ethnic borders by a replacement through the
(reproductive) benefits of religious in-group attitudes. A potential
former previous positive association of ethnic or racial in-group
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preferences and reproduction, if it ever existed, might be echoed in
the heritable component of these preferences and the rather sporadic positive associations with reproduction, such as the association between men’s preference for racial homogamy and number
of children. Thus, we assume that selection on in-group preferences may have acted through the construction of a cultural niche
(Laland et al. 2000), fostering religious in-group behavior and thus
accelerating human evolution by a biocultural co-evolution in
terms of reproductive benefits for those who are committed to their
own religious group and those marrying and reproducing within
their own religious group (Fieder & Huber, 2016), thereby overcoming tribal and racial reproductive barriers (Huber & Fieder,
2018) that may have hindered genetic and cultural exchange.
Furthermore, the PGS correlations indicate that genetic predispositions for some traits (e.g., life satisfaction) are more compatible
with religious in-group behavior than others (e.g., addiction). We
can only speculate why this is the case. Maybe addiction, for
instance, leads to increasing tensions within religious groups.
We conclude that in-group attitudes are heritable, and that primarily religious in-group attitudes provide reproductive benefits.
However, both in-group attitudes and out-group attitudes may
be rooted in our past and may have made sense from an evolutionary point of view because too pronounced in-group preference may
have led to a higher frequency of inbreeding and accordingly to
more and longer runs of homozygosity, with all the accompanied
problems (Clark et al., 2019). In line with this, we recently succeeded to document on the basis of genetic data from the USA
and Australia that indeed individuals with a more ethno-centristic
attitude do have more and longer runs of homozygosity, presumably indicating a history of inbreeding (Fieder et al., 2021).
Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article,
please visit https://doi.org/10.1017/thg.2021.48.
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