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The transition to specialization of knowledge within populations could have
facilitated the accumulation of cultural complexity in humans. Specialization
allows populations to increase their cultural repertoire without requiring that
members of that population increase their individual capacity to accumulate
knowledge.However, specializationalsomeansthatdomain-specificknowledge
can be concentrated in small subsets of the population, making it more suscep-
tible to loss. Here, we use a model of cultural evolution to demonstrate that
specialized populations can be more sensitive to stochastic loss of knowledge
than populations without subdivision of knowledge, and that demographic
andenvironmental changeshaveanamplified effect onpopulationswithknowl-
edge specialization.Finally,we suggest that specializationcanbeadouble-edged
sword; specializedpopulationsmayhave anadvantage in accumulating cultural
traits butmay also be less likely to expand and establish themselves successfully
innewdemesowing to the increased cultural loss that theyexperienceduring the
population bottlenecks that often characterize such expansions.

This article is part of the theme issue ‘Human socio-cultural evolution in
light of evolutionary transitions’.
1. Introduction
Human culture is extraordinarily diverse, and many studies have sought to
measure or predict cultural complexity in different populations [1–10]. Multiple
factors have been suggested as predictors of cultural repertoire size including
population size, population mobility, the resources used by the population and
the rate of fluctuation of the environment [3,11,12]. One major transition in
human cultural evolution that could have facilitated rapid cultural accumulation
is specialization, when subsets of a population become proficient at making cer-
tain tools and accumulate relevant knowledge that is not shared by the rest of the
population [13,14]. For example, the progression from non-specialized hunting–
gathering tohuntingwith specialized tools hasbeenproposedas ahallmarkof the
Middle Palaeolithic to Upper Palaeolithic transition, which was characterized by
a rapid diversification of cultural artefacts [15–18]; populations with a diverse set
of specialized tools could putatively have an advantage if individuals themselves
specialize in the production or use of these tools [19–22].

Imagine a population in which individuals produce cultural innovations
(tools) at a certain rate. Given that the population’s repertoire is the number
of unique tools across all individual toolkits, the smaller the overlap between
those toolkits, the larger the population’s cultural repertoire will be (figure 1).
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full overlap : 9 tools partial overlap : 21 tools no overlap : 27 tools

Figure 1. The smaller the overlap between individual toolkits (in this case, three individuals each with a toolkit of nine tools), the bigger the population’s overall
cultural repertoire can be. At the same time, smaller overlap also means fewer people know each tool, which can increase its chances to be lost.
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Thus, a non-specialized population, in which all individuals
have similar toolkits, may be expected to have a smaller
total repertoire than, say, a population divided into 10
guilds that each have a different cultural specialization.

Thus, if small groups of individuals specialize in various
domain-specific subsets of knowledge, a population can
dramatically increase its overall cultural repertoire without
requiring that members of that population increase their
individual capacity for knowledge. This prediction is of
particular interest because while we know that individual
capacity for knowledge appears to have increased over the
course of evolution [23,24], we also observe growth in cul-
tural complexity on much shorter timescales in some cases.
This growth is, therefore, likely to result from other mechan-
isms such as cultural specialization or cultural innovations
that help preserve knowledge (as we explored in [25]). Fur-
thermore, cultural specialization could potentially benefit
the fitness of the entire population, e.g. by increasing its over-
all productivity and by allowing for more effective social
learning [26,27]. However, specialization might be a double-
edged sword in cultural accumulation, since cultural
knowledge that is known by only a small subset of a popu-
lation could be more likely to be lost, particularly during
periods of demographic change [14]. In this paper, we present
a computational model to test the assumptions underlying
this key question: whether a subdivision of knowledge can
lead to a richer cultural repertoire, and whether specialized
populations can be more vulnerable to loss of knowledge.

Underlying these ideas is the hypothesis that larger popu-
lations can accumulate larger cultural repertoires, which
has been supported by theoretical models, experimental
work and empirical analyses of the archaeological record
and of existing populations [5,25,28–40]. Other researchers,
however, did not find such correlation (e.g. [33], especially
in analyses of hunter–gatherer populations (summarized in
[12]). The degree of cultural specialization of a population
might thus be an important factor to consider in predicting
its cultural repertoire since a more specialized population
may have a different level of cultural complexity than a
non-specialized population at the same population size. In
other words, considering populations with different degrees
of cultural specialization in the same analysis could obscure
the relationship between cultural repertoire size and popu-
lation size. Here, using a model of cultural evolution, we
examine the relationship between cultural specialization,
cultural repertoire size and sensitivity of the repertoire to sto-
chastic losses and to demographic changes. We also assess
the empirical relationship between cultural specialization
and population size across human populations.
2. Methods
We propose a model of cultural evolution in which cultural traits,
hereafter referred to as ‘tools’, occur in specialized and in non-
specialized populations. The degree of population specialization
is defined as the number of guilds into which it is divided. Non-
specialized populations, hence, are considered as consisting of
one guild. The cultural dynamics within each guild are comple-
tely independent from other guilds, meaning there are no shared
tools between them. In other words, a guild of certain size within
a population is modelled exactly like an independent non-
specialized population of that size. In reality, of course, some
cultural features are shared between guilds, so our model can
be interpreted as simulating only the fraction of cultural features
that are guild-specific. The larger that fraction is (i.e. the more
culturally structured the population), the more relevant our
model’s predictions become.

Our model is roughly based on the modelling framework of
[39] for independent cultural innovations, termed main axis tools
in the original model, with adjustments for the division into
guilds. In the model presented here, new tools are invented at
a given rate per individual per time step, Pinv. This means the
number of invented tools per time step is linearly dependent
on population size (regardless of division to guilds). Realistically,
the relationship can exceed linear (as demonstrated in [39])
because existing tools can be used or combined to invent new
tools, but for simplicity, our version of the model assumes the
inventions of tools are independent from one another.

Invented tools can be lost in two ways. First, newly invented
tools can be lost before being established in the population.
Each new tool is associated with a positive selection coefficient
s, which is drawn from an exponential distribution for which
we specify the mean (β). We do not explicitly simulate the
cultural transmission process that would result in this type of
loss; instead, as in [39], we use an approximation that a newly
invented tool is stochastically lost with probability 1− s [41].
Thus, with probability s, a newly invented tool is established
and is immediately considered to have reached its equilibrium
frequency in the population.

In addition, after a tool has been established in the popu-
lation, it can still be lost owing to drift. Kolodny et al.
[25,39,40] did not attend to the issue of specialization, and there-
fore did not consider each individual’s potential capacity to
accumulate cultural traits or the level of overlap between individ-
ual repertoires [7,42]. Hence, in the original model, the
probability of loss of an individual tool was defined as Ploss/N,
where N is the population size.
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In our model, by contrast, we consider that the repertoire size
mayalso be limited byeach individual’s capacity to accumulate cul-
tural traits. We thus assume that the probability of loss of a tool is
also exponentially dependent on the existing repertoire size. That
is, the bigger the cultural repertoire, the harder it becomes to
remember all tools and transmit them to the next generation.
Hence, we multiply the probability of loss by a parameter C to
the power of the number of tools in the population (t):

Ploss

N

� �
� Ct:

Also, note that since in our simulations guilds are culturally inde-
pendent, N represents the size of the guild rather than the size of
the entire population.

In our simulations, the cultural repertoire size of a population
plateaus, reaching a steady state at which the number of tools fluc-
tuates stochastically around a stable value. The repertoire size of a
population at this steady state, termed here the repertoire size at
equilibrium, can be analytically estimated. At equilibrium, the
rate at which new tools are acquired by the population is equal
to the loss rate of existing tools. Thus, at equilibrium:

Pinv �N � b ¼ Ploss

N

� �
� Ct � t:

From this, we can calculate the expected repertoire size for a given
non-specialized population:

t ¼ (W(N2 � ln(C) � Pinv � b)=Ploss)
ln(C)

,

where W signifies the Lambert W function [43]. Throughout all
simulations, we used the same default values (Pinv = 0.001, Ploss-

= 0.002, β = 0.1 and C = 1.001), which were similar to those used
in previous studies using thismodel. However, using different par-
ameter values did not qualitatively change the results.

We also examined alternative approaches to simulate the
relationship between the existing repertoire and the probability
of loss, which yielded similar results. One such example (demon-
strated in the electronic supplementary material, figure S1) was
to assume that probability of loss of tools is independent of
repertoire size (as in [39]), but that there is a maximal repertoire
that a guild can achieve, which is derived from the individual
capacity for knowledge. This follows from the assumption that
within a guild, most individuals know most tools, so the total
repertoire of a guild cannot greatly exceed what one person
can learn individually.

First, we examine the relationship between population size and
repertoire size in non-specialized populations; then, we examine
the average cultural repertoire sizes achieved by different numbers
of guilds for different population sizes. Increasing the level of
specialization can potentially allow a population to maintain a
larger cultural repertoire, but subdividing into too many guilds
might lead to increased cultural losses as the number of individ-
uals in each guild decreases. The number of guilds that leads to
the largest average cultural repertoire size of a population is
termed the repertoire-maximizing number of guilds.

Assuming a guild that loses a high percentage of its reper-
toire within a short time frame may collapse, highly specialized
populations composed of many small guilds may not be sustain-
able. Thus, we compare repertoire-size stochasticity for guilds of
different sizes.

Finally, we demonstrate how demographic and environmental
changes might affect repertoire size differently in non-specialized
and specialized populations. In all analyses in this section,
we start by allowing both populations to reach a steady-state reper-
toire size. In the first analysis, we then let population size fluctuate:
with a default probability of 0.00001 per time step, the population
can increase or decrease by 200 individuals, with the total popu-
lation size constrained to between 600 and 1000 individuals. In
the second analysis, we impose a fluctuating environment. We
define a probability of 0.0001 for shift between two environments,
assuming that 90% of tools invented in a given environment are
only useful in that environment, which results in a 10-fold increase
in their probability of loss in the alternative environment.

One of our model’s predictions is that larger populations
would maximize their repertoire size at equilibrium by dividing
into more guilds (figure 2), which may suggest larger populations
will tend to be more specialized. To conduct a preliminary assess-
ment of the empirical correlation between population size and the
degree of craft specialization, we analysed data from the Ethno-
graphic Atlas [44], digitized in D-PLACE [45]. There were eight
cultural specializations listed in the database (metal working,
leather working, house construction, pottery making, boat build-
ing, animal husbandry, hunting and fishing), and we assessed
that each of these was a craft specialization in a subset of popu-
lations, coded in the database as ‘Craft specialization, i.e. the
activity is largely performed by a small minority of adult males
or females who possess specialized skills’, suggesting that related
tools are known to only a subset of the population. We tallied the
number of such craft specializations in each population for which
population size estimates were available in the Ethnographic
Atlas (953 out of the 1291 populations). To account for the non-
independence of related populations, we used a phylogeny of
these populations based on linguistic classification [46], and to
account for potential ecological variables that might influence
the degree of cultural specialization, we included time-series
assessments by National Aeronautics and Space Administration
imagery of the amount and predictability of the resources in the
geographical area of each population [45,47]; all data were avail-
able for 900 populations. To assess the relationship between
population size and number of specializations while accounting
for these other potentially confounding factors, we use a phyloge-
netic generalized linear model (R package phylolm) and applied
the Poisson version of the phyloGLM function, which solves the
generalized estimating equations for Poisson regressions [48].
The response variable was the number of specializations, and the
population size and ecological variables were predictor variables
(table 1); the results of the model indicate that population size is
a significant predictor of the number of specializations, but eco-
logical variables were not. It should be noted that while our
model predicts a correlation between the population size and the
number of specializations, the existence of such correlation could
also be attributable to additional factors that are notmodelled here.
3. Results
(a) The relationship between population size and

repertoire at equilibrium
In our model, the relationship between population size and
average cultural repertoire size in a non-specialized popu-
lation (consisting of one guild) is sigmoid-like (figure 3).
For small population sizes, the relationship has an increasing
slope, e.g. doubling the population size from 10 to 20 quad-
rupled the number of tools from 5 to 20, and at larger
population sizes has a decreasing slope, e.g. doubling popu-
lation size from 10 000 to 20 000 increases the number of tools
by a factor of only 1.18, growing from 6630 to 7850). Given
this relationship, we can predict when the average cultural
repertoire of a specialized population in our model is
expected to exceed that of a non-specialized population.
Whenever doubling the population size from N to 2N less
than doubles the average repertoire size (which starts hap-
pening around N = 170 individuals) it means a non-
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Figure 2. (a) A comparison between the relative repertoire sizes of populations that are either non-specialized (one guild) or specialized (2, 5 or 10 guilds), for
different population sizes. For each population size (100, 500, 1000 or 5000), each population’s average repertoire size was divided by the highest average repertoire
size achieved for that population size. (b) A heat map showing the repertoire-maximizing number of guilds for different population sizes. The size of the largest
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both panels of this figure, for comparability, the repertoire sizes of each population were normalized by the maximal number of tools found in a population
of that size. Thus, the value shown for the maximal number of tools, for each population size, is 1. The figure allows comparison of the tool repertoire achieved
under scenarios of splitting to different numbers of guilds for each given population size, but not comparison of absolute repertoires of populations of different sizes.

Table 1. Results of a phylogenetic generalized linear model comparing number of specializations to population size and ecological variables. (Population size
was a significant predictor of the number of specializations, but the ecological variables from MODIS were not. We controlled for the relationships between
populations by including the Glottolog linguistic phylogeny of the sampled populations. The ecological variables examined here are based on measurements of
the grams of carbon uptake per square metre of land per month, termed the ‘net primary production’ of a geographical location. We tested the mean and
variance of this measure, as well as the predictability of the environment, measured as its constancy (extent to which climate patterns are predictable because
conditions are constant) and contingency (extent to which climate patterns are predictable because conditions oscillate in a very predictable manner). An asterisk
indicates that a variable is significant after Bonferroni correction.)

estimate standard error p-value

intercept −1.46002 0.486563 0.002694*

log(population size) 0.341712 0.042714 1.245 × 10−15*

variance in net primary production per month −0.015278 0.11112 0.890643

mean net primary production per month −0.08807 0.06863 0.199399

net primary production constancy −0.859744 0.589957 0.145034

net primary production contingency −1.372803 1.100054 0.212052

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rstb
Phil.Trans.R.Soc.B

378:20210418

4

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

16
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

4 
specialized population of 2N individuals will have a higher
average repertoire if it divides into two guilds.

Thus, we examine the number of guilds that will maxi-
mize the average repertoire size for populations of different
sizes (figure 2). We show that at smaller numbers of individ-
uals, non-specialized populations achieve higher repertoire
sizes than specialized ones, but as populations get larger,
the repertoire-maximizing number of guilds increases.

Next, we examine the relationship between the size of a
guild and the stochasticity in its repertoire at equilibrium
(figure 4). We show that the bigger the population, the smal-
ler the relative stochasticity. We run simulations for
populations sized 10, 100 and 1000 for 500 000 time steps
and measure the difference between the maximal and mini-
mal repertoire size achieved at equilibrium, i.e. the highest
and lowest number of tools observed during the steady
state between time steps 200 000 and 500 000). We find that
for a guild of 10 individuals, the maximal difference in reper-
toire size was 100% (from a maximum of 12 tools to a
minimum of 0 tools); for a guild of 100 individuals it was
22.5% (from a maximum of 395 tools to a minimum of 306
tools) and for a guild of 1000 individuals it was 6.7% (from
a maximum of 2964 tools to a minimum of 2766 tools).
(b) The effects of demographic and environmental
changes on non-specialized versus specialized
populations

We compared the effect of fluctuations in population size on
a non-specialized population and a specialized (10 guild)
population (figure 5). To make the results straightforward
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to compare, we chose to begin from a population size of 800
individuals, for which the average repertoire sizes will be
similar between both populations (i.e. where the lines in
figure 3b intersect). For this population size, both populations
plateaued around approximately 2500 tools. After the reper-
toires reached equilibrium, we then allowed the population
size to vary between 600 and 1000 individuals. We found
that the corresponding variance in repertoire size was
larger in the specialized population (varying between 1520
and 3580 tools, while the non-specialized population varies
between 2140 and 2850). Although we chose an initial
population size of 800 to examine the degree of cultural
repertoire fluctuations when a non-specialized and special-
ized population each had a similar repertoire size, different
population sizes showed similar results: specialized popu-
lations had larger relative fluctuations in cultural repertoire
size than non-specialized populations experiencing the
same changes in population size, regardless of the mean
repertoire size of the population (electronic supplementary
material, figure S2).

We then examined the effect of environmental switches
on repertoire size of both population types (figure 6). We
allowed a non-specialized population and a 10-guild popu-
lation of 1000 to reach equilibrium repertoire sizes in a
given environment. Then, we let the environment switch
between two states with a fixed probability per time step
(assuming that 90% of tools invented in a given environment
are only useful in that environment and are, therefore,
10 times more likely to be lost in the alternative environment).

While at equilibrium, repertoire size is greater in the
specialized population; however, when environments start
switching, the specialized population is at a disadvantage:
both the average and the minimal repertoire sizes are
higher in the non-specialized population.

Next, we simulate the effects of a demographic bottleneck
on a non-specialized population and a specialized population
(figure 7a). Our first comparison is between two populations
of 1000, with a bottleneck that reduces the population size to
200 individuals. For a population of size 1000, the average
repertoire size of a population divided into 10 guilds is
higher (approx. 3540 tools) than that of a non-specialized
population (approx. 2850 tools). After the bottleneck, on the
other hand, the repertoire of the non-specialized population
(approx. 850 tools) exceeded that of the specialized popu-
lation (approx. 170 tools). This result indicates that the
cultural loss experienced by this specialized population is
bigger both in absolute and relative terms: the specialized
population lost 3370 tools in comparison to 1730 in the
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non-specialized one, and maintained only 5% of its repertoire
size, in comparison to 30%.

However, the repertoire-maximizing number of guilds for a
population of 1000 is neither 1 nor 10; it is 4 (figure 2b). In other
words, under our assumptions, it may not be realistic for a
population of 1000 individuals to have either 1 or 10 guilds.
Thus, it may be more sensible to compare between two popu-
lations for which 1 and 10 are the optimal numbers of guilds.
This means that, if populations tend to have a repertoire-max-
imizing number of guilds for their population size, a 10 guild
population is likely to be larger than a non-specialized popu-
lation. To examine whether the intuition that specialized
populations tend to be larger is supported by empirical evi-
dence, we used data on population size and the number of
cultural specializations in 953 human populations (surveyed
in the Ethnographic Atlas [44] and digitized in D-PLACE
[45], and found a significant positive correlation (table 1;
electronic supplementary material, figure S3). Therefore, for
the specialized population, we chose a population size of
2500 (for which 10 is the repertoire-maximizing number
of guilds), and for the non-specialized population a size of
300 (which is close to the highest population size for which
one guild has a larger repertoire than two guilds). When we
did this (figure 7b), the results became even more extreme:
the specialized population maintained only 1% of its original
repertoire size, while the non-specialized populations
managed to save 68% of its repertoire.
4. Discussion
Here, we present a model of cultural evolution that simulates
the accumulation of tools in specialized and non-specialized
populations under different demographic and environmental
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scenarios. Our model predicts that the relationship between
population size and repertoire size is nonlinear and can
differ between non-specialized and specialized populations.
For small population sizes, non-specialized populations
maintain knowledge better than specialized populations
and therefore reach higher average repertoire sizes. In large
populations, on the other hand, specialized populations can
reach higher average repertoire sizes. This is because a non-
specialized population’s total repertoire size is limited by
the capacity of individuals to accumulate cultural traits,
while in specialized populations, each individual needs to
know only a fraction of the population’s repertoire (figure 1).

These predictions align well with prior research on
human societies, which has highlighted an association
between the number of specialized guilds (termed ‘occu-
pational specialties’ in the paper) and the overall cultural
repertoire size of populations [13]. Indeed, the degree of cul-
tural specialization in a population has been itself used as a
metric of cultural complexity [13,14]. However, this previous
research did not consider in detail that cultural specialization
might not lead to increased cultural repertoires in smaller
populations. Relatedly, an analysis of empirical research
noted that a positive correlation between population size
and cultural repertoire size was consistently observed in
studies of food-producing populations, which tend to be
larger and more sub-divided into guilds, but this correlation
was not observed in studies of hunter–gatherer populations,
which tend to be smaller and less specialized [12].

One question regarding cultural specialization is whether
the degree of specialization is predictable for a population of
a given size. In other words, what determines the number of
guilds in a population? One possibility, examined in this
study, is that populations will divide into the number of
guilds that maximizes their cultural repertoire size, which
suggests larger populations will be more specialized. Such
correlation was indeed found in our analysis of the empirical
data from the Ethnographic Atlas (table 1; electronic
supplementary material, figure S3). However, there could be
different mechanisms that influence the observed number of
guilds. In the electronic supplementary material, figure S4,
we explore a mechanism by which a population stabilizes on
the number of guilds that can maintain a consistent repertoire
size over time, which may be smaller (but are more resilient)
than the maximal repertoire that the population could have
reached by subdividing into more guilds. In this scenario (elec-
tronic supplementary material, figure S4), a guild that loses
more than a certain percentage of its repertoire within a short
time window collapses, and its members are divided between
the surviving guilds. Of course, under such assumptions differ-
ent numbers of guilds can emerge depending on the
demographic scenario, the collapse threshold and stochastic
differences. This highlights the importance of considering not
only a population’s mean repertoire but also its volatility.

Another related question is how predictable cultural
repertoire size is for a given population size. Our model,
while assuming repertoire size at equilibrium is a product
of population size, yields different repertoire sizes for differ-
ent numbers of guilds. Thus, our model predicts that
populations which experience many environmental changes
will tend to be less specialized, and as a result will have smal-
ler cultural repertoire than equally sized populations from
stable environments.

Our results demonstrate that the repertoires of small
guilds are particularly prone to stochastic changes. Accord-
ingly, we suggest that populations divided into many small
guilds may be less sustainable in the long term, even though
their mean number of tools could be greater than that of
a non-specialized population. This is true even under stable
conditions, because a tool’s loss in our model—and in
reality—may occur stochastically. If, in addition, environ-
mental conditions fluctuate, rendering some tools irrelevant
in certain periods of time, during which they are then more
likely to be lost, this phenomenon is exacerbated: a population
with small specialized guilds in a fluctuating environment
may lose a disproportionate amount of its necessary cultural
knowledge. A similar finding emerges with respect to a
population’s ability to withstand fluctuations in its size:
specialized populations with small guilds suffer dispro-
portionate losses if population sizes fluctuate, compared to
non-specialized populations.
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Finally, we considered population-level bottlenecks in our
simulations: extreme fluctuations in population size that may
occur following natural disasters such as epidemics or extreme
climatic events, as well as scenarios such as a population’s
expansion to new regions. We find that bottlenecks may
lead to loss of the vast majority of a population’s cultural
knowledge. By contrast, the relative proportion of cultural
knowledge that a non-specialized population experiences is
much smaller, probably allowing such populations to maintain
their subsistence patterns, social structure, and lifestyle even
under a regime of repeated bottlenecks. This observation has
interesting implications: it suggests, for example, that special-
ized populations may be less successful than non-specialized
populations in spreading to new regions. Similarly, it implies
that habitats that can support only a small population might
not be colonizable by specialized populations.

An example for a historical case where our model may
offer a new interpretation is the collapse of the Norse settle-
ment in Greenland. Specialized farmers did succeed in
colonizing Greenland in AD 986 and survived until disap-
pearing mysteriously near the end of the fifteenth century.
Many explanations have been offered to explain why this
Norse settlement ceased to exist [49–51]. Some researchers
(e.g. [49]) have suggested that one of the contributing factors
to their collapse could have been a poor realization of the cul-
tural repertoire of their population of origin, perhaps a result
of cultural deterioration or loss of cultural elements. These
researchers have also noted a decrease in the connectivity
between Greenlanders and other Norse populations towards
the end of their existence. While many differences between
the Norse and the Inuit may have influenced their distinct
fates, the results of our model suggest that the settlement in
Greenland, which was estimated to number several thou-
sands of individuals at its highest, might not have been
large enough to sustain an independent specialized popu-
lation once their connection to other populations was lost.
The Inuits, on the other hand, who had a culture with less
occupational specialization [45], were perhaps better able to
survive even in small populations.

Several factors that may render specialized cultures
unstable are not considered in our model, suggesting that
its results may be conservative regarding the realistic costs
of specialization. First, we used equal sized guilds. In reality,
some guilds may be much smaller than others and thus par-
ticularly prone to cultural loss, and yet crucial for a
population’s survival, such as traditional healers. Second,
we assumed all guilds are equally represented in the bottle-
necked population. In reality, after a bottleneck, populations
might happen to include only few representatives from
some guilds, or even none at all. Finally, subdivision of
knowledge may have direct negative consequences, indepen-
dent of the risk of cultural loss. For example, if knowledge of
certain tools is siloed within a guild, individuals might not be
aware of potentially useful tools that already exist in the
population. Furthermore, a combination of two existing
tools from different guilds may be useful yet remain undis-
covered owing to restricted knowledge sharing between
them. The extent of overlap of cultural knowledge among
subgroups in different societies is a promising avenue for
future empirical exploration. In addition, it would be interest-
ing to assess the degree to which tools themselves become
specialized in populations divided into specialized guilds
[52]. To this end, interdisciplinary studies at the intersection
of theory and empirical research on this topic are particularly
important [53–56].
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