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Predicted Genetic Diversity
Constant
Region Fixed Effects
Observations
R-squared

Model 1
1.825
(1.269)
-0.707
(0.928)
N
43
0.048

Model 2
2.359
(1.255)
-1.035
(0.910)
Y
43
0.204

Model 3
0.344
(0.207)
-0.481
(0.641)
N
43
0.063

Model 4
0.439
(0.207)
-0.395
(0.626)
Y
43
0.197
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