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1 Introduction

Equality of opportunity and social mobility are values shared by many and are very important policy

objectives rooted in the constitution of most countries. From an empirical perspective, it remains an

open question whether higher social mobility is also beneficial for economic performance. Estab-

lishing the existence of a positive effect of improved social mobility on economic indicators would

provide an even greater justification for targeting it as a policy objective, beyond the usual equity

argument.

From a theoretical point of view, in a world in which abilities are transmitted perfectly from

parents to children, and income inequality is merely the result of returns to individual ability, redis-

tributing opportunities to the children of less able (and hence less affluent) parents at the expense of

the children of more able ones might induce distortions causing considerable efficiency loss. How-

ever, abilities are not perfectly transmitted across generations, and other factors play an important

role in the distribution of income (e.g. Bowles and Gintis, 2002; Black et al., 2020; Sacerdote, 2011).

Under these conditions, creating better opportunities for the less affluent, and thus increasing social

intergenerational mobility, should lead to a more efficient accumulation of human capital, reduce the

misallocation of talent, and eventually improve the performance of the economy (e.g. Galor and Tsid-

don, 1997; Galor and Moav, 2004; Mincer, 1984). Our aim in this study is to test these predictions,

analyzing the role of intergenerational mobility for economic development.1

Our paper makes a contribution to the literature that studies how inequality in access to resources

and in opportunities may affect economic performance (e.g. Galor and Zeira, 1993; Banerjee and Du-

flo, 2003; Voitchovsky, 2005; Brueckner et al., 2018; Van der Weide and Milanovic, 2018; Marrero

and Rodríguez, 2013; Ferreira et al., 2018) providing the first large-scale study on the role of social

mobility for economic efficiency. Recent descriptive studies suggest a positive correlation between

mobility and economic performance indicators across countries and within single countries across

geographical areas (e.g. Chetty et al., 2014; Güell et al., 2018; Neidhöfer et al., 2018; Aghion et al.,

2019; Aydemir and Yazici, 2019). In this study, we go one step further by providing estimates based

on subnational region-level panel data for multiple countries. Our laboratory of analysis is Latin

1The essay “The Misallocation of Talent” by Rodríguez Mora (2009) motivates the importance of the subject: “A
society with low intergenerational mobility is not only unfair, it is inefficient. There is no trade-off between fairness and
efficiency when increasing mobility: the more there is, the fairer and more efficient society. (...) It is hard to think about
fairness, since what is fair for some is unfair for others. Efficiency is a much more powerful concept; if an allocation is
inefficient, it is so for everybody. Society (as a whole) could do better.”
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America, a region with interesting historical similarities and, at the same time, ample heterogeneity

in economic development, income inequality, and social mobility trends. For instance, while in most

Latin American countries, such as Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Mexico, educational upward mobil-

ity increased substantially from 1940 to 1990, cohorts born in the 1980s in Guatemala and Nicaragua

still experience relatively low levels of upward mobility (Neidhöfer et al., 2018). At the same time,

Guatemala and Nicaragua show substantially lower GDP per capita levels and trends from 1990 to

today compared to the other countries (World Bank: World Development Indicators). To test the rela-

tionship between these two phenomena, we construct a unique data set of (sub-national) region-year

observations for 10 Latin American countries.The dataset includes information about the intergenera-

tional mobility of education for people born between 1940-1989, and several development indicators,

such as average income, poverty rates, labor formality, and luminosity information from satellite data,

covering the period from 1981 to 2018. To link social mobility and economic development, we imple-

ment a new methodology that connects cohort- and year-level observations by weighting the degree

of mobility of a cohort based on its contribution to the overall economic performance of the respective

country in each year.

Our results show that intergenerational mobility is consistently associated with economic devel-

opment. We document strong variation in terms of social mobility and the level of economic de-

velopment across and within Latin American countries and find that higher intergenerational mobil-

ity is associated with rising income per capita, income growth, and other development indicators.

These results are robust to different social mobility measures, hold when controlling for unobserved

cross-regional heterogeneity and spillover effects, and do not depend on factors related to migration,

educational expansions, and initial conditions. Results are also robust to the inclusion of contem-

poraneous income inequality, meaning that even when controlling for this factor, intergenerational

mobility remains relevant for explaining economic development. An interesting picture also emerges

when observing the interaction of cross-sectional income inequality and intergenerational mobility:

Holding social mobility constant, the association between inequality and economic development is

positive. However, the interaction between the two can be particularly detrimental to development

when inequality is high and, at the same time, social mobility is low.

These findings have important policy implications. They suggest that there is no equity-efficiency

trade-off regarding social mobility. Instead, our results show that improving the opportunities of
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disadvantaged individuals creates positive economic returns. Hence, even if interventions aimed at

improving intergenerational mobility may cause inefficiencies in the short-run, cost-benefit analyzes

should also take their positive long-run impact on the economy into account, which may still justify

their use.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an intuitive conceptual framework about

the role of opportunities and social mobility for economic development and reviews the theoretical

and empirical literature. Section 3 explains the estimation strategy. Section 4 describes the data, as

well as the measurement of social intergenerational mobility and economic development. Section 5

maps the geography of intergenerational mobility in Latin America. Section 6 estimates the impact

of social mobility on economic development. Section 7 concludes.

2 Social Mobility and Economic Development:

Conceptual Framework and Literature Review

Economic reasoning suggests that human capital promotes development. Hence, improving the op-

portunities to invest in human capital should enhance its accumulation and allocation, eventually

supporting the process of economic development (e.g. Galor and Zeira, 1993; Galor and Tsiddon,

1997; Galor and Moav, 2004; Hassler and Rodriguez Mora, 2000; Maoz and Moav, 1999; Owen

and Weil, 1998). In turn, inequality of opportunities harms the accumulation and allocation of hu-

man capital and reduces social mobility. In modern economics, the works by Becker and Tomes

(1979), Becker and Tomes (1986), Loury (1981), Solon (1992), among others, set the theoretical and

conceptual basis of the literature on social intergenerational mobility, modeling the mechanisms and

transmission channels that explain the persistence of economic outcomes of families between gener-

ations. In these models, intergenerational mobility depends primarily on the inheritance of abilities

from parents to children, as well as on private and public investments in human capital.2 Thus, the

persistence of inequality between family lineages over time is an indicator of the opportunities for

individuals to achieve economic well-being through their own efforts, independent of circumstances

beyond their control, such as the family environment they were born into (Roemer, 1998). Generally,

the more equally distributed opportunities for human capital formation are, the higher is intergenera-

2On the role of genetics and the environment in determining long-run outcomes of children see, among others, Bowles
and Gintis (2002); Black et al. (2020); Sacerdote (2011) .
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tional mobility. These opportunities are directly influenced by under-investments that may exist due

to budget constraints, credit market imperfections, or informational asymmetries, among other factors

(Heckman and Mosso, 2014).

Social intergenerational mobility is, thus, a measure of how likely it is for people to realize their

full potential and make the most of their intrinsic talents and abilities, regardless of the family back-

ground they were born into.3 If the innate abilities of children and their parents are not perfectly

correlated, and the distribution of talent in the population has an idiosyncratic component, unequal

opportunities to invest in human capital cause talent to be misallocated. Improving social mobility

implies that people have better opportunities to take advantage of their potential. This has, in turn,

positive repercussions on the accumulation and allocation of human capital, increases the pool of

talent in the labor force, and eventually improves economic performance.

Empirical studies at the micro-level find support for the positive relationship between individual

opportunities for economic success and economic performance. Bell et al. (2019) highlight the role

played by the childhood-environment for innovation and progress. Bandiera et al. (2017) evaluate

an intervention that enabled poor women by reducing barriers to taking on better work opportunities

and find that the program contributed to sustainable poverty reduction among beneficiaries while not

making ineligible households to be worse off. Hsieh et al. (2019) show that improving occupational

opportunities for disadvantaged groups causes a better allocation of talent and higher aggregate pro-

ductivity. Hereby, barriers to forming human capital, such as credit constraints (e.g. Galor and Zeira,

1993) or under-nutrition (e.g. Dasgupta and Ray, 1986), have been argued to be particularly impor-

tant. Another factor limiting individual opportunities and, hence, harming economic development are

inefficiently low aspirations (e.g. Genicot and Ray, 2017; La Ferrara, 2019). Individuals belonging

to poor households may have lower aspirations than rich individuals because they anticipate unfair

chances in their future. This anticipation can push the poor to choose lower levels of human capital

investment, thus perpetuating their economic disadvantage. The resulting non-optimal investment de-

cisions are detrimental to economic performance. All this evidence is consistent with the hypothesis

that inequality of opportunity is harmful for growth and that higher social mobility has a positive

impact on economic development.

3Analyzing the mechanisms affecting social mobility –such as territorial segregation across neighborhoods, early
childhood policies, educational systems, informational barriers etc– and their relative effectiveness in improving equality
of opportunity goes beyond the scope of this work. For a review of the causal evidence on the topic, see Stuhler (2018).
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Focusing on the inequality of opportunity, rather than inequality of outcomes, may also shed some

light on the so far contrasting findings on the inequality-growth nexus (see e.g. Barro, 2000; Panizza,

2002; Banerjee and Duflo, 2003; Voitchovsky, 2005; Neves and Silva, 2014; Neves et al., 2016; Berg

et al., 2018; Brueckner et al., 2018; Van der Weide and Milanovic, 2018). This shift of focus to op-

portunities, which was already proposed by Rawls (1971), Sen (1980), and Roemer (1998), among

others, is materialized in the central message of the World Development Report 2006 (Bourguignon

et al., 2007). Still, the empirical literature on the topic is rather scant. Ferreira et al. (2018), one

of the few studies testing the opportunities-growth relationship, finds evidence that suggests a neg-

ative association between inequality of opportunity and growth in a cross-country analysis, though

the findings are not robust. Likewise, Marrero and Rodríguez (2013) decompose the level of total

inequality at the state-level in the US into inequality due to effort, and inequality due to opportunities.

They consistently find that economic growth is positively related to the former, and negatively linked

to the latter. Choosing social intergenerational mobility as an indicator of opportunity, some recent

studies have shown a positive correlation between mobility and economic indicators, both between

countries (e.g. Neidhöfer et al., 2018; Aiyar and Ebeke, 2020) and within countries across geograph-

ical areas (e.g. Chetty et al., 2014; Fan et al., 2015; Bradbury and Triest, 2016; Güell et al., 2018;

Aghion et al., 2019; Aydemir and Yazici, 2019). In this study, we are the first to exhaustively analyze

the relationship between social mobility and economic performance going beyond merely describing

geographical correlations. We complement the existing evidence by exploiting within-country (and

within-region) variation based on a unique panel of Latin American regions, introducing a novel way

of linking the intergenerational mobility of cohorts to year-level indicators of economic development.

3 Estimation Strategy

3.1 Social Mobility and Economic Development

To test the association between intergenerational mobility and economic development, we translate

the conceptual framework discussed in Section 2 into a linear panel regression. Hereby, the units of

analysis are the subnational regions and the time dimension is in years:

Y jct = υ jc + τtc + δM jct + ξ X jct +θY jct−1 + ε jct . (1)
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In equation (1) Y is the level of economic development, measured for instance by log income per

capita, of region j, which is located within the borders of country c, in year t. M is our main variable

of interest, which displays the degree of intergenerational mobility. This variable is measured as a

weighted average of the degree of intergenerational mobility of people born from 1940 to 1989 living

in region j, taking into account their participation in the economy in year t given their age. The exact

weighting procedure is explained more exhaustively below in Section 3.2. X is a vector of control

variables for regional characteristics in t, including controls for economic conditions, and average

characteristics of the cohorts used to estimate social mobility. The model further includes one lag

of the dependent variable, fixed effects for regions (υ), and country-specific trends (τ), while ε is

the error term. In Section 4 we describe the measurement and data sources for each variable more

in detail. In different estimations, described and discussed in Section 6, the control variables, fixed

effects, and the lag of the dependent variable are included gradually, such that in some estimations

their coefficients are restricted to be equal to zero.

3.2 Weighting procedure

One fundamental challenge of linking social mobility to economic development is the temporal asso-

ciation of the two phenomena: while aggregate economic indicators are measured in particular years,

an insightful indicator for intergenerational mobility should be measured at the birth cohort level.

When the aim is to measure the impact of aggregate indicators – such as growth, income inequality,

or public expenditures – on intergenerational mobility, one possible way is to estimate the association

between the level of these aggregate outcomes that individuals experienced during their childhood

and their future degree of intergenerational mobility (e.g. Mayer and Lopoo, 2008; Neidhöfer, 2019).

However, this method is not feasible when the aim is to estimate the reverse, namely the impact of

intergenerational mobility on aggregate economic outcomes. Indeed, most of the empirical literature

overcomes this problem by taking averages of both measures across geographical areas, thus omitting

the temporal dimension.

To go one step further in the direction of a proper measurement of the effect of social mobility on

economic indicators, the aim is to find a strategy that accounts for the fact that, for reasons related to

the life cycle, individuals born in different cohorts are at different stages of their individual contribu-

tion to the economy in each year. Neidhöfer et al. (2018) address this issue by arbitrarily choosing
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time lags of 30, 40, and 50 years to measure economic development when the individuals of each

birth cohort were old enough to contribute substantially to the economic activity of the country. In

this paper, we develop a novel weighting procedure that enables us to obtain more accurate estimates.

The procedure associates the intergenerational mobility of individuals belonging to certain birth co-

horts to the economic development of their region of residence by weighting their contribution to

the economy in that particular year. This contribution is defined by the wage, experience, and labor

market participation associated with the individual’s stage of life in a given year.

We compute the weights by estimating cohort-participation profiles for each country in each year.

The cohort-weights are constructed such that they sum up to one in every year. The cohort with the

highest weight is the one with the highest contribution to the economy in that particular year, while

cohorts with a weight equal to zero are not participating in the labor market because they are either

too young or too old. In our main specification, these cohort-participation profiles represent the share

of total wages earned by all individuals belonging to the respective birth cohort; i.e. wbct =
Ωbct

∑
B
b=1 Ωbct

where Ω is the sum of wages in year t of individuals residing in country c belonging to cohort b. To

avoid potential correlation between the degree of intergenerational mobility of cohorts and their labor

market participation affecting the construction of the weights, we define the participation profiles at

the national level, rather than at the regional level, and normalize the weights to sum up to one in

each year. Reassuringly, we do not observe any consistent pattern of correlation between the degree

of mobility of a cohort and its weight across regions and over time.

For illustrative purposes, Figure 1 shows these participation profiles for all countries in three

different years. To test the robustness of our results, we also compute the weights based on other

definitions of cohort-participation rates: i) measured by the average wages of the cohorts w.r.t. the

average national wages in each year; ii) defining a minimum share of 10% of contribution to total

wages to get a non-zero weight and dividing the weights equally for every cohort satisfying this

requirement; iii) defining a minimum share of 10% of contribution to total employment to get a non-

zero weight and, again, dividing the weights equally for every cohort satisfying this requirement.

Results of these additional exercises are included in the Online Appendix.4 We observe that most

4To further prove the consistency of our proposed method we also run a series of placebo tests where we use weighting
schemes that do not relate at all to the cohort-participation profile in each year. The results of these placebo tests (included
in the Online Appendix, Section E.8) show, reassuringly, no clear pattern of association between social mobility and
economic development across specifications.
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cohorts show an active contribution to the economy in each year, while younger and older individuals

have the lowest weights.

Following the procedure, M in equation (1) results in a weighted average of the intergenerational

mobility of people born from 1940 to 1989:

M jct =
B

∑
b=1

wbctmbc j. (2)

Here, mbc j is the degree of intergenerational mobility of individuals residing in j and belonging

to cohort b. wbct is the weight measuring cohort b’s participation in the economy in t. The variation

across years and regions in our estimations is then given by the interaction between the degree of

intergenerational mobility and the cohort-participation weight. To measure intergenerational mobility

we adopt several indicators, which we describe below in Section 4.2.

4 Data & Measurement

4.1 Data

To obtain our estimates of social mobility and economic development, we rely on 44 nationally repre-

sentative household surveys from ten Latin American countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,

Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, and Peru). Hereby, our selection criteria to include

a country in our sample is the availability of at least one representative survey with retrospective ques-

tions on parental education and a sufficiently large sample size to enable a subdivision of the country

into subnational regions. Using these surveys, we measure intergenerational mobility of people born

from 1940 to 1989.

Then, we retrieve the surveys with the highest available quality for each country in our sample–

usually deriving from national statistical offices and not necessarily the same surveys used before to

measure intergenerational mobility–to estimate different measures of economic development for the

subnational regions of these countries from 1981 to 2018. We complement our analysis with, firstly,

additional information on alternative local development indicators, such as night-time luminosity in-

formation from satellite data and, secondly, regional control variables on demographic characteristics.

Thirdly, we incorporate historical data on GDP per capita, population size, and weather conditions

retrieved from different data sources.
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In what follows, we briefly describe the measurement of the two main variables studied in this

analysis, social intergenerational mobility and economic development, and of the control variables,

as well as the data employed to obtain the estimates. A more detailed description of the data sources

for each country is included in the Online Appendix.

4.2 Social Mobility

The idea behind the measurement of social intergenerational mobility is to capture the likelihood of

changes in the lifetime socioeconomic status of children with respect to their parents.5 Measuring

socioeconomic status through appropriate proxy measures, such as permanent income, can be chal-

lenging, mainly because of data availability (Black et al., 2011; Jäntti and Jenkins, 2015).6 Instead,

information on the completed level of education of parents and children is, firstly, more likely to be

available in households surveys, secondly, highly correlated with other measures using income or oc-

cupation (Blanden, 2013), and, thirdly, less affected by measurement error (Hertz, 2008). Hence, in

our analysis, we focus on the education of individuals and their parents to measure intergenerational

associations.

To measure m in equation (2), we estimate four different intergenerational mobility indicators:

first, the slope coefficient of a linear regression of children’s years of education on the years of educa-

tion of their parents; second, a standardized measure of educational persistence; third, the probability

of educational upward mobility; fourth, the relative risk of high school completion. We estimate

these measures separately for individuals residing in different subnational regions and who were born

in different birth cohorts, spanning 10-year intervals.7

The slope coefficient is the most widely used mobility index in the intergenerational mobility

literature. In our application, we regress the years of education y of an individual i on the years of

education of the parent with the highest educational qualification yp:8

yi = α +β · yp
i +ϑxi + εi. (3)

5Intergenerational mobility measures give meaningful insights on the stratification of societies and are closely related
to the notion of equality of opportunity; both empirically and conceptually (Brunori et al., 2013).

6For instance, measures of income mobility may suffer from so-called life cycle bias if measured on few income spells
for parents and children (e.g. Nybom and Stuhler, 2017).

7The correlation between these four measures for social intergenerational mobility is high but not perfect (see Section
A.2 of the Online Appendix). Hence, each captures different aspects of social mobility.

8Following the so-called “dominance principle”, in all mobility measures we define parental education as the education
of the parent in the household with the highest qualification. For individuals that indicated only the education of one
parent, we use the available information.
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x is a set of control variables for age and sex, and ε the error term. The regression coefficient β ,

the estimated value of which usually lies between zero and one, measures the degree of regression to

the population mean between two generations. The higher is β , the stronger the association between

parents’ and children’s education, and, hence, the lower is intergenerational mobility.

This measure of intergenerational mobility has the advantage of comparability between countries,

regions, and over time. However, it does not account for changes in the marginal distribution of years

of education. To consider this, we estimate an indicator for the standardized persistence of education

from parents to children:

ρ = β
σ p

σ
. (4)

Here, σ and σ
p

are the standard deviations of children’s and parents’ years of education, respec-

tively.9 Intuitively, both are indicators of relative mobility. While β mirrors the degree of association

of one year of parental education with the education of their children, ρ measures this association in

terms of one standard deviation.

We complement the analysis with two other indicators of social intergenerational mobility that

instead of accounting for the entire distribution of years of education focus on an important threshold,

namely high school completion. The first indicator, which we define as the probability of upward

mobility, measures the likelihood of disadvantaged individuals - i.e. individuals whose parents both

did not complete secondary education - to complete high school:

UM = Prob(y ≥ s|yp < s). (5)

Here, y and yp are defined as in the equations above and s is the number of regular years of

education attached to the completion of secondary schooling. The higher this likelihood, the higher

(absolute) intergenerational mobility.

Building on the probability of upward mobility we estimate also our last indicator for intergener-

ational mobility, namely the relative risk of high school completion:

RR =
Prob(y ≥ s|yp ≥ s)
Prob(y ≥ s|yp < s)

. (6)

9When no control variables are included in equation (3), ρ is equivalent to Pearson’s correlation coefficient between y
and yp.
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The relative risk of high school completion indicates how much more likely it is for the children

of high-educated parents (i.e. parents with a completed secondary qualification or more) to complete

high school compared to their peers with low-educated parents. The higher RR, the lower intergener-

ational mobility.

As mentioned before, to avoid co-residency bias we estimate all indicators using surveys that

include retrospective information about parental education for each respondent (see Emran et al.,

2018).10 Furthermore, since our aim is to only include individuals who are no longer enrolled in the

education system, we restrict the sample to respondents that are older than 22.

Although the inclusion of retrospective questions is not common across Latin American house-

hold surveys, and we need enough large sample sizes to subdivide the sample within representative

subnational regions and birth cohorts, we were able to obtain suitable data sets for 10 countries:

Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, and Peru.

Pooling all available survey waves we are able to estimate intergenerational mobility for five birth

cohorts (1940-49, 1950-59, 1960-69, 1970-79, and 1980-89) in 52 regions. By using similar variable

definitions and consistent data processing methods, the resulting statistics are comparable not only

across countries and regions but also over time. Our final sample, including all countries and cohorts,

comprises almost 1.2 million individuals.11 In all of our micro-level estimations of intergenerational

mobility, we weight each observation by the inverse probability of selection provided by the survey,

normalizing the weights over the different survey waves.

4.3 Regional Development

We collect data that enables us to estimate the level of economic development Y for each of the

subnational regions in our sample. For the final analysis, we were able to construct an unbalanced

panel of 52 regions for the period 1981 to 2018. National household surveys are our main data

source for retrieving our estimates. When measuring economic development we are not forced to use
10Neidhöfer et al. (2018) discuss potential selectivity issues that derive from non-responses to questions on parental

education in household surveys. The analysis shows that although non-response (which is between 2% and 22% of
respondents depending on the survey) might be systematic, i.e. respondents with lower education are slightly less likely
to report their parents education, this does not affect significantly the sample mean and variance of years of education.
Selective non-response could, if substantial, lead to upwardly biased intergenerational mobility estimates. However, the
pattern is found to be the same in all countries, such that cross-country comparisons should keep their validity. For more
information, see Neidhöfer et al. (2018), Supplemental Material, Section 1.3.

11The surveys that we use for nine of the ten countries are nationally representative for urban and rural areas. The
survey that we use to measure intergenerational mobility in Argentina only includes urban areas (defined as localities with
more than 2,000 inhabitants) covering 91.1% of the total Argentinian population (see Piovani and Salvia, 2018). More
information on the employed surveys is included in Section A of the Online Appendix.
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household surveys that include retrospective questions about parental education. Hence, we use all

available sub-nationally representative household surveys for the ten countries in our mobility sample.

Since these surveys are not necessarily uniform in terms of geographical coverage and questionnaires

across countries and over time, we process the surveys in order to harmonize the variable definitions,

the subdivision in subnational units, and the measurement of economic development; i.e. we make

the surveys comparable across countries and regions, and over time.12

In our baseline specification, the main indicator for the level of regional development is the av-

erage of household per capita income measured in purchase power parity (PPP). We estimate this

aggregate measure with the household surveys mentioned above, adding up all individual labor and

non-labor incomes reported during the last month within a household and dividing by the number

of household members. Our second indicator of economic development is the population-weighted

night-time luminosity of regions measured with satellite data. This indicator has been shown to be

a consistent proxy for economic growth (Henderson et al., 2012). We retrieve this data from Hodler

and Raschky (2014). We also test our findings on a battery of further indicators for economic devel-

opment: poverty, overall employment, labor formality, and access to water and electricity. All these

indicators and their sources are described more exhaustively in the Online Appendix, Section B.

4.4 Control Variables

The vector X in equation (1) includes a set of control variables such that the uncovered patterns of

association between social mobility and economic development are not spurious. The set of controls

can be subdivided into three groups: i) year-level controls; ii) cohort-level controls; and iii) cohort-

specific initial conditions.

4.4.1 Year-level controls

The first group of covariates includes income inequality in region j and year t, measured by the Gini

index of disposable household per capita income, total regional population (polynomial of the second

degree), and the urban share of the population. We estimate the first from household survey data and

retrieve the two other from census data (their sources are described in the Online Appendix, Section

C).
12We follow the methodology of the Socioeconomic Database for Latin America and the Caribbean (SEDLAC), a

project jointly developed by CEDLAS at the Universidad Nacional de La Plata and the World Bank. For more information,
see the project website.
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4.4.2 Cohort-level controls

The second group of covariates includes the cohort’s average years of education and its variance, as

well as the share of migrants. The average years of education are included to control for different

levels of human capital accumulation, while its variance is used to control for differences in its allo-

cation. These measures also control for the overall geographic sorting by skill level across regions

(Diamond, 2016; Moretti, 2012). The share of migrants is included to control for migration from low

mobility regions to high mobility regions that may bias our estimates (e.g. Ward, 2020). Including

migrants could lead to upward bias of the estimates because of the positive selection of migrants

(who, on average, have higher degrees of social intergenerational mobility) into regions with higher

levels of economic development. Controlling for the weighted share of migrants in the cohort should

correct for this bias. Furthermore, we test the robustness of our results by excluding migrants when

estimating our mobility measures and obtain consistent results.13 All variables are obtained from the

surveys that we use to estimate intergenerational mobility, estimated at the cohort level, and weighted

by the cohort-participation rate; exactly as the variable m in equation (2).

4.4.3 Cohort-specific initial conditions

The inclusion of the last group of controls aims to abstract from the potential effect of so-called initial

conditions, i.e. the past development level of the economy that could have had both, an effect on social

mobility, as well as on subsequent economic development (e.g. Johnson and Papageorgiou, 2020). In

our empirical set-up, we are mostly interested in controlling for the conditions of the economy in the

years when the individuals in our social mobility sample were born and grew up. Since historical data

on economic conditions is not available at the regional level for Latin America, we approximate the

initial conditions for the cohorts measured in each region (i.e. between 1940 and 1989 which are the

years of birth of the individuals for whom we estimate social mobility) with five different indicators.

The first indicator is an estimate for regional GDP per capita from 1940 to 1989 that we obtain

following three steps: First, using the first available household survey for each country we compute

the share of regional income over total national income for each sub-national region. Then, we retrieve
13For the purposes of this paper, an individual is considered a migrant if he or she was born in a different geographic area

from his or her geographic area of residence (see Online Appendix, Section D). Chetty and Hendren (2018) evaluate the
impacts of neighborhoods on intergenerational mobility and find heterogeneous effects depending on the age of children
at the time of migration. However, we do not have information on the age of migration, which would allow us to consider
this aspect in our analysis. The results excluding migrants, included in the Online Appendix, show the pure, but downward
biased, local level effect of social mobility on development and can, thus, be considered a lower bound estimate.
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country-level data on historical per capita GDP from the Maddison Project database (Bolt and van

Zanden, 2020). Finally, assuming that the regional shares computed in the first step are constant over

time, we multiply these shares with the historical country-level values for per capita GDP.

The second indicator for initial conditions is the child mortality rate around the year of birth of

individuals. This variable controls for both, parental investments in children and the environment in

which these investments take place. The idea behind this is inspired by the so-called quantity-quality

model of fertility; i.e. the characterization of the trade-off in the choice between the number of children

and the amount invested in the education of each child (Becker and Lewis, 1973). Under consideration

of the quantity-quality trade-off, the degree of infant mortality mirrors the probability that individuals

grow up in households with more or less children, and thus, ceteris paribus, their chances of receiving

a higher or lower amount of investment in education. Negative shocks to infant mortality, for instance,

due to medical and pharmaceutical advances, could thus lead to an increased number of children per

family, and result in a lower investment in the education of each child. Additionally, high levels of

infant mortality could also reflect adverse environmental conditions experienced while in-utero or in

early childhood, such as natural catastrophes or epidemics, that may have a direct effect on mortality,

future health, and cognitive capacities of survivors and, thus, on economic growth (e.g. Almond,

2006; Caruso and Miller, 2015).

The regional population from 1940 to 1989 is our third indicator. The inclusion of this vari-

able is motivated by the literature relating population growth to economic growth (e.g. Headey and

Hodge, 2009). The fourth and fifth indicators capture the regional weather conditions from 1940

to 1989 retrieved from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, measured by the average

air temperature and the average precipitation. As has been shown by past research, early-life weather

conditions may have a persistent effect on future health, schooling, and socioeconomic outcomes (e.g.

Maccini and Yang, 2009) as well as on economic development (e.g. Dell et al., 2012). Since all these

variables are measured in the years associated with the birth cohorts, the same weighting procedure

explained in Section 3 is applied to them. To account for non-linear interactions, the variables for

population, temperature, and precipitation are included as a polynomial of the second degree.
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5 Geography of Intergenerational Mobility in Latin America

In this section, we characterize the variation of intergenerational social mobility across the 52 sub-

national regions we constructed for Latin America. Our goal in this section is to provide a first detailed

spatial picture of the extent to which children’s education is related to their parental educational

background. This analysis is relevant since it allows to identify regions with less social progress.14

As a first approach, Figure 2 maps the geography of social intergenerational mobility in Latin

America for three cohorts. Interestingly, two main spatial patterns emerge: First, social mobility

varies significantly across countries. The high levels of social mobility found in the south of South

America (primarily Chile and Argentina) contrast with lower levels in the Northern part of the re-

gion, including Mexico and Central American countries. Second, there is also a substantial variation

within countries. For instance, the south of Chile presents low upward mobility compared to the

north of the country. In turn, the northern regions of Brazil shows considerably lower levels of mo-

bility relative to the south. These findings complement previous country-level studies which show

that intergenerational mobility is rising in Latin America (e.g. Neidhöfer et al., 2018). We provide

evidence suggesting that this trend reached almost every sub-national region, but with a high degree

of heterogeneity between and within countries.15

To emphasize the relevance of within-country variation, Figure 3 shows the distribution of dif-

ferent measures of social mobility for each country and its regions. The country-level values can

reasonably give a general picture of social mobility in Latin America. However, most of the country-

levels estimates are not a sufficient summary of the heterogeneity within countries. For instance,

Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Panama have levels of intergenerational persistence above the Latin Amer-

ican average (i.e., lower social mobility), while many of their sub-regions reach substantially lower

14Munoz (2021) estimates intergenerational mobility of education across Latin American provinces using cohabitation
samples from census data. Since the estimates are relying on parents and children cohabiting in the same household, and
hence a sample of older individuals is likely to suffer from co-residency bias (Emran et al., 2018), the analysis mostly
focuses on the probability to complete primary education of younger individuals, following Alesina et al. (2021). This
dimension is, actually, important for older cohorts of Latin American residents, but less relevant for younger cohorts
because of the expansion of secondary education in recent decades (e.g. Levy and Schady, 2013). Indeed, changes
in returns to education just above and below high school completion are closely related to the changes in inequality
experienced in the region (López-Calva and Lustig, 2010).

15Note that these estimates are merely descriptive and do not consider, so far, the role of migration in shaping inter-
generational mobility patterns. The level of intergenerational mobility of a region is measured on a sample including
all residents of that region. Since the intention of this part of the analysis is to give a descriptive overall picture on the
geography of intergenerational mobility in Latin America we abstain from excluding migrants here. However, when mea-
suring the impact of intergenerational mobility on economic development in the next sections we do take this important
dimension into account, including appropriate control variables and testing the robustness of our results.
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levels, comparable to the most socially mobile countries (Argentina and Chile). This heterogene-

ity is also visible in Figure 4, which shows the 10% regions with the highest and lowest levels of

intergenerational mobility.

Figure 5 plots the evolution of social mobility measures for regional level (grey) and country-

level (black) estimates by comparing individuals belonging to the first two cohorts of our analysis

(1940-1949) with people born in the last two (1980-1989). As is evident, Latin Americans benefited

differently from the development of social mobility over time, even considering areas within the same

country. Estimates over the 45-degree line imply that intergenerational mobility did not change over

the time period considered here. On the other hand, estimates reveal improvements in social mobil-

ity when they are on the right of the 45-degree line for intergenerational persistence, standardized

persistence, and risk ratio, and on the left for the probability of upward mobility. In general, inter-

generational mobility is rising in our sample of Latin American countries at both the regional and

national level. For instance, while in all countries the chance of upward mobility for people born

in 1940-49 with low-educated parents is less than 50%, the chances of people born in 1980-89 in

many regions are significantly higher. However, substantial heterogeneity remains regarding both the

degree of mobility as well as its evolution over time. In particular, the dispersion of social mobility

across regions for younger cohorts is much less prominent than it was in past.

6 Social Mobility and Economic Development

In this section we report the results of our empirical analysis testing the relationship between social

mobility and economic development.16 First, in 6.1, we present the results on the relationship between

social mobility and economic development measured by regional income per capita in levels. Then,

in 6.2, we show the estimates obtained by including lags of the dependent variable, which indicate the

relationship between social mobility and economic growth. In 6.3 we then investigate the association

between social mobility and other indicators of economic development, such as nighttime luminosity

and poverty rates. We discuss the strengths and limitations of our results in 6.4. Finally, we provide

additional evidence on the accumulation vs. allocation of human capital hypothesis in 6.5, and on the

mobility-inequality nexus in 6.6.

16Throughout this section, we present the results weighting social mobility measures using the aggregated cohort-
participation profiles. All the results presented here are robust to the utilization of the other alternatives of cohort weights
described in Section 3. These additional results are shown in Section E of the Online Appendix.
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6.1 Economic Development

As a first approximation, Figure 6 plots the averages over the entire time period of all four measures

of social intergenerational mobility described in Section 4.2 and log average household per capita

income. This first stylized analysis shows a clear and robust positive (negative) correlation between

intergenerational mobility (persistence) and economic development, both across countries as well as

across regions.

Table 1 presents the results of estimating equation (1) using the slope coefficient to measure inter-

generational mobility (M) and average household per capita income as indicator of economic develop-

ment (Y ). So far, these estimates are obtained without including lags of the dependent variable. Recall

that the slope coefficient is a measure of persistence; it shows the degree of association of one year of

parental schooling with the years of schooling of their children. The higher this coefficient, the lower

intergenerational mobility. Hence, a negative regression coefficient of M in Table 1 indicates higher

intergenerational persistence (i.e. lower intergenerational mobility) is associated with lower average

per capita income.17 To allow a more straightforward interpretation of the coefficients, all variables

are included as logarithms in the estimations. Robust standard errors are obtained by clustering at

the country-year level to account for serial correlation of the error term within countries.18 The sig-

nificance of the point estimates is consistent with the main analysis if we cluster standard errors by

countries, or regions.

We gradually include the control variables described in Section 4.4. In column (3) we first include

the year-level covariates mentioned in Section 4.4.1 and in column (4) the cohort-level variables

described in Section 4.4.2, which are aimed to abstract from contemporaneous and past characteristics

related to social mobility that could influence economic development. Among these, the second set of

controls includes information on migration and human capital accumulation, measured by the share

of migrants in the cohort and the average and variance of years of schooling of the cohort. In column

(5), results are obtained controlling for cohort-specific initial conditions, i.e. the economic conditions

during the formative childhood years of individuals in our social mobility sample. These controls are

necessary as said conditions could have had an effect on both social mobility as well as subsequent

economic development. These include past GDP per capita, child mortality, population, temperature

17The same applies for the standardized persistence (ρ) and the relative risk of high school completion (RR). For the
probability of upward mobility (UM) a positive coefficient indicates that higher mobility is associated with economic
development.

18Results with bootstrapped standard errors are included in the Online Appendix.
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and precipitation from 1940 to 1989 (see Section 4.4.3). All variables at the cohort-level are weighted

adopting the cohort-participation profiles explained in Section 3.2. Models including lags of the

dependent variable are reported and discussed in Section 6.2.

The results show that in all estimations the coefficient of M, measured by the slope coefficient,

is negative and highly significant. Hence, social mobility is consistently associated with economic

development. These findings hold when controlling for i) unobserved heterogeneity by including

region and time fixed effects, ii) potential mediators (cross-sectional inequality, share of migrants,

average education, and cohort-specific initial conditions), iii) spillover effects between regions in the

same country, and iv) country-specific time trends (country-by-time fixed effects).19 On average, a

10% increase in intergenerational mobility, measured by the slope coefficient, is associated with a

rise in per capita income by 17%.20 To give benchmarks for this estimate, intergenerational mobility

in education measured by the slope coefficient rose in Latin America, on average, by 4% from one

four-year-cohort to the next between 1940 and 1991, and by 12% for people born at the end of the

70s with respect to people born at the beginning of the 60s.21

Among the covariates included in the models, income inequality deserves a special mention. Its

coefficient in most specifications shows that, controlling for the degree of intergenerational mobility,

inequality is positively associated with economic development. However, the interaction between

social mobility and cross-sectional income inequality in column (8) has a negative sign, meaning that

low social mobility is particularly detrimental when income inequality is high. We will analyze the

relationship between social mobility and inequality separately in Section 6.6.

6.2 Economic growth

We also analyze the relationship between social mobility and economic growth, rather than economic

development measured in income levels. Equation (1) can be reformulated as a growth equation

GYjct = υ jc + τtc + δM jct + ξ X jct + θ̃Yjct−1 + ε jct , (7)

19Spillover effects are controlled by including the average degree of intergenerational persistence in year t of all other
regions − j in the country (i.e. region j is excluded to estimate this average).

20The results obtained using the other measures of mobility described in Section 4.2 confirm these findings. The
average effect over all mobility measures is around 12%. In terms of standard deviations, the effect size is also similar
across specifications and mobility indicators: a one standard deviation increase in mobility is associated with an income
per capita increase of around 0.5-1 standard deviations. All additional results tables, including several robustness checks,
can be found in the Online Appendix, Section E.

21These estimates are obtained from the Mobility-Latam Data at https://mobilitylatam.website (see Neidhöfer et al.,
2018).
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where GYjct = Yjct −Y jct−1 is the logarithmic growth rate of regional income per capita. The only

difference between (7) and the baseline equation (1) is the interpretation of the coefficient of the

lagged dependent variable, θ̃ = θ −1 (Durlauf et al., 2005). With this in mind, we estimate equation

(1) including one lag of regional income per capita among the set of covariates. Table 2 shows the

results of the estimations.

Column (1) of Table 2 shows the estimates obtained by OLS regressions omitting the fixed effects

υ jc and τtc. The coefficient of M is negative and significantly different from zero, suggesting that

social mobility is positively associated with economic growth. Also, the requirement for conditional

convergence is fulfilled, which is θ̃ < 0 or, respectively, θ < 1. However, this OLS estimate may

be biased because of the potential correlation between lagged income and the error term. Hence, in

the next columns, we gradually include fixed effects in the model. Column (2) includes region fixed

effects, column (3) region and year fixed effects, and column (4) region and country-by-year fixed

effects. In these models, equivalently to most specifications in Table 1, the variation in the degree of

social mobility within-regions explains the variation in economic growth. In all fixed effects estima-

tions, the coefficient of M is consistently negative and significant, while conditional convergence still

holds.

As shown by Nickell (1981), within-group estimates of dynamic panel data models such as equa-

tion (1) and (7) relying on a low number of observations over time (small T) may be seriously biased.

If the number of observations over time included in our panel can be considered to be relatively

high (T=28 on average across regions, with a maximum of 36 time periods), the fixed-effects model

that we estimate should provide consistent results (Roodman, 2009). However, following Marrero

and Rodríguez (2013), among others, we also account for region-specific dynamics by estimating

the models using dynamic panel data methods, and implement a system GMM-estimator (Arellano

and Bover, 1995; Blundell and Bond, 1998). This approach is based on the use of lagged levels of

the regressors as instruments. We employ the one-step system GMM estimator and consider robust

standard errors. We use all available lags of income per capita > t −2 and limit the number of instru-

ments by collapsing the instrument set (Roodman, 2009). The results of this application are shown in

columns (5) to (8) of Table 2. For transparency, we show the estimates for the same specifications as

in columns (1)-(4). Below the estimates in these columns, we also report the p-value of the Hansen

test of over-identifying restrictions, and the two Arellano-Bond tests of autocorrelation. A significant
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Hansen statistics suggests that the set of instruments is not valid, while absence of autocorrelation

in the Arellano-Bond test requires that the AR(1) test rejects the null hypothesis (p<0.1) while the

AR(2) test does not (p>0.1).

Generally, the results are consistent with the main analysis: Social mobility is negatively associ-

ated with economic growth when considering region-specific dynamics. The coefficients obtained by

applying System-GMM, shown in columns (5)-(8) of Table 2, are in the same order of magnitude and

are not significantly different from the OLS estimates, shown in columns (1)-(4) of the same table.

Likewise, the coefficient of the income lag consistently points at conditional convergence. In column

(5), which is the specification that does not include fixed effects, the validity of the instruments is not

rejected by the Hansen test and the coefficient of M is negative, but not statistically significant. In

columns (6) and (7), the coefficient of M is negative and significant, but the Hansen test suggests that

the set of instruments is not valid. Finally, in column (8), which is our preferred specification because

it properly controls for country-specific heterogeneity in income trends, the coefficient of M is sta-

tistically significant and the p-value of the Hansen test suggests that the set of instruments is valid.

Altogether, the estimates suggest that social mobility is positively associated with future economic

growth.22

6.3 Different Dimensions of Development

We test whether the positive association between social mobility, income per capita and economic

growth also extends to other dimensions of economic development. Table 3 presents the estimated

coefficient of social mobility M in equation (1) for different variables as indicators of economic de-

velopment Y . These estimations include the full set of control variables described in Section 4.4,

region and country-by-time fixed effects, and spillover effects. The results show that the positive

relationship between social mobility and economic development is robust to considering different in-

dicators, namely the log of average nighttime lights per pixel (i.e. luminosity), poverty (headcount

ratio at 1USD a day), total employment, labor formality, and houses with access to water and elec-

tricity. A 10% decrease in the slope coefficient (i.e. an increase in social intergenerational mobility)

22The results we obtain with the other social mobility measures are mainly consistent with the baseline analysis, al-
though the statistical significance of the coefficients and the validity of the instrument set sometime varies. However,
qualitatively, all estimates suggest the same pattern: social mobility is positively associated with economic development
and growth. The additional System GMM estimates obtained with the other indicators are included in the Online Ap-
pendix, Section E.

21



is associated with a 8% stronger luminosity, 25% less poverty, 8% more employment, 5% more labor

formality, and 8% and 2% higher share of houses with access to water and electricity, respectively.23

6.4 Discussion of the Results

Although the exact identification of the effect of improving social mobility on economic performance

is empirically challenging, and we cannot completely exclude that other sources of unobserved hetero-

geneity not considered here may bias our results, these new estimates allow us to make an important

step toward understanding the relationship between social mobility and economic development.

First, the results presented above show that the positive and significant association between social

mobility and economic development (and growth) is not explained by confounding factors such as

migration, human capital accumulation, contemporaneous income inequality, and the initial condi-

tions of the economy; i.e. the persistent effect of regional economic development in the past (1940 to

1989 - which represents the circumstances faced during the formative years of the individuals in our

sample) on present economic development.

Second, we perform the analysis within subnational regions over time. The inclusion of region

and time fixed effects, and even country-specific time trends in some estimations, warrants that our

estimates account for unobserved heterogeneity that could drive the results, for instance due to the

role of culture and institutions as drivers of economic development. In addition, we also take into

account region-specific dynamics affecting growth and development by estimating dynamic panel

data models, which provide results that are consistent with the main analysis.

Third, given the structure of our data and the construction of our variable for social mobility

through the weighting procedure explained in Section 3, the association that we measure relates past

mobility with future economic development. Due to the applied cohort-participation profiles method-

ology, at the point in time when economic development is measured the individuals for whom mo-

bility is estimated have already completed their educational careers. Further, we control for the past

level of development–i.e. the cohort-specific initial conditions of the economy (including past GDP

per capita, child mortality, population, temperature and precipitation in the period 1940-1989–which

assures that the uncovered relationship between social mobility and economic development is not

spuriously driven by the past level of development that is correlated with both, social mobility and

23The coefficient of the last parameter is not statistically significant.
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future development. Hence, the estimated correlation is not affected by a feedback effect resulting in

reverse causality.

Finally, all results hold when considering different dimensions of economic development, and the

significance of the correlation is robust to the consideration of different measures of intergenerational

mobility, when measuring the degree of intergenerational mobility of men and women separately, and

to the exclusion of migrants (see Additional Results in the Online Appendix).24

We conclude that these findings allow us to make a step forward toward understanding the rela-

tionship between social mobility and economic development. As mentioned in Section 2, the theoret-

ical mechanism behind this relationship is that higher social mobility results in a better allocation of

talent, thus, improving the overall productivity of the population in the labor force. Less inequality

of opportunity in the process of human capital formation enables individuals from households in the

lower end of the income distribution to translate their talent and abilities into human capital. As a

consequence, assuming a constant distribution of innate abilities, the pool of talent in the labor force

increases, and the allocation of individuals to occupations depends more on individual’s skills than

on socioeconomic background. With low levels of social mobility, economic development is nega-

tively affected by the misallocation of talent which is prevalent in the society. Since the frequency

of our data is annual, the estimates obtained by including region fixed effects show that in a year

when social mobility (i.e. the weighted average social mobility across all cohorts) is higher than aver-

age, economic development indicators show a higher-than-average performance. Hence, the positive

association between mobility and development is mainly driven by cohorts of individuals that had

better opportunities to develop their talent entering the labor market or gaining more experience and

lower employment shares among cohorts of individuals that faced lower equality of opportunity and

a stronger misallocation of talent.

6.5 Accumulation vs. Allocation

After having shown that social mobility is consistently and positively associated with economic devel-

opment, and that this relationship is robust, we further test whether the main driver of this relationship

24Generally, the intergenerational mobility of men and women, and of migrants and non-migrants, are highly correlated
across regions and cohorts. The mobility of each population subgroup is likely to be influenced by the shared overall
equality of opportunity-enhancing environment and, since all subgroups participate to the economy, we do not expect
substantial differences in the estimated relationship between each subgroup level of mobility and economic development.
Interestingly, the point estimates showing the association between the social mobility of men and economic development
are stronger then the estimates for women. This is in line with a lower labor market participation–both at the extensive
and intensive margin–of women in most Latin American countries.
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is the accumulation of human capital or its allocation. Generally, a stronger accumulation of human

capital and lower social mobility could coexist, for instance when it is mostly the children of high-

educated parents who benefit from educational expansions. In the regressions presented thus far, we

controlled for the average years of education to avoid bias in our estimates capturing the “trickle-

down-effect” of this type of accumulation (at the top of the distribution) on economic development,

instead of the impact of social mobility and equality of opportunity. Furthermore, the fact that also

measures of relative mobility–such as the standardized persistence and the relative risk of high school

completion–yield consistent results on the positive relationship between social mobility and economic

development provides suggestive evidence in favor of the allocation-hypothesis. In this section, we

further test this assumption including both the degree of upward mobility from the bottom, and the

degree of persistence at the top. The results of this exercise are shown in Table 4.

The regression estimates in column (1) of Table 4 are obtained including the full set of control

variables with the exception of average years of education. The coefficient of upward mobility, i.e. the

likelihood of completing secondary education for the children of low-educated parents, is positively

and significantly associated with economic development. The same applies to the degree of top persis-

tence, i.e. the likelihood of completing secondary education for the children of high-educated parents,

which is highly correlated with the degree of upward mobility from the bottom since secondary school

expansions benefited most of the population in Latin American countries. However, when including

the degree of upward mobility in column (4) and (5), the coefficient of top persistence becomes very

small in size and statistically indistinguishable from zero. In contrast, the level of upward mobility is

consistently, significantly, and substantially associated with economic development.

These estimates confirm that it is not only the overall accumulation of human capital that positively

affects economic development, but also in which part of the distribution this accumulation takes place

is important. Reduced inequality of opportunity implies a higher level of human capital accumulation

for children from disadvantaged families leading to a more efficient allocation of talent, and, hence,

to improved aggregate economic performance. A higher level of accumulation that only benefits

advantaged families may have no direct effect on development.
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6.6 Mobility and Inequality

As a final exercise, we estimate the relationship between social mobility and income inequality. This

relationship has attracted special attention by researchers and policy makers since descriptive evidence

suggests that countries with high levels of income inequality also have low degrees of intergenera-

tional mobility. A graph showing this relationship became very famous under the name Great Gatsby

Curve (Corak, 2013).

Economic theory, indeed, suggests the existence of a negative correlation between inequality and

social mobility (e.g. Becker and Tomes, 1979; Loury, 1981; Galor and Zeira, 1993; Owen and Weil,

1998; Maoz and Moav, 1999; Hassler et al., 2007). The main mechanism hypothesized to be behind

this relationship is inequality in investment in human capital: since parents invest one part of their

income in the human capital of their children, a higher degree of income inequality leads to a higher

dispersion of parental investments. Hence, the human capital of children from families in the upper

part of the distribution rises at a higher rate than the human capital of children from families with

less resources and, as a consequence, social mobility decreases. Neidhöfer (2019) tests this side

of the relationship and finds that, indeed, higher levels of inequality experienced during childhood

and adolescence by children of low-educated parents are associated with lower levels of mobility

measured in adulthood. Our data allows us to investigate the other side of the relationship, namely

the effect of intergenerational mobility on future cross-sectional income inequality. The proposed

mechanism driving this relationship is straightforward: higher inequality of opportunity to invest in

human capital, which mirrors a lower degree of social mobility, leads to higher levels of income

inequality in the future.

We follow the same approach as before and estimate the partial correlation between social mobil-

ity in year t, obtained by weighting the mobility of each cohort by their cohort-participation profile,

and income inequality in t. Figure 7 plots the unconditional relationship between our four indica-

tors for social mobility and income inequality (i.e. the Great Gatsby Curve), measured by the Gini

coefficient of disposable household income per capita. Table 5 shows estimates obtained via linear

regressions subsequently including the control variables described above. All results are consistent

with the hypothesis that lower levels of social mobility, and hence higher inequality of opportunity,

are associated with higher levels of future income inequality.
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7 Conclusions

In this paper, we explored the relationship between social intergenerational mobility and economic

development constructing a new panel data set including 52 regions of 10 Latin American countries.

For these regions, we estimate the degree of intergenerational mobility of people born between 1940

and 1989, and aggregate measures of economic development from 1981 to 2018. These are linked

using a new weighting procedure that we develop to account for the relative participation of the

cohorts in the economy in each year. Our results show a positive, significant, and robust association

between increasing social mobility and the economic development of Latin American regions.

To the best of our knowledge, this paper represents the first large scale study on the role of so-

cial mobility on economic development and contributes to our understanding of the nexus between

inequality and economic growth. Our findings suggest the non-existence of the equity-efficiency

trade-off regarding social mobility. Conversely, they suggest that improving equality of opportunity

generates positive economic returns. Our analysis provides evidence for the robustness of this positive

association and shows that it is not driven by confounders such as migration, human capital accumu-

lation, and initial development conditions. Although a clear causal identification of the relationship is

challenging, our empirical set-up makes a decisive step forward. In addition, the cohort-participation

profiles methodology that we propose should also be suitable for a more thorough evaluation of the

relationship between human capital, measured by education, and growth. This new methodology rep-

resents a valuable contribution to this branch of the literature, which thus far has mainly focused on

contemporary (or lagged) relationships between the average education of the working age population

and economic growth.

Our findings are also relevant for the evaluation of the effectiveness of market interventions. Ar-

guably, interventions aimed at improving equality of opportunity may create distortions and thus lead

to inefficiency in the short-run. However, if these interventions are indeed able to contribute to better

opportunities and less misallocation of talent, they should simultaneously contribute to increased ef-

ficiency in the long run. Consequently, both effects could possibly outweigh each other and change

the terms of the trade-off. For the sake of sustainable policy decisions, these long-run considerations

should be taken into account to evaluate the effectiveness of policy measures in the future.

Finally, our analysis also contributes to the literature on the geography of intergenerational mo-

bility (e.g. Alesina et al., 2021; Chetty et al., 2014; Corak, 2020; Güell et al., 2018) by providing
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the first geographical trends for 52 sub-national regions in Latin America. Our findings show that

there is considerable variation among sub-national regions in both intergenerational mobility and

economic development, even within countries. Since previous country-level estimations showed that

Latin America is a region with strong intergenerational persistence (e.g. Torche, 2014; Neidhöfer

et al., 2018), these new findings contribute to the overall understanding that country-wide patterns

obscure within-country heterogeneity.
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8 Tables & Figures

Table 1: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.268∗∗∗ -1.292∗∗∗ -1.506∗∗∗ -2.012∗∗∗ -2.032∗∗∗ -1.967∗∗∗ -1.593∗∗∗ -2.645∗∗∗

(0.0638) (0.230) (0.243) (0.268) (0.216) (0.228) (0.305) (0.303)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.409∗∗∗

(0.192)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.356∗∗ 0.456∗∗∗ 0.498∗∗∗ 0.512∗∗∗ 0.746∗∗∗ -0.453∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.156) (0.167) (0.155) (0.0823) (0.165)

Urban Population 0.187 -0.0155 -0.131 -0.0588 -0.137 -0.230∗∗∗

(0.131) (0.130) (0.136) (0.130) (0.0937) (0.0803)

Population -0.918 -0.329 -0.0659 0.827 0.103 -0.0220
(0.647) (0.528) (0.689) (0.635) (0.464) (0.424)

Population × Population 0.0270 0.00439 -0.00663 -0.0370 -0.0138 -0.00669
(0.0226) (0.0187) (0.0244) (0.0226) (0.0161) (0.0148)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.633∗∗∗ 0.680∗∗∗ 0.964∗∗∗ 0.0583 0.0528

(0.160) (0.159) (0.172) (0.161) (0.148)

Average years of education (w) 0.528∗ 0.704∗∗ -0.744∗∗ 0.979∗∗∗ 1.005∗∗∗

(0.295) (0.274) (0.288) (0.288) (0.299)

Variance of education (w) 0.350∗ 0.402∗∗ 1.079∗∗∗ -0.140 -0.221
(0.178) (0.194) (0.180) (0.218) (0.228)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.131∗∗ 0.0565 -0.127∗∗ -0.0953∗∗

(0.0526) (0.0481) (0.0541) (0.0478)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.160 0.189 -0.599∗∗∗ -0.689∗∗∗

(0.180) (0.191) (0.134) (0.125)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.733∗∗ 1.284∗∗∗ 0.357 0.767∗∗

(0.346) (0.339) (0.298) (0.305)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0264∗∗ -0.0408∗∗∗ -0.0170∗ -0.0299∗∗∗

(0.0114) (0.0109) (0.0102) (0.0102)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.259 0.199 1.051∗∗∗ 1.124∗∗∗

(0.336) (0.295) (0.202) (0.204)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0195∗∗ -0.0162∗∗ -0.0351∗∗∗ -0.0326∗∗∗

(0.00944) (0.00819) (0.00529) (0.00523)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.219∗∗∗ -0.173∗∗∗ -0.0332 0.0119
(0.0577) (0.0484) (0.0406) (0.0366)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00226 0.00155 -0.00427∗∗∗ -0.00427∗∗∗

(0.00184) (0.00158) (0.00141) (0.00126)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.740 0.922 0.924 0.928 0.934 0.939 0.979 0.981

Notes: Dependent variable is the log per capita income of a region (between 1981 and 2018). M (w) is the weighted
intergenerational persistence (measured by the slope coefficient) of people born between 1940 and 1989. (w) indicates
variables that are obtained by applying the weighting procedure described in Section 3.2. Spillover effects are controlled
by including the average degree of intergenerational persistence in year t of all other regions − j in the country (i.e. region
j is excluded to estimate this average). For a detailed description of the data and all variables included in the regressions
see Section 4. Robust standard errors clustered at the country-year level. Source: National Household Surveys, own
estimates.
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Table 2: Estimates on social mobility and economic growth. Intergenerational persistence β

OLS System-GMM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.0938∗∗ -0.551∗∗∗ -0.534∗∗∗ -0.378∗ -0.0603 -0.401∗ -0.421∗∗ -0.530∗

(0.0424) (0.199) (0.181) (0.218) (0.0410) (0.220) (0.184) (0.301)

Income Lag (-1) 0.900∗∗∗ 0.683∗∗∗ 0.710∗∗∗ 0.653∗∗∗ 0.949∗∗∗ 0.715∗∗∗ 0.768∗∗∗ 0.643∗∗∗

(0.0280) (0.0624) (0.0568) (0.0390) (0.0353) (0.0575) (0.0436) (0.0912)

Country-Year F.E. X X

Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X

Other controls X X X X X X X X

N 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319
Hansen J-test (p-value) 0.1554 0.0000 0.0000 0.7089
Arellano-Bond test AR(1) 0.0001 0.0002 0.0004 0.0059
Arellano-Bond test AR(2) 0.6180 0.6109 0.8681 0.2716

Notes: Dependent variable is the log per capita income of a region (between 1981 and 2018). M (w) is the weighted
intergenerational persistence (measured by the slope coefficient) of people born between 1940 and 1989. Spillover effects
are controlled by including the average degree of intergenerational persistence in year t of all other regions − j in the
country (i.e. region j is excluded to estimate this average). For a detailed description of the data and all variables included
in the regressions see Section 4. Robust standard errors clustered at the country-year level. Source: National Household
Surveys, own estimates.

Table 3: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence β

Luminosity Poverty Employment Formality Water Electricity

M (w) -0.817∗∗∗ 2.518∗∗ -0.795∗∗∗ -0.525∗∗ -0.786∗∗∗ -0.192
(0.132) (0.997) (0.105) (0.206) (0.172) (0.156)

Region and Country-Year F.E. X X X X X X

Year level controls X X X X X X

Cohort level controls X X X X X X

Cohort-specific initial conditions X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X X X X

Observations 999 1368 1368 1223 1278 1128

Notes: Dependent variable is indicated in the column-title. M (w) is the weighted intergenerational persistence (measured
by the slope coefficient) of people born between 1940 and 1989. For a detailed description of data and variables see Section
4. Robust standard errors clustered at the country-year level. Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 4: Allocation vs. accumulation of human capital and economic development

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Upward Mobility (w) 1.185∗∗∗ 1.073∗∗∗ 1.181∗∗∗

(0.101) (0.101) (0.0955)
Top Persistence (w) 0.494∗ 0.430∗ 0.0441 0.0279

(0.257) (0.250) (0.229) (0.227)
Average years of education (w) 1.462∗∗∗ 0.607∗∗∗

(0.205) (0.217)
Region and Country-Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Notes: Dependent variable is the log per capita income of a region (between 1981 and 2018). Estimations include the
full set of control variables, region fixed effects and country-by-time fixed effects. For a detailed description of data and
variables see Section 4. Robust standard errors clustered at the country-year level. Source: National Household Surveys,
own estimates.

Table 5: Estimates on social mobility and income inequality. Intergenerational persistence β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

M (w) 0.158∗∗ 0.412∗∗∗ 0.577∗∗∗ 0.531∗∗∗ 0.727∗∗∗

(0.0741) (0.0809) (0.0960) (0.110) (0.151)

log income per capita 0.149∗∗∗ 0.171∗∗∗ 0.170∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.208∗∗∗

(0.0243) (0.0228) (0.0226) (0.0213) (0.0213)

Region and Country-Year F.E. X X X X X

Year level controls X X X X

Cohort level controls X X X

Cohort-specific initial conditions X X

Spillover effects X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Notes: Dependent variable is regional income inequality measured by the Gini coefficient of disposable household per
capita income (between 1981 and 2018). M (w) is the weighted intergenerational persistence (measured by the slope
coefficient) of people born between 1940 and 1989. For a detailed description of data and variables see Section 4. Robust
standard errors clustered at the country-year level. Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Figure 1: Cohort-participation profiles.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Figure 2: The geography of social mobility in Latin America.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Figure 3: Comparison of social mobility at national and sub-national level.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.

Figure 4: Rankings of social mobility across Latin American sub-national regions.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Figure 5: Evolution of social mobility in Latin American regions.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.

Figure 6: Social mobility and economic development. Unconditional relationship.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Figure 7: Social mobility and income inequality. Unconditional relationship.

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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A Social Mobility

A.1 Data Sources

Our main source of information for computing social mobility measures in our analysis are

regionally representative National Household Surveys for 10 Latin American countries. These

surveys include information on parental education collected through retrospective questions which

were codified following Neidhöfer et al. (2018). Table 1 depicts a summary of these data sources.

Data for Argentina comes from the Encuesta Nacional sobre la Estructura Social (ENES), which

was carried out in 2014 by the Minsterio de Ciencia y Técnica. Different from the rest of the surveys

used in this study to compute social mobility measures, the ENES only covers urban areas defined

as localities with more than 2,000 inhabitants. However, this implies around 91% coverage of the

total Argentinian population (Piovani and Salvia, 2018).

For Brazil, we use information from the Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios (PNAD)

which is carried out annually by the Instituto Brasilero de Geografía y Estadísticas (IBGE). Despite

the fact that this survey includes social mobility modules for 1982, 1988, 1996 and 2014 waves,

in this study we use only the 2014 version. The main reason for performing this survey selection

is the lack of comparability of the educational variables between this wave and the previous ones.

The PNAD is a nationally and regionally representative survey covering both urban and rural areas.

The social mobility information for Chile comes from the Encuesta de Caracterización Socioe-

conómica Nacional (CASEN). These surveys are carried out by the Ministry of Social Development

(in collaboration with the Instituto Nacional de Estadisticas, INE) through the Department of Eco-

nomics at the Universidad de Chile, which is responsible for the data collection, digitization, and

consistency checking of the database. The CASEN surveys are nationally and regionally repre-

sentative, cover both urban and rural populations and has been implemented every two years since

1985. In this study, we use five survey waves capturing information about parental education: 2006,

2009, 2011, 2013 and 2015.



4 A.1 Data Sources

Table 1: Household surveys used to construct the intergener-
ational mobility estimates

Country Name of survey Acronym Coverage Survey waves

Argentina Encuesta Nacional sobre la
Estructura Social

ENES Urban 2014

Brazil Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de
Domicilios

PNAD National 2014

Chile Encuesta de Caracterización
Socioeconómica Nacional

CASEN National 2006, 2009, 2011,
2013, 2015

Colombia Encuesta Nacional de Condiciones
de Vida

ECV National 2003, 2008, 2010,
2011, 2012, 2013

Ecuador Encuesta de Condiciones de Vida ECV National 1994, 1995, 1998,
2006, 2014

Guatemala Encuesta Nacional sobre
Condiciones de Vida

ENCOVI National 2000, 2006, 2011

Mexico Mexican Family Life Survey MXFLS National 2002, 2005-2006,
2009-2012

Nicaragua Encuesta Nacional de Hogares
sobre Medición de Nivel de Vida

EMNV National 1998

Panama Encuesta de Niveles de Vida ENV National 1997, 2003, 2008
Peru Encuesta Nacional de Hogares ENAHO National 2001-2015
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Data for Colombia comes from the Encuesta Nacional de Condiciones de Vida (ECV), which

was carried out by the Departamento Administrativo Nacional de Estadística (DANE). We use

seven survey waves including the following years: 2003, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014.

The ECV surveys cover both urban and rural populations and is nationally and regionally represen-

tative of the Colombian population.

For Ecuador, we compute social mobility measures using five waves from the Encuesta de

Condiciones de Vida (ECV): 1994, 1995, 1998, 2006 and 2014. These surveys are carried out

by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística (INE) and are nationally and regionally representative,

covering both urban and rural populations.

In the case of Guatemala, we rely on information from the Encuesta Nacional sobre Condiciones

de Vida (ENCOVI). This survey is carried out by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística (INE). In this

study, we use three waves of this survey including the years 2000, 2006 and 2011. The ENCOVI

is a nationally and regionally representative survey, covering both urban and rural populations in

Guatemala.

Social mobility information for Mexico comes from the Mexican Family Life Survey (MxFLS),

which is a longitudinal and multi-thematic survey, representative of the Mexican population at the

national, urban, rural, and regional levels. The MxFLS is developed and managed by researchers

from the Universidad Iberoameticana (UIA) and the Centro de Investigación y Docencia Económi-

cas (CIDE) in collaboration with researchers from Duke University. Currently, the MxFLS contains

information for a 10-year period, collected in three waves: 2002, 2005-2006 and 2009-2012.

Although Nicaragua is a relatively data-deprived country, the 1998 wave of the Encuesta Na-

cional de Hogares sobre Medición de Nivel de Vida (EMNV) contains retrospective questions about

parental education. This survey is carried out by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística (INE) and it

is representative of Nicaragua’s regions, covering both urban and rural populations.

Data for Panama comes from three waves of the Encuesta Nacional sobre Condiciones de Vida

(ENV): 1997, 2003 and 2008. These surveys are carried out by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística

(INE) and it is nationally and regionally representative, covering both urban and rural populations.
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Finally, we compute social mobility measures for Peru using information from the Encuesta

Nacional de Hogares (ENAHO). This survey is carried out by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística

(INE) and it is nationally and regionally representative, covering both urban and rural populations.

In this study, we use 15 ENAHO’s waves from 2001 through 2015 in which retrospective questions

about parental education are available.

A.2 Correlation between social mobility measures

m β ρ UM RR

β 1

ρ 0.6709 1

UM -0.7779 -0.4467 1

RR 0.7897 0.5181 -0.8989 1

B Regional Development variables

B.1 Data Sources
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Table 2: Household surveys used to construct regional de-
velopment variables

Country Name of survey Acronym Coverage Survey waves

Argentina Encuesta Permanente de Hogares EPH Urban 1992-2017
Brazil Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de

Domicilios
PNAD National 1981-2017

Chile Encuesta de Caracterización
Socioeconómica Nacional

CASEN National 1987-2017

Colombia Encuesta Nacional de
Hogares-Fuerza de Trabajo

ENHFT National 1992, 1996, 1999,
2000

Encuesta Continua de Hogares ECH National 2001-2007
Gran Encuesta Integrada de
Hogares

GEIH National 2008-2018

Ecuador Encuesta de Condiciones de Vida ECV National 1994, 1995, 1998,
1999

Encuesta de Empleo, Desempleo y
Subempleo

ENEMDU National 2003-2017

Guatemala Encuesta Nacional sobre
Condiciones de Vida

ENCOVI National 2000, 2006, 2011,
2014

Mexico Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y
Gastos de los Hogares

ENIGH National 1989-2018

Nicaragua Encuesta Nacional de Hogares
sobre Medición del Nivel de Vida

EMNV National 1993, 1998, 2001,
2005, 2009, 2014

Panama Encuesta de Hogares EH National 1989-2018
Peru Encuesta Nacional de Hogares ENAHO National 1997-2018
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National Household Surveys also represent our main source of regional development informa-

tion for the 10 countries included in our analysis. However, we are not forced to use household

surveys including retrospective questions about parental education to measure economic develop-

ment. Hence, we use all available regionally representative household surveys. A concern arises

when these surveys are not uniform in terms of geographical coverage, and questionnaires across

Latin American countries countries, and even within countries over time, may not be comparable.

For that reason, these surveys were processed in order to make variable definitions comparable

across countries and over time. These processed microdata are part of the Socioeconomic Database

for Latin America and the Caribbean (SEDLAC), a project jointly developed by CEDLAS at the

Universidad Nacional de La Plata and the World Bank. Table 2 depicts a summary of these data

sources.

Data for Argentina comes from our estimates based on Encuesta Permanente de Hogares (EPH)

and Encuesta Permanente de Hogares Continua (EPHC) which are carried out by the Instituto

Nacional de Estadísticas y Censos (INDEC) for the 1992-2017 period. Between 1992 and 2002 the

EPH collected information in two rounds a year in May and October; however, since 2003, the EPH,

renamed as EPHC, changed its timing and is carried out every quarter over the whole year. EPH and

EPHC surveys are nationally and regionally representative surveys, but since their data is collected

only in urban areas with more than 100,000 inhabitants it only covers urban populations (in fact,

70% of the country’s urban population in 2017). Since the urban population comprises more than

85% of the total population in Argentina, the EPHC represents around 60% of the population in the

country.

For Brazil, we use information from the Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios (PNAD)

and Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios Contínua (PNADC) which are carried out by

the Instituto Brasilero de Geografía y Estadísticas (IBGE) on a yearly basis. These surveys cov-

ers the period 1981-2017 and are nationally and regionally representative of the entire country’s

population, covering both urban and rural areas.
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In the case of Chile, data comes from our estimates from the Encuesta de Caracterización

Socioeconómica Nacional (CASEN), which is a nationally and regionally representative household

survey carried out by the Ministerio de Planeamiento (MIDEPLAN) through the Department of

Economics at the Universidad de Chile. This latter institution is responsible for the data collection,

digitization and consistency checking of the database. The data collection is usually made during

November every two or three years. In this paper, we use CASEN surveys for the period 1987-2017.

Data for Colombia comes from different household surveys throughout the years, though all

were carried out by the Departamento Administrativo Nacional de Estadística (DANE). Until 2000,

the Encuesta Nacional de Hogares-Fuerza de Trabajo (ENHFT) was the main household survey in

Colombia. It only covered the main urban areas of the country prior to 1992, though in the years

since new urban and rural areas have been progressively included in the survey, which is now

nationally and regionally representative. We use information from ENHFT for 1992, 1996, 1999

and 2000. Since 2001, the ENHFT was replaced by the Encuesta Continua de Hogares (ECH)

improving in terms of coverage and frequency, which became annual. Thus, we use annual ECH

surveys from 2001 until 2007. In 2008 the ECH was replaced for the new Gran Encuesta Integrada

de Hogares (GEIH). Then, from 2008 to 2018 we use information from the GEIH, which is also

released annually.

For Ecuador, we use four Living Standards Measurement Survey (Encuesta de Condiciones de

Vida, ECV) for 1994, 1995, 1998 and 1999 which are nationally and regionally representative.

Since 2003, the main household survey for Ecuador is the Encuesta de Empleo, Desempleo y

Subempleo (ENEMDU). Both ECV and ENEMDU were carried out by the Instituto Nacional de

Estadísticas y Censos (INE), with annual frequency in the case of the ENEMDU. The last survey

we use is the ENEMDU 2017.

The main household survey in Guatemala is the ENCOVI (Encuesta Nacional de Condiciones

de Vida) carried out in 2000, 2006, 2011 and 2014. These surveys are nationally and regionally

representative covering both urban and rural populations. The Instituto Nacional de Estadística has

responsibility to collect, prepare, and publish this information.
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In the case of Mexico, we use information from the Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de

los Hogares (ENIGH), which is the main household survey of the country. ENIGH is a nationally

and regionally representative covering both urban and rural areas. This survey is collected by the

Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía (INEGI) and we use its information for 1989 and

every two years from 1992 to 2018.

The Encuesta Nacional de Hogares sobre Medición del Nivel de Vida (EMNV) represents the

main household survey in Nicaragua. This is a survey which is nationally and regionally represen-

tative and has been conducted six times: 1993, 1998, 2001, 2005, 2009 and 2014 by the Instituto

Nacional de Estadística y Censos de Nicaragua (INEC).

Data for Panama comes from the Encuesta de Hogares (EH), carried out in August of each year

by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Censo (INEC). The EH is a nationally and regionally

representative survey and we use information from 1989 to 2018, available each year since 1997

and three more times in 1989, 1991 and 1995.

Lastly, we obtained data for Peru from the Encuesta Nacional de Hogares sobre Condiciones

de Vida y Pobreza (ENAHO) survey. The ENAHO is carried out by the Instituto Nacional de

Estadística e Informática (INEI) in four waves since 1997, and continues until today. The fourth

wave of the survey is nationally and regionally representative, and it is officially used to estimate

socioeconomic statistics. The last survey we use in this paper is ENAHO 2018.

As can be noted, some surveys are not carried out anually since the first version we consider.

As a consequence, there exist information gaps for particular years. To overcome this problem,

we proceed by computing a linear interpolation for each variable to fill these gaps. Additionally,

sometimes household surveys change their coverage from one version to another by incorporating

geographical areas. To make our data more comparable, with newer surveys that include new areas,

we compute for each variable the percentage difference in the indicators when considering every

area and only the areas available in previous survey versions. Then, we apply this difference to the

previous series assuming that differences between new and previously included areas are constant

over time.
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B.2 Regional development variables

We define different indicators for economic development.

Per capita income. The main regional development variable used in this study is per capita

income. It is computed by adding up all of an individual’s labor and non-labor incomes reported

during the last month (i.e. current incomes) within a household and dividing it by the number

of household members. In order to make this variable comparable over years, income values are

deflated and then measured in a common monetary unit. Furthermore, aiming to make per capita

income comparable across country-regions, this variable was computed in Purchase Power Parity

(PPP) values.

Luminosity. As an alternative for our main regional development variable, we use informa-

tion on nighttime lights (Henderson et al., 2012). This satellite information comes from the Defense

Meteorological Satellite Program (DMSP) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-

tion (NOAA). These institutes are responsible for data processing which includes cleanings for fire,

clouds, and other atmospheric phenomenon, as well as other light sources not related to human ac-

tivities. This data is collected at the 30 arc-seconds level (1 kilometer in equator line) and takes

values between 0 and 63, which represents the maximum level of luminosity that the satellite is

able to capture. In this paper, we obtain 1992-2013 nighttime lights information from Hodler and

Raschky (2014) to compute total lights for each region. This satellite data is comparable between

countries and over time. Consequently, we compute a per capita measure of the total lights variable

using population information from household surveys and define this variable as ’Luminosity’.

Poverty. We use income poverty headcount ratios. An individual is considered poor if he/she

lives in a household with less per capita incomes than a certain poverty line. While the measurement

of poverty using national poverty lines takes into consideration that societies differ in the criteria

used to identify the poor, the international lines are unavoidable instruments to compare absolute

poverty levels and trends across countries, and provide regional and world poverty counts. Using
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comparable incomes across country-region and over time, we are able to compute comparable

headcount ratios for each region in our dataset using a USD-1, USD-2.5 and USD-4-a-day poverty

lines.

Employment. The share of adults employed can be considered another measure of regional

development. This variable is constructed from a question available in each survey regarding the

employment status of individuals during the last week.

Formality. The share of formal workers in each region can represent an additional regional

development variable. Labor informality can be defined in at least two ways: productive and legal.

The “productive” definition is based on the type of job (salaried vs. self-employed), the type of

firm (small, large, public sector) and the worker’s skills. Under this definition, an individual is

considered an informal worker if he/she belongs to any of the following categories: (i) unskilled

self-employed, (ii) salaried worker in a small private firm, (iii) zero-income worker. However,

information regarding the type of firm is not available in every household survey. For that reason,

we prefer to use the “legal” definition of labor informality. This definition is based on the right to

receive a pension when retired, which is the social security benefit question most asked in Latin

American household surveys. Then, a salaried worker is defined as informal if he/she does not have

the right to a pension linked to employment when retired.

Water access. Easy access to a safe source of water is one of the fundamental indicators of

development. In spite of the fact that most of the surveys do not ask about access to potable water,

they do include information regarding the location of the water source. We construct a variable

that takes the value 1 if the household has access to a source of water (safe water if recorded in the

survey) in the house or lot.
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Electricity access. The share of households with access to electricity from any source in their

houses can be considered another regional development indicator. Most surveys include a question

regarding electricity access in their questionnaires.

C Control variables

In our analysis we also included control variables defined at regional level: the Gini index, total

population, and share of urban population. The Gini index is computed based on the per capita

income variable defined before, allowing for comparisons between regions and over time. Popula-

tion refers to the total population represented by the survey by weighting observations using survey

weights. This population variable may differ to actual total population of a country or region in

cases in which the survey is not entirely representative, for example in Argentina. Lastly, urban

population refers to the share of the population in the region living in urban areas. The definition

of an area as urban or rural does not follow the same criteria in every country but is defined by each

national statistical institution responsible for carrying out the survey.

D Cohort variables

We also collect information for the birth cohort of individuals in the sample. They include in-

formation on GDP, population, temperature, precipitations, and child mortality for the 1940-1989

period. The sources of these information are different, as well as the way they were constructed.

A linear interpolation was also adopted on these variables in order to fill information gaps between

years. Furthermore, we estimate the share of migrants within the cohorts and control for it in the

regressions.

Per capita Gross Domestic Product. To obtain per capita Gross Domestic Product infor-

mation for each region between 1940 and 1989, we adopted the following procedure: First, we
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compute each region’s share in national per capita GDP using the first available household survey.

Second, we obtained information on country-level per capita GDP from 1940 to the year prior to

the year of the first available survey from Maddison Project. Lastly, we computed regional per

capita GDP from 1940 assuming that the shares computed in the first step are constant over time.

Population. Information regarding regional population was obtained from national censuses

for each country. Because these censuses are not carried out each year, we assume a constant rate of

population variation between each census. We count with regional population census information

for the following years: Argentina (1914, 1947, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990); Brazil (1940, 1950,

1960, 1970, 1980, 1991); Chile (1940, 1952, 1960, 1970, 1982, 1992); Colombia (1938, 1951,

1964, 1973, 1985, 1993); Ecuador (1950, 1962, 1974, 1982, 1990); Guatemala (1950, 1964, 1973,

1981, 1994); Mexico (1940, 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990); Nicaragua (1940, 1950, 1963, 1971,

1995); Panama (1940, 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990); Peru (1940, 1961, 1972, 1981, 1993).

Temperature and Precipitations. We obtained information for monthly mean air tempera-

tures and monthly total precipitation for the years 1940-1989 from a joint project between National

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the University of Delaware. This informa-

tion is available in a NetCDF format from different weather stations around the world and spatially

interpolated by a 0.5 degree grid resolution. By processing this data with geographic informa-

tion system (GIS) software we obtained minimum, maximum, and mean annual temperatures and

precipitations for the 1940-1989 period.

Child mortality. We obtain information about the probability of dying between birth and

the first year of age expressed per 1,000 live births between 1940 and 1989 following different

steps: We start obtaining the available child mortality estimates from national health ministries and

national statistics institutes reports. These point estimates are available only for years in which

health surveys or censuses were carried out. We obtained regional child mortality estimations
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for the following years: Argentina (1950, 1960, 1970, 1980-1990); Brazil1 (1941-1970, 1979,

1991); Chile (1962-1989); Colombia (1987); Ecuador (1969, 1982, 1994); Guatemala (1963, 1973,

1980, 1981-1989); Mexico (1940, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990);

Nicaragua (1966, 1980, 1982, 1985); Panama (1966, 1970, 1973, 1975, 1980, 1995); Peru (1967,

1970, 1980, 1993). Then, we proceed to fill the gaps by linear interpolation and obtain the 1940-

1989 yearly series. On the other hand, to complete the information for years before the first estimate

available we assume that regional differences did not change over time and assign to each region the

national change in child mortality. National estimates for child mortality were obtained from the

Global Health Data Exchange (GHDx) compiled by the Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation.

These statistics coincide with national United Nations and child mortality estimates from national

health ministries and national statistics institutes reports.

Migration We estimate the migrant population share for each cohort with the household sur-

veys described in Section A. The questionnaires for Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Guatemala,

Nicaragua and Peru include information on whether the individual lives in his or her city of birth.

For the rest of the countries, the question is related to broader geographic areas. For Colombia, the

question is defined at municipality (municipalidad) level while in Mexico it is at state (entidad fed-

erativa) level. Lastly, the questionnaire for Panama is less specific and asks whether the individual

lives “in the same place as their mother habitually lived” or not. In any case, the geographic unit the

question refers to is smaller than the regions that we define as units of analysis. For the purposes

of this paper, an individual is defined a migrant if he or she was born in a different geographic area

from his or her geographic area of residence. Hence, our variable includes migration within as well

as between regions.

Years of education Information of each cohort’s mean years of education were also obtained

from the household surveys described in Section A. This variable was computed for individuals at

1While we compute eight regions for Brazil, cohort child mortality information was obtained for five regions.
Because some regions under our definition are grouped in child mortality regions, we assume that grouped regions
have the same child mortality values.
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least 23 years of age when participating in the survey. Only completed years of education were

considered.

D.1 Cohort-Participation Profiles

The weights to estimate the weighted average level of mobility are computed based on the co-

hort’s contribution to the economy of the country in each specific year. We define these as cohort-

participation profiles. We developed these profiles to consistently associate the economic develop-

ment in year t to the social mobility experienced by individuals born in different cohorts who are at

different stages of their individual contribution to the economy in t for reasons mainly related to the

life cycle. This methodology differs from previous analyses by choosing a suitable link between

economic development and social mobility, while considering all the available information.

We compute four different types of cohort-participation profiles:

1. Aggregated cohort participation rate. Represents the cohort share in total wages in each

year. This weight is defined, for cohort b, country c and year t as wbct =
ybct

∑
B
b=1 ybct

, where ybct

represents the sum of cohort b wages in country c and year t.

2. Mean cohort participation rate. Represents the cohort share in mean wages in each year. This

weight is defined, for cohort b, country c and year t as wbct =
ybct
ȳmax

bct
, where ȳbct represents

the mean wage of cohort b in country c and year t, and ymax
bct indicates the mean wage of the

cohort with the highest mean wages. Then, we re-calibrate wbct such that ∑
B

b=1 wbct = 1.

3. Total wage cohort participation rate. This is a more rigid cohort weight definition based on

cohort share in total wages in each year. It considers that a cohort is substantially contributing

to economic performance in year t if shows, at least, 10% participation in total wages in year

t. Then, weights are divided equally for every cohort satisfying this requirement.

4. Total employment cohort participation rate. This cohort weight definition is similar to the

total wage cohort participation rate, but based on employment. It considers that a cohort is
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substantially contributing to economic performance in year t if shows, at least, 10% partic-

ipation in total employment in year t. Again, weights are divided equally for every cohort

satisfying this requirement.

As expected, the weights of younger cohorts increase over time while the contribution of older

cohorts decreases. In general terms, the cohort participation profiles show that individuals aged

around 50 are the ones who contribute most to the economy. Total wage and total employment

cohort participation show the same pattern but with less variation because of the nature of the

measure. In the main analysis included in the paper we use the weighting procedure explained in 1.

In Section E of this Online Appendix we show the results applying the other weighting procedures

explained in 2., 3., and 4.
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E Robustness checks

E.1 Additional mobility measures

E.1.1 Estimates on social mobility and economic development

Table 3: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.405∗∗∗ -0.322∗∗ -0.611∗∗∗ -0.556∗∗∗ -0.551∗∗ -0.715∗∗∗ -1.762∗∗∗ -3.025∗∗∗

(0.0904) (0.151) (0.181) (0.191) (0.212) (0.210) (0.239) (0.320)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.593∗∗∗

(0.324)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.325∗∗ 0.409∗∗ 0.471∗∗∗ 0.525∗∗∗ 0.759∗∗∗ -0.464∗

(0.164) (0.159) (0.170) (0.162) (0.0796) (0.251)

Urban Population 0.0406 -0.125 -0.159 -0.123 -0.122 -0.153∗∗

(0.133) (0.131) (0.139) (0.138) (0.0912) (0.0760)

Population -1.265∗ 0.381 0.661 0.837 0.428 0.513
(0.705) (0.578) (0.709) (0.697) (0.442) (0.428)

Population × Population 0.0394 -0.0171 -0.0288 -0.0348 -0.0240 -0.0268∗

(0.0244) (0.0200) (0.0247) (0.0240) (0.0154) (0.0150)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.450∗∗∗ 0.673∗∗∗ 0.755∗∗∗ 0.0930 0.114

(0.170) (0.164) (0.169) (0.142) (0.138)

Average years of education (w) 1.552∗∗∗ 1.771∗∗∗ 1.539∗∗∗ 1.705∗∗∗ 1.695∗∗∗

(0.286) (0.288) (0.286) (0.218) (0.212)

Variance of education (w) -0.339∗∗ -0.599∗∗∗ -0.559∗∗∗ -0.862∗∗∗ -0.798∗∗∗

(0.170) (0.206) (0.200) (0.170) (0.170)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.230∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ -0.168∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗∗

(0.0667) (0.0675) (0.0490) (0.0464)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.139 0.118 -0.721∗∗∗ -0.814∗∗∗

(0.188) (0.187) (0.154) (0.155)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.420 0.700∗ 0.428 0.877∗∗∗

(0.366) (0.362) (0.297) (0.320)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0162 -0.0235∗ -0.0207∗∗ -0.0351∗∗∗

(0.0129) (0.0126) (0.0101) (0.0108)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.283 0.0220 1.149∗∗∗ 1.200∗∗∗

(0.341) (0.348) (0.208) (0.210)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0185∗ -0.0123 -0.0374∗∗∗ -0.0355∗∗∗

(0.00977) (0.00973) (0.00549) (0.00537)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.255∗∗∗ -0.225∗∗∗ -0.0492 -0.0171
(0.0642) (0.0609) (0.0406) (0.0394)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00294 0.00277 -0.00448∗∗∗ -0.00480∗∗∗

(0.00197) (0.00192) (0.00143) (0.00136)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.577 0.918 0.919 0.923 0.930 0.932 0.980 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 4: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.203∗∗∗ 1.093∗∗∗ 1.170∗∗∗ 1.226∗∗∗ 1.960∗∗∗ 1.951∗∗∗ 0.306∗ 0.755∗∗∗

(0.0352) (0.143) (0.143) (0.133) (0.176) (0.163) (0.162) (0.181)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 0.811∗∗∗

(0.171)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.332∗∗ 0.370∗∗ 0.477∗∗∗ 0.523∗∗∗ 0.713∗∗∗ 1.539∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.161) (0.167) (0.165) (0.0805) (0.191)

Urban Population -0.121 -0.247∗∗ -0.213∗ -0.230∗ -0.317∗∗∗ -0.384∗∗∗

(0.118) (0.125) (0.127) (0.120) (0.0833) (0.0895)

Population 0.593 0.806∗ 1.274∗∗ 1.937∗∗∗ 0.843∗∗ 0.773∗

(0.519) (0.450) (0.518) (0.506) (0.419) (0.407)

Population × Population -0.0229 -0.0313∗ -0.0486∗∗∗ -0.0712∗∗∗ -0.0346∗∗ -0.0309∗∗

(0.0183) (0.0159) (0.0185) (0.0180) (0.0149) (0.0145)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.325∗∗ 1.005∗∗∗ 1.118∗∗∗ 0.00254 0.0707

(0.161) (0.173) (0.166) (0.141) (0.130)

Average years of education (w) 0.0781 0.0482 -0.674∗∗ 0.637∗∗∗ 0.687∗∗∗

(0.261) (0.292) (0.303) (0.214) (0.211)

Variance of education (w) 0.221 -0.140 0.240 -0.209∗ -0.264∗∗

(0.161) (0.170) (0.162) (0.124) (0.117)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.0914∗ 0.0864∗ -0.172∗∗∗ -0.169∗∗∗

(0.0508) (0.0479) (0.0504) (0.0465)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.198∗∗∗ 1.459∗∗∗ -0.190 -0.229
(0.206) (0.226) (0.172) (0.165)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.431 -0.615∗ -0.459 -0.201
(0.349) (0.330) (0.319) (0.316)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.0211∗ 0.0272∗∗ 0.0127 0.00289
(0.0118) (0.0114) (0.0109) (0.0108)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 1.100∗∗∗ 1.499∗∗∗ 1.546∗∗∗ 1.549∗∗∗

(0.315) (0.262) (0.197) (0.195)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0453∗∗∗ -0.0605∗∗∗ -0.0498∗∗∗ -0.0474∗∗∗

(0.00900) (0.00790) (0.00536) (0.00524)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0527 -0.0211 0.0359 0.0294
(0.0570) (0.0552) (0.0424) (0.0398)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00198 0.00148 -0.00437∗∗∗ -0.00344∗∗∗

(0.00197) (0.00190) (0.00139) (0.00128)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.825 0.927 0.929 0.930 0.937 0.939 0.981 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.



20 E.1 Additional mobility measures

Table 5: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.082∗∗∗ -1.108∗∗∗ -1.162∗∗∗ -1.080∗∗∗ -1.143∗∗∗ -1.080∗∗∗ -0.262 -0.728∗∗∗

(0.0300) (0.112) (0.111) (0.105) (0.114) (0.105) (0.186) (0.213)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -0.834∗∗∗

(0.167)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.326∗∗ 0.391∗∗ 0.463∗∗∗ 0.560∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗ 1.412∗∗∗

(0.161) (0.163) (0.172) (0.172) (0.0867) (0.172)

Urban Population -0.0942 -0.137 -0.145 -0.153 -0.204∗∗ -0.290∗∗∗

(0.122) (0.134) (0.144) (0.138) (0.0943) (0.0986)

Population -0.265 0.535 0.942 1.503∗∗∗ 0.435 0.391
(0.566) (0.482) (0.604) (0.560) (0.423) (0.403)

Population × Population 0.00365 -0.0241 -0.0392∗ -0.0586∗∗∗ -0.0235 -0.0205
(0.0200) (0.0174) (0.0220) (0.0205) (0.0149) (0.0144)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.415∗∗∗ 0.733∗∗∗ 0.812∗∗∗ -0.300∗∗ -0.203

(0.156) (0.163) (0.160) (0.144) (0.143)

Average years of education (w) 0.458 0.998∗∗∗ 0.0794 1.126∗∗∗ 1.087∗∗∗

(0.285) (0.281) (0.280) (0.217) (0.213)

Variance of education (w) -0.163 -0.499∗∗∗ -0.112 -0.295∗∗ -0.297∗∗

(0.153) (0.184) (0.157) (0.137) (0.137)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.114∗∗ 0.0320 -0.132∗∗ -0.130∗∗∗

(0.0504) (0.0442) (0.0536) (0.0497)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.735∗∗∗ 0.982∗∗∗ -0.663∗∗∗ -0.709∗∗∗

(0.203) (0.214) (0.149) (0.144)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.306 0.324 -0.0419 0.162
(0.345) (0.319) (0.333) (0.334)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0107 -0.0116 -0.00367 -0.0108
(0.0114) (0.0104) (0.0113) (0.0112)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.700∗∗ 0.989∗∗∗ 1.296∗∗∗ 1.364∗∗∗

(0.336) (0.292) (0.195) (0.198)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0325∗∗∗ -0.0468∗∗∗ -0.0397∗∗∗ -0.0393∗∗∗

(0.00955) (0.00848) (0.00537) (0.00536)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.194∗∗∗ -0.102∗ -0.0354 -0.0276
(0.0614) (0.0573) (0.0441) (0.0420)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00391∗ 0.00179 -0.00340∗∗ -0.00285∗∗

(0.00208) (0.00193) (0.00150) (0.00139)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.773 0.928 0.930 0.930 0.935 0.938 0.979 0.980

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 6: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

Luminosity Poverty Employment Formality Water Electricity

M (w) -1.108∗∗∗ 3.652∗∗∗ -0.918∗∗∗ -0.818∗∗∗ -1.137∗∗∗ -0.435∗∗∗

(0.141) (0.915) (0.0946) (0.247) (0.174) (0.148)

Region and Country-Year F.E. X X X X X X

Year level controls X X X X X X

Cohort level controls X X X X X X

Cohort-specific initial conditions X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X X X X

Observations 999 1368 1368 1223 1278 1128

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.

Table 7: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

Luminosity Poverty Employment Formality Water Electricity

M (w) 0.354∗∗∗ -0.172 0.147∗∗ 0.0574 0.00454 -0.225
(0.118) (0.820) (0.0691) (0.224) (0.177) (0.182)

Region and Country-Year F.E. X X X X X X

Year level controls X X X X X X

Cohort level controls X X X X X X

Cohort-specific initial conditions X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X X X X

Observations 999 1368 1368 1223 1278 1128
Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.

Table 8: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

Luminosity Poverty Employment Formality Water Electricity

M (w) -0.339∗∗∗ 0.776 -0.498∗∗∗ -0.234∗ -0.687∗∗∗ -0.0335
(0.0715) (0.675) (0.0563) (0.130) (0.113) (0.123)

Region and Country-Year F.E. X X X X X X

Year level controls X X X X X X

Cohort level controls X X X X X X

Cohort-specific initial conditions X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X X X X

Observations 999 1368 1368 1223 1278 1128
Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.2 Additional cohort-participation profiles

To test the robustness of our results, we also compute the weights based on other definitions of

cohort-participation rates: i) measured by the average wages of the cohorts w.r.t. the average

national wages in each year; ii) defining a minimum share of 10% of contribution to total wages to

get a non-zero weight and dividing the weights equally for every cohort satisfying this requirement;

iii) defining a minimum share of 10% of contribution to total employment to get a non-zero weight

and, again, dividing the weights equally for every cohort satisfying this requirement. We report

here the results of these additional exercises.
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E.2.1 Mean cohort participation rate

Table 9: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.295∗∗∗ -1.593∗∗∗ -1.661∗∗∗ -3.791∗∗∗ -4.018∗∗∗ -4.313∗∗∗ -3.621∗∗∗ -5.001∗∗∗

(0.0639) (0.508) (0.518) (0.559) (0.456) (0.500) (0.610) (0.588)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.683∗∗∗

(0.219)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.312∗ 0.419∗∗ 0.471∗∗∗ 0.497∗∗∗ 0.729∗∗∗ -0.621∗∗∗

(0.161) (0.162) (0.169) (0.150) (0.0821) (0.169)

Urban Population 0.0668 -0.0299 -0.0714 -0.0743 -0.0678 -0.184∗∗

(0.128) (0.129) (0.135) (0.122) (0.106) (0.0929)

Population -0.676 -0.644 0.283 1.072 0.224 0.00516
(0.717) (0.717) (0.759) (0.667) (0.505) (0.475)

Population × Population 0.0199 0.0156 -0.0172 -0.0438∗ -0.0177 -0.00764
(0.0250) (0.0249) (0.0269) (0.0238) (0.0174) (0.0165)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 1.212∗∗∗ 1.500∗∗∗ 2.179∗∗∗ 0.666∗ 0.447

(0.330) (0.298) (0.326) (0.389) (0.353)

Average years of education (w) -0.444 0.971∗ -1.282∗∗ 0.458 0.486
(0.476) (0.568) (0.584) (0.561) (0.579)

Variance of education (w) 1.250∗∗∗ 0.478 2.078∗∗∗ 0.396 0.223
(0.375) (0.463) (0.420) (0.446) (0.456)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.177∗ 0.00451 -0.236∗∗ -0.152

(0.0958) (0.0921) (0.116) (0.112)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.206∗∗∗ 2.160∗∗∗ -1.385∗∗∗ -1.532∗∗∗

(0.421) (0.452) (0.413) (0.406)

Population 1940-89 (w) 1.043 1.738∗∗∗ 1.250∗∗∗ 2.012∗∗∗

(0.653) (0.626) (0.457) (0.494)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0414∗ -0.0611∗∗∗ -0.0456∗∗∗ -0.0695∗∗∗

(0.0223) (0.0212) (0.0160) (0.0168)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.668 0.813 0.965∗∗ 1.017∗∗

(0.728) (0.635) (0.471) (0.507)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0363∗ -0.0437∗∗∗ -0.0369∗∗∗ -0.0311∗∗

(0.0199) (0.0164) (0.0125) (0.0129)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.258∗ -0.224∗ -0.0139 0.107
(0.152) (0.124) (0.0888) (0.0801)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.000498 -0.000846 -0.00788∗∗∗ -0.00973∗∗∗

(0.00438) (0.00366) (0.00301) (0.00276)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.727 0.920 0.921 0.925 0.929 0.938 0.978 0.980

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 10: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.323∗∗∗ -0.474 -0.854∗ -0.725∗ -0.837∗ -1.166∗∗ -2.671∗∗∗ -4.189∗∗∗

(0.0989) (0.419) (0.455) (0.382) (0.443) (0.457) (0.441) (0.533)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.818∗∗∗

(0.398)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.313∗ 0.384∗∗ 0.443∗∗ 0.490∗∗∗ 0.736∗∗∗ -0.639∗∗

(0.165) (0.165) (0.174) (0.169) (0.0808) (0.302)

Urban Population 0.0209 -0.0977 -0.0945 -0.0890 -0.0595 -0.0961
(0.131) (0.133) (0.141) (0.139) (0.108) (0.0975)

Population -1.167∗ -0.0672 0.711 0.751 0.450 0.453
(0.689) (0.712) (0.774) (0.766) (0.494) (0.493)

Population × Population 0.0365 -0.00200 -0.0297 -0.0311 -0.0244 -0.0245
(0.0240) (0.0245) (0.0272) (0.0268) (0.0169) (0.0170)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 1.046∗∗∗ 1.496∗∗∗ 1.683∗∗∗ 0.405 0.360

(0.351) (0.314) (0.338) (0.324) (0.311)

Average years of education (w) 1.177∗∗ 2.452∗∗∗ 2.157∗∗∗ 1.444∗∗∗ 1.494∗∗∗

(0.465) (0.551) (0.561) (0.481) (0.491)

Variance of education (w) -0.302 -1.383∗∗∗ -1.297∗∗∗ -0.718∗ -0.670
(0.339) (0.434) (0.425) (0.412) (0.412)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.329∗∗∗ 0.330∗∗∗ -0.314∗∗∗ -0.295∗∗∗

(0.120) (0.120) (0.111) (0.107)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.116∗∗∗ 1.394∗∗∗ -1.958∗∗∗ -2.121∗∗∗

(0.418) (0.423) (0.403) (0.433)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.681 1.009 1.395∗∗∗ 2.325∗∗∗

(0.746) (0.757) (0.468) (0.549)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0294 -0.0393 -0.0526∗∗∗ -0.0829∗∗∗

(0.0265) (0.0267) (0.0166) (0.0192)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.691 0.544 0.987∗∗ 0.977∗∗

(0.698) (0.697) (0.463) (0.486)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0346∗ -0.0331∗ -0.0341∗∗∗ -0.0276∗∗

(0.0197) (0.0194) (0.0125) (0.0128)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.324∗ -0.283∗ -0.0195 0.0696
(0.171) (0.168) (0.0983) (0.0972)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00207 0.00156 -0.00837∗∗ -0.0102∗∗∗

(0.00475) (0.00470) (0.00325) (0.00325)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.575 0.918 0.919 0.921 0.925 0.927 0.978 0.979

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 11: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.172∗∗∗ 1.270∗∗∗ 1.361∗∗∗ 2.001∗∗∗ 3.262∗∗∗ 3.108∗∗∗ 0.902∗∗∗ 1.500∗∗∗

(0.0338) (0.235) (0.236) (0.214) (0.256) (0.246) (0.307) (0.317)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 0.948∗∗∗

(0.183)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.284∗ 0.347∗∗ 0.455∗∗∗ 0.484∗∗∗ 0.715∗∗∗ 1.745∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.169) (0.173) (0.170) (0.0799) (0.210)

Urban Population -0.131 -0.186 -0.104 -0.143 -0.205∗∗ -0.298∗∗∗

(0.126) (0.135) (0.137) (0.131) (0.102) (0.103)

Population 0.197 0.318 1.204∗∗ 1.746∗∗∗ 1.001∗∗ 0.928∗∗

(0.646) (0.602) (0.584) (0.554) (0.449) (0.432)

Population × Population -0.0101 -0.0160 -0.0471∗∗ -0.0658∗∗∗ -0.0413∗∗∗ -0.0373∗∗

(0.0226) (0.0209) (0.0209) (0.0198) (0.0158) (0.0153)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.826∗∗ 2.020∗∗∗ 2.200∗∗∗ 0.366 0.288

(0.344) (0.334) (0.311) (0.337) (0.317)

Average years of education (w) -1.170∗∗ -0.146 -1.045∗∗ -0.0254 0.0820
(0.461) (0.453) (0.506) (0.435) (0.422)

Variance of education (w) 0.602∗ -0.898∗∗ -0.256 0.0233 -0.113
(0.344) (0.365) (0.347) (0.272) (0.268)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.0929 0.0797 -0.308∗∗∗ -0.290∗∗∗

(0.0884) (0.0844) (0.113) (0.111)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 2.616∗∗∗ 3.050∗∗∗ -0.431 -0.449
(0.414) (0.453) (0.489) (0.474)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.583 -0.840 -0.162 0.125
(0.642) (0.565) (0.486) (0.497)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.0281 0.0353∗ 0.00646 -0.00495
(0.0217) (0.0195) (0.0171) (0.0174)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 1.686∗∗∗ 2.195∗∗∗ 1.860∗∗∗ 1.886∗∗∗

(0.603) (0.511) (0.471) (0.487)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0672∗∗∗ -0.0902∗∗∗ -0.0655∗∗∗ -0.0623∗∗∗

(0.0176) (0.0157) (0.0129) (0.0129)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0176 -0.0215 0.0651 0.0860
(0.143) (0.139) (0.0864) (0.0809)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00269 0.00265 -0.00561∗∗ -0.00517∗∗

(0.00431) (0.00430) (0.00284) (0.00258)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.821 0.923 0.924 0.927 0.934 0.936 0.980 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 12: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.956∗∗∗ -1.475∗∗∗ -1.585∗∗∗ -1.720∗∗∗ -2.446∗∗∗ -2.306∗∗∗ -1.172∗∗∗ -1.746∗∗∗

(0.0234) (0.304) (0.289) (0.284) (0.270) (0.284) (0.381) (0.431)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -0.986∗∗∗

(0.178)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.302∗ 0.354∗∗ 0.444∗∗ 0.511∗∗∗ 0.677∗∗∗ 1.622∗∗∗

(0.167) (0.172) (0.180) (0.176) (0.0864) (0.187)

Urban Population -0.116 -0.138 -0.0764 -0.128 -0.106 -0.216∗

(0.127) (0.140) (0.151) (0.143) (0.109) (0.114)

Population -0.359 -0.211 0.678 1.159∗ 0.378 0.366
(0.647) (0.656) (0.675) (0.600) (0.482) (0.467)

Population × Population 0.00803 0.00199 -0.0291 -0.0450∗∗ -0.0216 -0.0197
(0.0225) (0.0227) (0.0242) (0.0215) (0.0167) (0.0164)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.653∗∗ 1.261∗∗∗ 1.403∗∗∗ -0.207 -0.260

(0.331) (0.306) (0.275) (0.317) (0.327)

Average years of education (w) -0.281 1.482∗∗∗ 0.871 0.701 0.640
(0.477) (0.533) (0.549) (0.471) (0.469)

Variance of education (w) 0.135 -1.449∗∗∗ -1.172∗∗∗ -0.00490 -0.0842
(0.320) (0.407) (0.369) (0.320) (0.330)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.220∗∗ 0.151∗ -0.205∗ -0.168

(0.0902) (0.0870) (0.119) (0.117)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 2.129∗∗∗ 2.776∗∗∗ -1.587∗∗∗ -1.556∗∗∗

(0.460) (0.516) (0.406) (0.408)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.372 0.125 0.637 0.848
(0.685) (0.594) (0.495) (0.526)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0175 -0.0114 -0.0247 -0.0320∗

(0.0231) (0.0201) (0.0173) (0.0181)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 1.505∗∗ 1.969∗∗∗ 1.461∗∗∗ 1.603∗∗∗

(0.691) (0.598) (0.466) (0.510)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0607∗∗∗ -0.0821∗∗∗ -0.0469∗∗∗ -0.0476∗∗∗

(0.0194) (0.0171) (0.0128) (0.0136)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.302∗ -0.183 -0.0532 -0.0229
(0.159) (0.160) (0.0894) (0.0875)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00634 0.00278 -0.00453 -0.00428
(0.00475) (0.00485) (0.00298) (0.00279)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.756 0.922 0.923 0.924 0.930 0.932 0.978 0.979

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.2.2 Total wage cohort participation rate

Table 13: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.275∗∗∗ -0.624∗∗ -0.725∗∗∗ -1.057∗∗ -1.072∗∗ -1.409∗∗ -2.791∗∗∗ -4.163∗∗∗

(0.0647) (0.281) (0.278) (0.516) (0.531) (0.654) (0.621) (0.667)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.681∗∗∗

(0.251)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.292∗ 0.293∗ 0.358∗∗ 0.351∗∗ 0.650∗∗∗ -0.700∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.164) (0.160) (0.159) (0.0863) (0.205)

Urban Population 0.0545 -0.0625 -0.161 -0.133 0.0872 -0.0316
(0.132) (0.136) (0.132) (0.131) (0.0895) (0.0728)

Population -1.067 -1.069∗ -0.607 -0.0208 -0.328 -0.436
(0.673) (0.613) (0.660) (0.590) (0.457) (0.429)

Population × Population 0.0328 0.0322 0.0167 -0.00443 0.00220 0.00871
(0.0233) (0.0211) (0.0231) (0.0209) (0.0157) (0.0150)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.167 0.114 0.413 0.0808 0.0806

(0.356) (0.363) (0.387) (0.257) (0.248)

Average years of education (w) 0.450 1.444∗∗∗ 0.676 0.475 0.00919
(0.394) (0.522) (0.537) (0.481) (0.456)

Variance of education (w) 0.644∗∗ 0.117 0.587 -0.00486 0.246
(0.310) (0.412) (0.471) (0.449) (0.412)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.286∗∗∗ 0.174∗ -0.191 0.00133

(0.0959) (0.0981) (0.228) (0.201)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.680∗∗∗ 1.121∗∗∗ -2.329∗∗∗ -2.424∗∗∗

(0.250) (0.342) (0.326) (0.316)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.854 1.305∗ 0.195 0.733
(0.627) (0.674) (0.554) (0.561)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0424∗ -0.0541∗∗ -0.000267 -0.0174
(0.0219) (0.0233) (0.0187) (0.0185)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.0880 -0.0520 0.238 0.332
(0.395) (0.399) (0.252) (0.236)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0203∗ -0.0181 -0.00891 -0.00667
(0.0111) (0.0113) (0.00768) (0.00716)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.528∗∗∗ -0.474∗∗∗ -0.188∗∗∗ -0.0828
(0.0835) (0.0781) (0.0720) (0.0689)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.0103∗∗∗ 0.00912∗∗∗ 0.00228 0.00104
(0.00226) (0.00212) (0.00223) (0.00206)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.727 0.918 0.919 0.920 0.925 0.927 0.977 0.979

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 14: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.346∗∗∗ 0.243 0.0756 0.189 -0.355 -0.376 -3.358∗∗∗ -4.647∗∗∗

(0.0974) (0.290) (0.301) (0.352) (0.370) (0.379) (0.485) (0.630)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.561∗∗∗

(0.421)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.287∗ 0.297∗ 0.369∗∗ 0.373∗∗ 0.696∗∗∗ -0.472

(0.164) (0.164) (0.161) (0.163) (0.0838) (0.330)

Urban Population -0.00241 -0.0740 -0.162 -0.158 0.105 0.0857
(0.128) (0.135) (0.132) (0.132) (0.0853) (0.0739)

Population -1.068 -0.778 -0.432 -0.368 0.00188 0.0981
(0.699) (0.615) (0.665) (0.667) (0.412) (0.411)

Population × Population 0.0340 0.0233 0.0113 0.00903 -0.00921 -0.0124
(0.0242) (0.0211) (0.0232) (0.0233) (0.0143) (0.0145)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.0899 0.0649 0.0984 0.484∗ 0.519∗∗

(0.341) (0.350) (0.365) (0.258) (0.260)

Average years of education (w) 1.000∗∗∗ 1.892∗∗∗ 1.869∗∗∗ 0.804∗∗∗ 0.656∗∗

(0.261) (0.421) (0.423) (0.283) (0.277)

Variance of education (w) 0.106 -0.342 -0.364 -0.643∗∗ -0.522∗

(0.220) (0.340) (0.338) (0.310) (0.290)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.337∗∗∗ 0.351∗∗∗ -0.320 -0.284

(0.0945) (0.105) (0.222) (0.213)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.666∗∗∗ 0.735∗∗ -2.351∗∗∗ -2.403∗∗∗

(0.244) (0.291) (0.343) (0.341)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.855 0.912 0.526 1.101∗

(0.631) (0.648) (0.547) (0.612)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0432∗∗ -0.0446∗∗ -0.0135 -0.0320
(0.0218) (0.0223) (0.0185) (0.0203)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.119 0.101 0.414 0.461∗

(0.387) (0.387) (0.262) (0.251)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0196∗ -0.0195∗ -0.0155∗ -0.0135∗

(0.0111) (0.0112) (0.00839) (0.00795)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.541∗∗∗ -0.532∗∗∗ -0.233∗∗∗ -0.173∗∗

(0.0827) (0.0840) (0.0700) (0.0671)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.0105∗∗∗ 0.0102∗∗∗ 0.00295 0.00186
(0.00226) (0.00231) (0.00209) (0.00192)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.575 0.917 0.918 0.920 0.925 0.925 0.978 0.978

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 15: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.187∗∗∗ 0.892∗∗∗ 0.920∗∗∗ 1.960∗∗∗ 2.507∗∗∗ 2.517∗∗∗ 0.471 1.049∗∗∗

(0.0350) (0.191) (0.183) (0.204) (0.238) (0.260) (0.375) (0.362)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 1.117∗∗∗

(0.178)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.314∗ 0.299∗ 0.392∗∗ 0.393∗∗ 0.697∗∗∗ 1.876∗∗∗

(0.162) (0.167) (0.155) (0.157) (0.0834) (0.200)

Urban Population -0.00290 -0.171 -0.227∗ -0.237∗ -0.00966 -0.146
(0.131) (0.136) (0.130) (0.131) (0.0922) (0.0913)

Population -0.318 -0.320 0.220 0.778 0.437 0.351
(0.583) (0.499) (0.525) (0.536) (0.414) (0.392)

Population × Population 0.00681 0.00728 -0.0103 -0.0294 -0.0223 -0.0173
(0.0204) (0.0174) (0.0186) (0.0191) (0.0148) (0.0140)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) -0.0626 0.292 0.506 0.0997 0.0748

(0.317) (0.347) (0.337) (0.262) (0.242)

Average years of education (w) -1.487∗∗∗ -0.674∗ -1.261∗∗∗ -0.376 -0.252
(0.322) (0.377) (0.387) (0.297) (0.274)

Variance of education (w) 1.347∗∗∗ 0.205 0.415 0.154 0.115
(0.225) (0.298) (0.305) (0.185) (0.180)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.284∗∗∗ 0.208∗∗ -0.254 -0.163

(0.0925) (0.0904) (0.219) (0.198)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.448∗∗∗ 1.894∗∗∗ -1.600∗∗∗ -1.755∗∗∗

(0.291) (0.364) (0.501) (0.466)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.186 0.177 -0.321 -0.0589
(0.557) (0.573) (0.625) (0.613)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0167 -0.0145 0.0136 0.00281
(0.0198) (0.0198) (0.0214) (0.0208)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.451 0.449 0.713∗∗∗ 0.725∗∗∗

(0.354) (0.344) (0.264) (0.261)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0299∗∗∗ -0.0309∗∗∗ -0.0233∗∗∗ -0.0204∗∗

(0.0105) (0.0102) (0.00815) (0.00790)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.306∗∗∗ -0.219∗∗∗ -0.181∗∗∗ -0.149∗∗

(0.0848) (0.0754) (0.0696) (0.0692)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00819∗∗∗ 0.00667∗∗∗ 0.00352∗ 0.00338∗

(0.00223) (0.00204) (0.00195) (0.00192)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.822 0.922 0.923 0.926 0.930 0.932 0.978 0.980

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 16: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.987∗∗∗ -0.643∗∗∗ -0.652∗∗∗ -0.618∗∗∗ -0.862∗∗∗ -0.784∗∗ -0.909∗ -1.444∗∗∗

(0.0243) (0.135) (0.134) (0.179) (0.283) (0.306) (0.490) (0.463)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.152∗∗∗

(0.193)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.273 0.274 0.349∗∗ 0.352∗∗ 0.639∗∗∗ 1.725∗∗∗

(0.167) (0.168) (0.161) (0.161) (0.0875) (0.193)

Urban Population -0.0189 -0.0926 -0.191 -0.192 0.0637 -0.0806
(0.129) (0.138) (0.134) (0.134) (0.0904) (0.0920)

Population -0.945 -0.954∗ -0.325 -0.286 -0.153 -0.217
(0.617) (0.562) (0.603) (0.595) (0.428) (0.400)

Population × Population 0.0285 0.0287 0.00743 0.00610 -0.00347 0.000650
(0.0216) (0.0195) (0.0215) (0.0213) (0.0149) (0.0143)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.0867 0.141 0.165 -0.137 -0.154

(0.332) (0.361) (0.358) (0.230) (0.221)

Average years of education (w) 0.246 1.560∗∗∗ 1.531∗∗∗ 0.527∗ 0.359
(0.329) (0.420) (0.408) (0.309) (0.295)

Variance of education (w) 0.338 -0.679∗ -0.717∗∗ -0.0504 0.0550
(0.209) (0.352) (0.355) (0.240) (0.209)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.266∗∗∗ 0.250∗∗∗ -0.187 -0.0601

(0.0920) (0.0923) (0.220) (0.200)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.267∗∗∗ 1.371∗∗∗ -2.156∗∗∗ -2.371∗∗∗

(0.353) (0.389) (0.422) (0.378)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.936 0.980 0.0832 0.233
(0.651) (0.670) (0.602) (0.595)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0462∗∗ -0.0474∗∗ 0.00104 -0.00429
(0.0228) (0.0233) (0.0204) (0.0199)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.225 0.239 0.418 0.481∗

(0.375) (0.374) (0.261) (0.255)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0235∗∗ -0.0244∗∗ -0.0106 -0.00951
(0.0106) (0.0106) (0.00813) (0.00778)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.465∗∗∗ -0.448∗∗∗ -0.229∗∗∗ -0.191∗∗

(0.0816) (0.0762) (0.0725) (0.0772)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00925∗∗∗ 0.00880∗∗∗ 0.00427∗ 0.00424∗

(0.00225) (0.00218) (0.00221) (0.00228)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.759 0.920 0.921 0.921 0.927 0.927 0.977 0.978

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.2.3 Total employment cohort participation rate

Table 17: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.214∗∗∗ 0.484∗∗ 0.433∗∗ -1.793∗∗∗ -2.078∗∗∗ -2.589∗∗∗ -2.133∗∗∗ -3.314∗∗∗

(0.0632) (0.222) (0.218) (0.562) (0.430) (0.505) (0.602) (0.613)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.558∗∗∗

(0.243)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.248 0.252 0.232 0.252∗ 0.584∗∗∗ -0.650∗∗∗

(0.159) (0.156) (0.154) (0.145) (0.0891) (0.192)

Urban Population -0.0231 -0.0795 -0.111 -0.118 0.180 0.0455
(0.127) (0.136) (0.134) (0.127) (0.113) (0.0952)

Population -1.045 -1.587∗∗ -1.202∗ -0.524 -0.215 -0.222
(0.676) (0.630) (0.692) (0.606) (0.464) (0.386)

Population × Population 0.0331 0.0496∗∗ 0.0362 0.0135 -0.00335 0.0000177
(0.0235) (0.0219) (0.0242) (0.0213) (0.0158) (0.0135)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.194 0.0666 0.396 0.102 0.133

(0.373) (0.385) (0.431) (0.271) (0.250)

Average years of education (w) -0.510 0.236 -0.872 0.796∗∗ 0.599
(0.332) (0.542) (0.548) (0.392) (0.393)

Variance of education (w) 1.371∗∗∗ 0.627 1.473∗∗∗ -1.077∗∗∗ -1.045∗∗∗

(0.346) (0.501) (0.448) (0.391) (0.398)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.143 0.0425 -0.337∗∗∗ -0.265∗∗∗

(0.117) (0.111) (0.103) (0.0908)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.936∗∗ 1.425∗∗∗ -1.946∗∗∗ -1.961∗∗∗

(0.378) (0.430) (0.261) (0.258)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.649 0.744 0.928∗∗ 1.390∗∗∗

(0.502) (0.506) (0.470) (0.399)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0310 -0.0339∗ -0.0218 -0.0382∗∗∗

(0.0190) (0.0187) (0.0166) (0.0142)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0943 0.127 0.290 0.387
(0.323) (0.309) (0.275) (0.250)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00196 -0.0110 -0.00668 -0.00681
(0.0104) (0.00972) (0.00747) (0.00676)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.282∗∗∗ -0.269∗∗∗ -0.0923 -0.0298
(0.104) (0.0940) (0.0762) (0.0613)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00517∗ 0.00484∗ -0.00134 -0.00186
(0.00281) (0.00256) (0.00237) (0.00190)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.713 0.918 0.919 0.921 0.923 0.925 0.977 0.979

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 18: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.288∗∗∗ 1.086∗∗∗ 0.960∗∗∗ 0.186 -0.432 -0.481 -2.209∗∗∗ -3.264∗∗∗

(0.0988) (0.296) (0.306) (0.242) (0.312) (0.321) (0.472) (0.592)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.398∗∗∗

(0.408)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.258 0.239 0.228 0.233 0.584∗∗∗ -0.452

(0.160) (0.157) (0.155) (0.154) (0.0868) (0.314)

Urban Population -0.0330 -0.104 -0.122 -0.125 0.176 0.147
(0.127) (0.135) (0.133) (0.134) (0.111) (0.0986)

Population -0.932 -1.090∗ -0.741 -0.686 0.00619 0.0849
(0.672) (0.630) (0.676) (0.690) (0.450) (0.415)

Population × Population 0.0302 0.0345 0.0215 0.0197 -0.0112 -0.0131
(0.0234) (0.0218) (0.0236) (0.0241) (0.0155) (0.0144)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.109 0.112 0.137 0.418 0.432

(0.379) (0.387) (0.403) (0.301) (0.288)

Average years of education (w) 0.285 1.170∗∗ 1.163∗∗ 1.076∗∗∗ 1.019∗∗∗

(0.231) (0.452) (0.454) (0.250) (0.255)

Variance of education (w) 0.532∗∗ -0.362 -0.368 -1.682∗∗∗ -1.637∗∗∗

(0.214) (0.447) (0.445) (0.272) (0.266)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.154 0.162 -0.443∗∗∗ -0.430∗∗∗

(0.125) (0.128) (0.0906) (0.0853)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.060∗∗∗ 1.112∗∗∗ -1.814∗∗∗ -1.837∗∗∗

(0.374) (0.383) (0.261) (0.255)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.550 0.582 1.138∗∗ 1.504∗∗∗

(0.548) (0.551) (0.484) (0.443)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0255 -0.0265 -0.0299∗ -0.0424∗∗∗

(0.0206) (0.0207) (0.0172) (0.0158)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.00389 -0.0128 0.455 0.472∗

(0.326) (0.329) (0.289) (0.271)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00190 -0.00193 -0.0141∗ -0.0129∗

(0.0109) (0.0109) (0.00823) (0.00769)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.259∗∗ -0.254∗∗ -0.0851 -0.0473
(0.112) (0.113) (0.0763) (0.0640)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00457 0.00436 -0.00226 -0.00288
(0.00294) (0.00300) (0.00230) (0.00193)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.574 0.918 0.919 0.920 0.922 0.922 0.977 0.978

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 19: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.089∗∗∗ -0.129 -0.123 1.015∗∗∗ 1.610∗∗∗ 1.572∗∗∗ -0.0912 0.582∗

(0.0357) (0.125) (0.118) (0.299) (0.343) (0.355) (0.330) (0.345)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 1.101∗∗∗

(0.184)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.267∗ 0.231 0.219 0.218 0.620∗∗∗ 1.801∗∗∗

(0.159) (0.163) (0.155) (0.156) (0.0918) (0.206)

Urban Population 0.00357 -0.150 -0.152 -0.160 0.0798 -0.0742
(0.124) (0.136) (0.130) (0.129) (0.120) (0.116)

Population -1.165∗ -0.948 -0.398 -0.103 0.158 0.218
(0.678) (0.617) (0.626) (0.604) (0.464) (0.406)

Population × Population 0.0370 0.0301 0.0110 0.00149 -0.0150 -0.0151
(0.0235) (0.0214) (0.0220) (0.0213) (0.0159) (0.0141)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) -0.0866 0.344 0.445 0.0255 0.107

(0.362) (0.400) (0.393) (0.268) (0.239)

Average years of education (w) -1.043∗∗ -0.651 -1.030∗∗ 0.309 0.280
(0.442) (0.453) (0.471) (0.283) (0.281)

Variance of education (w) 1.273∗∗∗ -0.0923 0.228 -0.881∗∗∗ -0.833∗∗∗

(0.278) (0.396) (0.427) (0.300) (0.315)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.154 0.149 -0.409∗∗∗ -0.388∗∗∗

(0.120) (0.116) (0.0980) (0.0892)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.625∗∗∗ 1.708∗∗∗ -1.542∗∗∗ -1.495∗∗∗

(0.403) (0.428) (0.292) (0.298)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0757 -0.297 0.723 0.990∗

(0.479) (0.483) (0.522) (0.519)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.00146 0.00959 -0.0172 -0.0286
(0.0177) (0.0176) (0.0182) (0.0182)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.501 0.685∗∗ 0.504 0.595∗

(0.327) (0.312) (0.310) (0.304)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0167 -0.0223∗∗ -0.0129 -0.0132
(0.0108) (0.0105) (0.00842) (0.00799)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0632 -0.0527 -0.0265 -0.0126
(0.0971) (0.0998) (0.0850) (0.0847)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00181 0.00201 -0.00241 -0.00166
(0.00262) (0.00280) (0.00258) (0.00259)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.795 0.918 0.919 0.922 0.925 0.925 0.977 0.979

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 20: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.959∗∗∗ 0.188 0.168 -1.516∗∗∗ -2.282∗∗∗ -2.283∗∗∗ -0.783 -1.326∗∗

(0.0258) (0.201) (0.188) (0.386) (0.327) (0.333) (0.612) (0.627)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.037∗∗∗

(0.183)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.272∗ 0.228 0.216 0.215 0.608∗∗∗ 1.594∗∗∗

(0.157) (0.165) (0.158) (0.159) (0.0922) (0.189)

Urban Population 0.000164 -0.122 -0.139 -0.147 0.125 -0.00857
(0.124) (0.142) (0.139) (0.138) (0.118) (0.113)

Population -1.130 -1.092∗ -0.331 -0.0450 0.0948 0.0198
(0.686) (0.617) (0.632) (0.615) (0.477) (0.423)

Population × Population 0.0359 0.0341 0.00762 -0.00161 -0.0136 -0.00937
(0.0238) (0.0214) (0.0224) (0.0217) (0.0163) (0.0147)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.0143 0.0734 0.177 -0.350 -0.318

(0.360) (0.386) (0.394) (0.233) (0.234)

Average years of education (w) -0.894∗∗ 0.0396 -0.396 0.521∗∗ 0.446∗

(0.360) (0.464) (0.579) (0.250) (0.260)

Variance of education (w) 1.188∗∗∗ -0.150 0.119 -0.608∗∗ -0.573∗

(0.257) (0.430) (0.475) (0.291) (0.318)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.0825 0.0311 -0.310∗∗∗ -0.268∗∗∗

(0.103) (0.106) (0.102) (0.0939)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.718∗∗∗ 1.871∗∗∗ -1.608∗∗∗ -1.745∗∗∗

(0.375) (0.415) (0.274) (0.286)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.749 0.553 0.894∗ 1.073∗∗

(0.503) (0.495) (0.498) (0.501)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0321∗ -0.0249 -0.0242 -0.0311∗

(0.0187) (0.0182) (0.0173) (0.0175)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.235 0.428 0.340 0.427
(0.313) (0.302) (0.287) (0.281)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00656 -0.0134 -0.00346 -0.00441
(0.0102) (0.00996) (0.00763) (0.00720)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.168∗ -0.143 -0.122 -0.106
(0.0955) (0.0975) (0.0828) (0.0869)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00449 0.00424 0.000938 0.00134
(0.00278) (0.00289) (0.00261) (0.00269)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.750 0.918 0.918 0.922 0.925 0.926 0.977 0.978

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.3 Sample excluding migrants

Table 21: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.894∗∗∗ -0.888∗∗∗ -1.058∗∗∗ -0.422∗ -0.413∗ -0.554∗∗ 0.209 -0.466∗

(0.0295) (0.143) (0.161) (0.234) (0.227) (0.240) (0.254) (0.246)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.009∗∗∗

(0.158)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.342∗∗ 0.313∗∗ 0.325∗∗ 0.346∗∗ 0.687∗∗∗ -0.234

(0.160) (0.154) (0.165) (0.157) (0.0828) (0.147)

Urban Population 0.195 -0.0879 -0.225 -0.131 -0.282∗∗∗ -0.362∗∗∗

(0.135) (0.145) (0.148) (0.149) (0.0842) (0.0702)

Population -0.964 -0.734 -0.820 0.0902 -0.407 -0.461
(0.706) (0.588) (0.647) (0.653) (0.389) (0.381)

Population × Population 0.0274 0.0218 0.0236 -0.00765 0.00662 0.0104
(0.0246) (0.0208) (0.0227) (0.0229) (0.0136) (0.0134)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w)

Average years of education (w) 1.363∗∗∗ 1.597∗∗∗ 0.872∗∗ 1.990∗∗∗ 1.846∗∗∗

(0.299) (0.327) (0.356) (0.202) (0.191)

Variance of education (w) -0.212 -0.279∗ -0.00497 -0.628∗∗∗ -0.597∗∗∗

(0.137) (0.160) (0.173) (0.121) (0.122)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.173∗∗∗ 0.172∗∗∗ -0.170∗∗∗ -0.149∗∗∗

(0.0490) (0.0499) (0.0519) (0.0463)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.459∗∗ 0.377∗ -0.204 -0.262∗

(0.199) (0.203) (0.157) (0.150)

Population 1940-89 (w) 1.074∗∗∗ 1.763∗∗∗ 0.142 0.535∗

(0.350) (0.394) (0.298) (0.316)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0453∗∗∗ -0.0676∗∗∗ -0.0117 -0.0234∗∗

(0.0129) (0.0142) (0.0101) (0.0104)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0487 -0.290 1.083∗∗∗ 1.137∗∗∗

(0.276) (0.278) (0.174) (0.187)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00821 -0.00197 -0.0340∗∗∗ -0.0321∗∗∗

(0.00870) (0.00828) (0.00476) (0.00496)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.134∗∗ -0.175∗∗∗ 0.0682∗ 0.101∗∗∗

(0.0580) (0.0581) (0.0391) (0.0369)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00118 0.00209 -0.00563∗∗∗ -0.00554∗∗∗

(0.00178) (0.00177) (0.00138) (0.00125)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.708 0.922 0.924 0.928 0.931 0.933 0.981 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 22: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.497∗∗∗ -0.414∗∗∗ -0.693∗∗∗ -0.0727 0.0753 0.0929 -0.177 -0.981∗∗∗

(0.0831) (0.157) (0.154) (0.171) (0.212) (0.210) (0.207) (0.259)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.112∗∗∗

(0.310)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.345∗∗ 0.298∗ 0.293∗ 0.335∗∗ 0.696∗∗∗ -0.216

(0.160) (0.155) (0.165) (0.158) (0.0826) (0.248)

Urban Population 0.0827 -0.132 -0.266∗ -0.202 -0.255∗∗∗ -0.285∗∗∗

(0.135) (0.142) (0.149) (0.149) (0.0841) (0.0700)

Population -1.424∗∗ -0.621 -0.754 -0.702 -0.249 -0.0830
(0.723) (0.573) (0.623) (0.631) (0.389) (0.386)

Population × Population 0.0436∗ 0.0188 0.0227 0.0204 0.00111 -0.00443
(0.0252) (0.0203) (0.0218) (0.0221) (0.0136) (0.0136)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w)

Average years of education (w) 1.643∗∗∗ 1.896∗∗∗ 1.840∗∗∗ 1.812∗∗∗ 1.755∗∗∗

(0.245) (0.267) (0.276) (0.162) (0.156)

Variance of education (w) -0.383∗∗∗ -0.494∗∗∗ -0.515∗∗∗ -0.523∗∗∗ -0.477∗∗∗

(0.104) (0.116) (0.118) (0.0897) (0.0914)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.188∗∗∗ 0.191∗∗∗ -0.176∗∗∗ -0.173∗∗∗

(0.0503) (0.0513) (0.0478) (0.0455)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.491∗∗ 0.431∗∗ -0.132 -0.141
(0.202) (0.207) (0.167) (0.170)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.991∗∗∗ 1.385∗∗∗ 0.144 0.527
(0.355) (0.365) (0.296) (0.331)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0417∗∗∗ -0.0531∗∗∗ -0.0121 -0.0244∗∗

(0.0132) (0.0134) (0.0100) (0.0110)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.00495 -0.312 1.124∗∗∗ 1.159∗∗∗

(0.273) (0.277) (0.176) (0.186)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00994 -0.00250 -0.0364∗∗∗ -0.0348∗∗∗

(0.00899) (0.00870) (0.00489) (0.00495)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.128∗∗ -0.134∗∗ 0.0690∗ 0.105∗∗∗

(0.0594) (0.0593) (0.0394) (0.0398)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00109 0.00159 -0.00584∗∗∗ -0.00641∗∗∗

(0.00181) (0.00184) (0.00140) (0.00133)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.586 0.918 0.920 0.927 0.931 0.932 0.981 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 23: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 0.901∗∗∗ 0.801∗∗∗ 0.863∗∗∗ 0.587∗∗∗ 1.196∗∗∗ 1.309∗∗∗ 0.130 0.548∗∗∗

(0.0237) (0.0992) (0.104) (0.199) (0.181) (0.199) (0.121) (0.150)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 0.613∗∗∗

(0.114)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.355∗∗ 0.335∗∗ 0.339∗∗ 0.351∗∗ 0.722∗∗∗ 1.335∗∗∗

(0.157) (0.158) (0.166) (0.166) (0.0784) (0.149)

Urban Population -0.172 -0.193 -0.280∗ -0.285∗∗ -0.386∗∗∗ -0.441∗∗∗

(0.116) (0.137) (0.143) (0.142) (0.0706) (0.0748)

Population -0.660 -0.630 -1.613∗∗ -1.255∗∗ -0.501 -0.581
(0.591) (0.590) (0.634) (0.622) (0.389) (0.378)

Population × Population 0.0201 0.0192 0.0518∗∗ 0.0400∗ 0.0111 0.0152
(0.0207) (0.0207) (0.0223) (0.0220) (0.0140) (0.0135)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w)

Average years of education (w) 0.681 0.128 -0.208 0.676∗∗∗ 0.503∗∗

(0.438) (0.379) (0.401) (0.189) (0.203)

Variance of education (w) -0.120 -0.151 -0.0418 -0.221∗∗∗ -0.153∗∗

(0.132) (0.118) (0.111) (0.0655) (0.0652)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.186∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗ -0.168∗∗∗ -0.153∗∗∗

(0.0477) (0.0487) (0.0548) (0.0511)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.993∗∗∗ 1.120∗∗∗ 0.312∗ 0.231
(0.217) (0.241) (0.176) (0.168)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.657∗∗ 0.623∗ -0.00838 0.154
(0.326) (0.324) (0.309) (0.299)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0270∗∗ -0.0263∗∗ -0.00612 -0.0115
(0.0117) (0.0118) (0.0105) (0.0101)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.171 0.313 1.056∗∗∗ 1.111∗∗∗

(0.275) (0.246) (0.182) (0.181)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0143 -0.0199∗∗ -0.0338∗∗∗ -0.0332∗∗∗

(0.00867) (0.00806) (0.00498) (0.00483)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0666 -0.0674 0.0900∗∗ 0.0782∗∗

(0.0556) (0.0562) (0.0370) (0.0349)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00171 0.00192 -0.00507∗∗∗ -0.00403∗∗∗

(0.00186) (0.00190) (0.00125) (0.00116)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.808 0.927 0.928 0.929 0.933 0.934 0.983 0.984

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 24: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.690∗∗∗ -0.717∗∗∗ -0.795∗∗∗ -0.606∗∗∗ -0.594∗∗∗ -0.788∗∗∗ 0.243 -0.109
(0.0150) (0.0627) (0.0683) (0.113) (0.124) (0.141) (0.169) (0.170)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -0.594∗∗∗

(0.124)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.400∗∗ 0.374∗∗ 0.362∗∗ 0.494∗∗∗ 0.685∗∗∗ 1.186∗∗∗

(0.156) (0.154) (0.165) (0.158) (0.0835) (0.144)

Urban Population -0.0501 -0.0843 -0.199 -0.121 -0.279∗∗∗ -0.339∗∗∗

(0.116) (0.139) (0.150) (0.154) (0.0828) (0.0827)

Population -1.933∗∗∗ -1.557∗∗ -1.727∗∗∗ -0.836 -0.406 -0.436
(0.679) (0.628) (0.661) (0.638) (0.409) (0.401)

Population × Population 0.0606∗∗∗ 0.0486∗∗ 0.0535∗∗ 0.0217 0.00561 0.00796
(0.0233) (0.0219) (0.0231) (0.0226) (0.0143) (0.0141)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w)

Average years of education (w) 0.561 0.999∗∗∗ 0.119 1.658∗∗∗ 1.496∗∗∗

(0.364) (0.355) (0.404) (0.262) (0.263)

Variance of education (w) -0.135 -0.287∗∗ -0.0258 -0.451∗∗∗ -0.392∗∗∗

(0.116) (0.121) (0.126) (0.0929) (0.0902)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.131∗∗∗ 0.0898∗ -0.185∗∗∗ -0.170∗∗∗

(0.0466) (0.0457) (0.0608) (0.0574)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.743∗∗∗ 0.888∗∗∗ -0.0955 -0.188
(0.203) (0.213) (0.158) (0.152)

Population 1940-89 (w) 1.125∗∗∗ 1.519∗∗∗ 0.256 0.431
(0.336) (0.338) (0.304) (0.303)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0453∗∗∗ -0.0589∗∗∗ -0.0161 -0.0216∗∗

(0.0119) (0.0117) (0.0104) (0.0103)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.0227 0.122 0.913∗∗∗ 0.966∗∗∗

(0.291) (0.278) (0.182) (0.185)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00977 -0.0194∗∗ -0.0290∗∗∗ -0.0283∗∗∗

(0.00895) (0.00854) (0.00504) (0.00501)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.111∗∗ -0.120∗∗ 0.0809∗∗ 0.0834∗∗

(0.0549) (0.0553) (0.0389) (0.0380)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00187 0.00270 -0.00596∗∗∗ -0.00546∗∗∗

(0.00180) (0.00188) (0.00136) (0.00128)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.735 0.927 0.930 0.930 0.933 0.936 0.981 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.4 Only men sample

Table 25: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.187∗∗∗ -0.737∗∗∗ -0.900∗∗∗ -1.314∗∗∗ -1.524∗∗∗ -1.609∗∗∗ -1.992∗∗∗ -3.237∗∗∗

(0.0588) (0.200) (0.224) (0.204) (0.181) (0.192) (0.256) (0.292)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.426∗∗∗

(0.175)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.329∗∗ 0.445∗∗∗ 0.518∗∗∗ 0.557∗∗∗ 0.788∗∗∗ -0.443∗∗∗

(0.161) (0.157) (0.167) (0.151) (0.0794) (0.154)

Urban Population 0.125 -0.0432 -0.122 -0.0671 -0.131 -0.215∗∗∗

(0.137) (0.131) (0.134) (0.128) (0.0910) (0.0738)

Population -1.312∗ -0.631 -0.418 0.652 0.323 0.0428
(0.724) (0.615) (0.788) (0.708) (0.474) (0.443)

Population × Population 0.0416∗ 0.0165 0.00625 -0.0297 -0.0206 -0.00872
(0.0250) (0.0211) (0.0270) (0.0244) (0.0163) (0.0154)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.492∗∗∗ 0.640∗∗∗ 0.854∗∗∗ 0.331∗∗∗ 0.334∗∗∗

(0.125) (0.127) (0.133) (0.0880) (0.0839)

Average years of education (w) 0.648∗∗∗ 0.628∗∗∗ -0.233 0.579∗∗∗ 0.384∗

(0.243) (0.239) (0.224) (0.190) (0.207)

Variance of education (w) 0.316∗∗ 0.504∗∗∗ 0.879∗∗∗ 0.0843 0.198
(0.142) (0.159) (0.148) (0.143) (0.160)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.107∗ 0.116∗∗ -0.236∗∗∗ -0.208∗∗∗

(0.0566) (0.0549) (0.0551) (0.0531)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.0801 0.260 -0.405∗∗ -0.416∗∗∗

(0.182) (0.197) (0.167) (0.156)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.463 1.336∗∗∗ 0.713∗∗ 1.192∗∗∗

(0.329) (0.371) (0.331) (0.344)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0128 -0.0414∗∗∗ -0.0278∗∗ -0.0422∗∗∗

(0.0112) (0.0126) (0.0114) (0.0114)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.397 0.0847 0.907∗∗∗ 0.973∗∗∗

(0.354) (0.339) (0.215) (0.221)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0242∗∗ -0.0141 -0.0320∗∗∗ -0.0302∗∗∗

(0.00999) (0.00951) (0.00572) (0.00572)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.253∗∗∗ -0.252∗∗∗ -0.117∗∗∗ -0.0770∗

(0.0589) (0.0539) (0.0430) (0.0391)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00275 0.00352∗ -0.00172 -0.00167
(0.00191) (0.00179) (0.00158) (0.00146)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.731 0.919 0.921 0.925 0.932 0.936 0.980 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 26: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.443∗∗∗ -0.226∗ -0.438∗∗ -0.535∗∗∗ -0.600∗∗∗ -0.686∗∗∗ -1.818∗∗∗ -3.133∗∗∗

(0.0718) (0.133) (0.172) (0.151) (0.153) (0.161) (0.214) (0.372)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.567∗∗∗

(0.325)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.318∗ 0.409∗∗ 0.480∗∗∗ 0.539∗∗∗ 0.793∗∗∗ -0.400

(0.163) (0.158) (0.168) (0.158) (0.0780) (0.253)

Urban Population 0.0482 -0.0978 -0.141 -0.104 -0.115 -0.128∗

(0.138) (0.135) (0.139) (0.139) (0.0899) (0.0740)

Population -1.288∗ -0.0124 0.243 0.374 0.823∗ 0.810∗∗

(0.725) (0.586) (0.724) (0.723) (0.426) (0.404)

Population × Population 0.0405 -0.00362 -0.0148 -0.0193 -0.0371∗∗ -0.0367∗∗

(0.0250) (0.0203) (0.0250) (0.0249) (0.0149) (0.0142)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.387∗∗∗ 0.549∗∗∗ 0.574∗∗∗ 0.351∗∗∗ 0.366∗∗∗

(0.129) (0.125) (0.128) (0.0887) (0.0856)

Average years of education (w) 1.275∗∗∗ 1.341∗∗∗ 1.226∗∗∗ 1.116∗∗∗ 1.081∗∗∗

(0.254) (0.246) (0.249) (0.185) (0.176)

Variance of education (w) -0.117 -0.113 -0.121 -0.423∗∗∗ -0.340∗∗∗

(0.140) (0.172) (0.171) (0.128) (0.127)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.163∗∗ 0.180∗∗∗ -0.279∗∗∗ -0.281∗∗∗

(0.0651) (0.0659) (0.0530) (0.0527)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) -0.0297 -0.0386 -0.556∗∗∗ -0.608∗∗∗

(0.185) (0.185) (0.166) (0.171)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.234 0.592∗ 0.717∗∗ 1.222∗∗∗

(0.342) (0.349) (0.322) (0.359)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.00712 -0.0178 -0.0299∗∗∗ -0.0463∗∗∗

(0.0120) (0.0120) (0.0110) (0.0122)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.398 0.0368 0.956∗∗∗ 0.989∗∗∗

(0.361) (0.380) (0.212) (0.218)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0220∗∗ -0.0131 -0.0323∗∗∗ -0.0300∗∗∗

(0.0103) (0.0106) (0.00552) (0.00548)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.282∗∗∗ -0.268∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗∗ -0.113∗∗∗

(0.0633) (0.0623) (0.0431) (0.0413)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00357∗ 0.00371∗ -0.00177 -0.00171
(0.00198) (0.00197) (0.00156) (0.00151)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.580 0.918 0.919 0.923 0.929 0.931 0.980 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 27: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.056∗∗∗ 1.020∗∗∗ 1.055∗∗∗ 1.102∗∗∗ 1.378∗∗∗ 1.349∗∗∗ 0.417∗∗∗ 0.920∗∗∗

(0.0218) (0.108) (0.106) (0.0956) (0.137) (0.120) (0.154) (0.158)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 1.047∗∗∗

(0.152)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.335∗∗ 0.381∗∗ 0.475∗∗∗ 0.523∗∗∗ 0.689∗∗∗ 1.751∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.161) (0.169) (0.169) (0.0809) (0.181)

Urban Population -0.0545 -0.161 -0.123 -0.0906 -0.220∗∗∗ -0.340∗∗∗

(0.120) (0.127) (0.131) (0.132) (0.0845) (0.0879)

Population 0.146 0.261 0.463 1.095∗∗ 0.508 0.329
(0.563) (0.474) (0.585) (0.554) (0.416) (0.401)

Population × Population -0.00891 -0.0140 -0.0221 -0.0441∗∗ -0.0239 -0.0154
(0.0198) (0.0168) (0.0208) (0.0199) (0.0147) (0.0142)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.239∗ 0.631∗∗∗ 0.579∗∗∗ 0.188∗∗ 0.164∗

(0.123) (0.133) (0.131) (0.0925) (0.0847)

Average years of education (w) -0.0793 0.0255 -0.594∗∗ -0.0781 0.0120
(0.239) (0.257) (0.249) (0.195) (0.210)

Variance of education (w) 0.299∗∗ 0.198 0.410∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.186∗

(0.135) (0.160) (0.140) (0.101) (0.0986)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.0412 0.0436 -0.190∗∗∗ -0.174∗∗∗

(0.0515) (0.0455) (0.0508) (0.0453)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.716∗∗∗ 0.997∗∗∗ -0.235 -0.276
(0.196) (0.217) (0.176) (0.173)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.253 -0.0436 -0.327 -0.0307
(0.322) (0.329) (0.312) (0.306)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.0146 0.00722 0.00753 -0.00371
(0.0108) (0.0109) (0.0106) (0.0104)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.982∗∗∗ 1.026∗∗∗ 1.738∗∗∗ 1.673∗∗∗

(0.374) (0.338) (0.195) (0.190)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0413∗∗∗ -0.0480∗∗∗ -0.0532∗∗∗ -0.0482∗∗∗

(0.0105) (0.00953) (0.00536) (0.00512)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0871 -0.0385 -0.0116 -0.00681
(0.0576) (0.0541) (0.0428) (0.0392)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00236 0.00168 -0.00270∗ -0.00184
(0.00194) (0.00187) (0.00146) (0.00129)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.822 0.928 0.930 0.931 0.936 0.938 0.981 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 28: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.940∗∗∗ -0.740∗∗∗ -0.818∗∗∗ -0.785∗∗∗ -0.676∗∗∗ -0.630∗∗∗ -0.327∗∗ -0.748∗∗∗

(0.0204) (0.0777) (0.0849) (0.0976) (0.110) (0.105) (0.162) (0.180)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -0.995∗∗∗

(0.146)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.353∗∗ 0.432∗∗∗ 0.497∗∗∗ 0.608∗∗∗ 0.681∗∗∗ 1.550∗∗∗

(0.160) (0.160) (0.170) (0.165) (0.0854) (0.155)

Urban Population -0.0100 -0.0474 -0.0824 -0.0242 -0.130 -0.287∗∗∗

(0.130) (0.142) (0.147) (0.151) (0.101) (0.107)

Population -0.549 0.384 0.664 0.955 0.733∗ 0.445
(0.682) (0.584) (0.727) (0.674) (0.431) (0.390)

Population × Population 0.0114 -0.0209 -0.0313 -0.0419∗ -0.0355∗∗ -0.0231∗

(0.0242) (0.0212) (0.0261) (0.0245) (0.0151) (0.0138)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.428∗∗∗ 0.609∗∗∗ 0.517∗∗∗ 0.0614 0.0842

(0.130) (0.134) (0.133) (0.0799) (0.0788)

Average years of education (w) 0.402 0.733∗∗∗ 0.0288 0.249 0.202
(0.282) (0.272) (0.256) (0.181) (0.189)

Variance of education (w) -0.103 -0.126 0.0609 0.103 0.134
(0.136) (0.166) (0.144) (0.0982) (0.0951)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.0945∗ 0.0298 -0.175∗∗∗ -0.160∗∗∗

(0.0563) (0.0501) (0.0533) (0.0485)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.226 0.421∗∗ -0.644∗∗∗ -0.733∗∗∗

(0.198) (0.210) (0.158) (0.157)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.148 0.769∗∗ 0.182 0.240
(0.328) (0.356) (0.313) (0.310)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.00351 -0.0247∗∗ -0.0105 -0.0129
(0.0107) (0.0114) (0.0106) (0.0104)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.709∗ 0.497 1.417∗∗∗ 1.532∗∗∗

(0.390) (0.361) (0.189) (0.192)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0306∗∗∗ -0.0326∗∗∗ -0.0413∗∗∗ -0.0417∗∗∗

(0.0109) (0.00997) (0.00501) (0.00506)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.208∗∗∗ -0.139∗∗ -0.0415 -0.0418
(0.0608) (0.0608) (0.0422) (0.0398)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00348∗ 0.00243 -0.00300∗∗ -0.00213
(0.00198) (0.00199) (0.00151) (0.00138)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.771 0.925 0.927 0.928 0.932 0.935 0.979 0.980

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.5 Only women sample

Table 29: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.230∗∗∗ -1.306∗∗∗ -1.428∗∗∗ -1.498∗∗∗ -1.211∗∗∗ -1.231∗∗∗ -1.023∗∗∗ -2.035∗∗∗

(0.0617) (0.173) (0.178) (0.197) (0.152) (0.155) (0.190) (0.213)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.409∗∗∗

(0.185)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.336∗∗ 0.408∗∗∗ 0.430∗∗∗ 0.388∗∗ 0.738∗∗∗ -0.435∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.155) (0.165) (0.162) (0.0824) (0.155)

Urban Population 0.163 -0.0671 -0.134 -0.0740 -0.191∗∗ -0.292∗∗∗

(0.125) (0.132) (0.146) (0.147) (0.0907) (0.0801)

Population -0.574 0.592 0.847 1.042∗ 0.401 0.218
(0.596) (0.516) (0.626) (0.609) (0.455) (0.409)

Population × Population 0.0149 -0.0254 -0.0354 -0.0418∗ -0.0232 -0.0139
(0.0212) (0.0189) (0.0228) (0.0221) (0.0161) (0.0145)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.736∗∗∗ 0.660∗∗∗ 0.744∗∗∗ 0.0140 -0.0727

(0.177) (0.160) (0.158) (0.126) (0.114)

Average years of education (w) 1.157∗∗∗ 1.485∗∗∗ 0.129 1.941∗∗∗ 2.002∗∗∗

(0.306) (0.290) (0.289) (0.248) (0.244)

Variance of education (w) -0.248 -0.634∗∗∗ 0.115 -0.914∗∗∗ -0.971∗∗∗

(0.177) (0.188) (0.164) (0.174) (0.173)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.225∗∗∗ 0.124∗∗∗ -0.0883 -0.0525

(0.0528) (0.0478) (0.0551) (0.0482)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.261 0.189 -0.678∗∗∗ -0.785∗∗∗

(0.191) (0.190) (0.153) (0.141)

Population 1940-89 (w) 1.029∗∗∗ 1.385∗∗∗ 0.240 0.563∗

(0.384) (0.377) (0.322) (0.320)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0406∗∗∗ -0.0500∗∗∗ -0.0148 -0.0253∗∗

(0.0136) (0.0132) (0.0111) (0.0108)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0947 -0.0616 1.117∗∗∗ 1.236∗∗∗

(0.307) (0.282) (0.190) (0.192)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00608 -0.00562 -0.0353∗∗∗ -0.0340∗∗∗

(0.00886) (0.00825) (0.00510) (0.00498)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.149∗∗∗ -0.110∗∗ 0.00178 0.0505
(0.0563) (0.0500) (0.0404) (0.0366)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.000836 -0.000300 -0.00527∗∗∗ -0.00531∗∗∗

(0.00183) (0.00159) (0.00139) (0.00125)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.734 0.924 0.926 0.930 0.934 0.937 0.980 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 30: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.396∗∗∗ -0.300∗∗ -0.430∗∗∗ -0.224 -0.178 -0.264 -1.472∗∗∗ -2.622∗∗∗

(0.0907) (0.138) (0.152) (0.185) (0.196) (0.200) (0.210) (0.247)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.562∗∗∗

(0.306)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.304∗ 0.387∗∗ 0.430∗∗ 0.421∗∗ 0.721∗∗∗ -0.478∗∗

(0.164) (0.156) (0.166) (0.167) (0.0805) (0.242)

Urban Population 0.00652 -0.131 -0.137 -0.134 -0.161∗ -0.206∗∗∗

(0.127) (0.132) (0.147) (0.148) (0.0888) (0.0769)

Population -1.126∗ 0.952 1.071 1.052 0.133 0.202
(0.681) (0.581) (0.685) (0.670) (0.447) (0.436)

Population × Population 0.0353 -0.0349∗ -0.0414∗ -0.0402∗ -0.0122 -0.0140
(0.0237) (0.0204) (0.0242) (0.0235) (0.0156) (0.0153)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.432∗∗ 0.548∗∗∗ 0.526∗∗∗ -0.301∗∗∗ -0.359∗∗∗

(0.198) (0.168) (0.168) (0.112) (0.112)

Average years of education (w) 1.881∗∗∗ 2.057∗∗∗ 1.854∗∗∗ 2.515∗∗∗ 2.574∗∗∗

(0.300) (0.299) (0.291) (0.224) (0.220)

Variance of education (w) -0.760∗∗∗ -1.254∗∗∗ -1.198∗∗∗ -1.409∗∗∗ -1.357∗∗∗

(0.194) (0.215) (0.209) (0.163) (0.161)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.299∗∗∗ 0.312∗∗∗ -0.0848∗ -0.0659

(0.0642) (0.0651) (0.0512) (0.0472)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.270 0.197 -0.855∗∗∗ -0.974∗∗∗

(0.203) (0.204) (0.168) (0.159)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.902∗∗ 1.010∗∗ 0.0929 0.410
(0.406) (0.406) (0.291) (0.303)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0357∗∗ -0.0393∗∗∗ -0.0101 -0.0200∗

(0.0150) (0.0150) (0.01000) (0.0103)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.112 -0.169 1.373∗∗∗ 1.449∗∗∗

(0.316) (0.315) (0.188) (0.185)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00569 -0.00347 -0.0430∗∗∗ -0.0418∗∗∗

(0.00915) (0.00914) (0.00512) (0.00494)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.182∗∗∗ -0.160∗∗∗ 0.0154 0.0613
(0.0617) (0.0597) (0.0402) (0.0396)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00131 0.000944 -0.00658∗∗∗ -0.00728∗∗∗

(0.00195) (0.00189) (0.00137) (0.00130)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.577 0.918 0.919 0.925 0.931 0.932 0.981 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 31: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.221∗∗∗ 1.004∗∗∗ 1.104∗∗∗ 0.826∗∗∗ 1.178∗∗∗ 1.160∗∗∗ 0.469∗∗∗ 0.818∗∗∗

(0.0464) (0.156) (0.163) (0.175) (0.174) (0.159) (0.165) (0.182)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 0.599∗∗∗

(0.166)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.283∗ 0.337∗∗ 0.375∗∗ 0.378∗∗ 0.734∗∗∗ 1.355∗∗∗

(0.159) (0.156) (0.165) (0.164) (0.0799) (0.188)

Urban Population -0.184 -0.265∗∗ -0.242∗ -0.247∗ -0.384∗∗∗ -0.415∗∗∗

(0.121) (0.133) (0.144) (0.143) (0.0825) (0.0899)

Population 0.290 1.022∗ 1.040∗ 1.154∗ 0.648 0.646∗

(0.540) (0.524) (0.588) (0.598) (0.402) (0.384)

Population × Population -0.0109 -0.0362∗ -0.0387∗ -0.0424∗∗ -0.0288∗∗ -0.0281∗∗

(0.0192) (0.0185) (0.0209) (0.0213) (0.0143) (0.0137)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.388∗∗ 0.766∗∗∗ 0.802∗∗∗ -0.0696 0.0217

(0.192) (0.161) (0.164) (0.107) (0.101)

Average years of education (w) 1.031∗∗∗ 1.112∗∗∗ 1.035∗∗∗ 1.408∗∗∗ 1.465∗∗∗

(0.295) (0.290) (0.310) (0.211) (0.208)

Variance of education (w) -0.338∗ -1.049∗∗∗ -1.012∗∗∗ -0.716∗∗∗ -0.791∗∗∗

(0.196) (0.207) (0.211) (0.131) (0.128)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.267∗∗∗ 0.273∗∗∗ -0.157∗∗∗ -0.157∗∗∗

(0.0610) (0.0619) (0.0488) (0.0455)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.787∗∗∗ 0.817∗∗∗ -0.408∗∗ -0.430∗∗

(0.202) (0.215) (0.179) (0.171)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.537 0.497 -0.180 -0.00156
(0.423) (0.416) (0.325) (0.319)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0187 -0.0178 0.00480 -0.00242
(0.0159) (0.0159) (0.0110) (0.0109)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.0389 0.120 1.095∗∗∗ 1.150∗∗∗

(0.299) (0.273) (0.188) (0.190)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0104 -0.0129 -0.0363∗∗∗ -0.0362∗∗∗

(0.00905) (0.00868) (0.00499) (0.00493)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0737 -0.0732 0.0709∗ 0.0636
(0.0601) (0.0601) (0.0414) (0.0397)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.000528 0.000472 -0.00550∗∗∗ -0.00482∗∗∗

(0.00191) (0.00190) (0.00138) (0.00131)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.803 0.925 0.926 0.927 0.934 0.934 0.982 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 32: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.967∗∗∗ -0.937∗∗∗ -0.982∗∗∗ -0.817∗∗∗ -0.759∗∗∗ -0.786∗∗∗ -0.217 -0.659∗∗∗

(0.0301) (0.106) (0.108) (0.0980) (0.0742) (0.0792) (0.167) (0.189)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -0.720∗∗∗

(0.159)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.244 0.342∗∗ 0.381∗∗ 0.388∗∗ 0.738∗∗∗ 1.370∗∗∗

(0.162) (0.158) (0.166) (0.168) (0.0815) (0.168)

Urban Population -0.155 -0.238∗ -0.216 -0.248∗ -0.262∗∗∗ -0.321∗∗∗

(0.119) (0.131) (0.145) (0.141) (0.0845) (0.0895)

Population -1.114∗ 0.502 0.648 0.974∗ 0.603 0.609
(0.600) (0.509) (0.607) (0.581) (0.428) (0.413)

Population × Population 0.0362∗ -0.0192 -0.0262 -0.0363∗ -0.0292∗ -0.0284∗

(0.0211) (0.0181) (0.0218) (0.0210) (0.0151) (0.0147)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.580∗∗∗ 0.779∗∗∗ 0.860∗∗∗ 0.240∗∗ 0.278∗∗∗

(0.184) (0.156) (0.153) (0.107) (0.0983)

Average years of education (w) 1.284∗∗∗ 1.672∗∗∗ 1.324∗∗∗ 1.418∗∗∗ 1.493∗∗∗

(0.285) (0.288) (0.290) (0.232) (0.231)

Variance of education (w) -0.590∗∗∗ -1.218∗∗∗ -1.095∗∗∗ -0.687∗∗∗ -0.745∗∗∗

(0.176) (0.192) (0.187) (0.153) (0.149)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.234∗∗∗ 0.214∗∗∗ -0.157∗∗∗ -0.151∗∗∗

(0.0553) (0.0547) (0.0506) (0.0473)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.618∗∗∗ 0.799∗∗∗ -0.641∗∗∗ -0.705∗∗∗

(0.191) (0.203) (0.172) (0.165)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.761∗ 0.687∗ 0.237 0.412
(0.401) (0.399) (0.338) (0.335)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0281∗ -0.0286∗ -0.0109 -0.0172
(0.0146) (0.0147) (0.0116) (0.0115)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0787 0.182 1.072∗∗∗ 1.139∗∗∗

(0.301) (0.277) (0.197) (0.200)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00752 -0.0153∗ -0.0347∗∗∗ -0.0342∗∗∗

(0.00887) (0.00870) (0.00533) (0.00529)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.138∗∗ -0.114∗∗ -0.0166 -0.00571
(0.0572) (0.0578) (0.0397) (0.0373)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00128 0.000530 -0.00378∗∗∗ -0.00347∗∗∗

(0.00191) (0.00187) (0.00139) (0.00128)

Country F.E. X X X

Time F.E. X X X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.735 0.924 0.926 0.929 0.934 0.935 0.980 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.6 Bootstrapped standard errors

Table 33: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.268∗∗∗ -1.292∗∗∗ -1.506∗∗∗ -2.012∗∗∗ -2.032∗∗∗ -1.967∗∗∗ -1.593∗∗∗ -2.645∗∗∗

(0.0425) (0.201) (0.192) (0.257) (0.249) (0.244) (0.268) (0.293)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.409∗∗∗

(0.204)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.356∗∗∗ 0.456∗∗∗ 0.498∗∗∗ 0.512∗∗∗ 0.746∗∗∗ -0.453∗∗

(0.0919) (0.0963) (0.101) (0.0960) (0.0704) (0.184)

Urban Population 0.187∗ -0.0155 -0.131 -0.0588 -0.137 -0.230∗∗

(0.0955) (0.0956) (0.0991) (0.0984) (0.0949) (0.0908)

Population -0.918 -0.329 -0.0659 0.827 0.103 -0.0220
(0.591) (0.595) (0.674) (0.661) (0.434) (0.383)

Population × Population 0.0270 0.00439 -0.00663 -0.0370 -0.0138 -0.00669
(0.0208) (0.0207) (0.0236) (0.0231) (0.0152) (0.0134)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.633∗∗∗ 0.680∗∗∗ 0.964∗∗∗ 0.0583 0.0528

(0.122) (0.137) (0.140) (0.154) (0.138)

Average years of education (w) 0.528∗∗ 0.704∗∗∗ -0.744∗∗∗ 0.979∗∗∗ 1.005∗∗∗

(0.253) (0.262) (0.283) (0.305) (0.289)

Variance of education (w) 0.350∗∗∗ 0.402∗ 1.079∗∗∗ -0.140 -0.221
(0.132) (0.235) (0.230) (0.217) (0.209)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.131∗∗∗ 0.0565 -0.127∗∗ -0.0953∗∗

(0.0436) (0.0444) (0.0518) (0.0463)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.160 0.189 -0.599∗∗∗ -0.689∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.163) (0.151) (0.141)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.733∗∗ 1.284∗∗∗ 0.357 0.767∗∗

(0.365) (0.374) (0.321) (0.309)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0264∗∗ -0.0408∗∗∗ -0.0170 -0.0299∗∗∗

(0.0120) (0.0120) (0.0106) (0.0102)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.259 0.199 1.051∗∗∗ 1.124∗∗∗

(0.327) (0.306) (0.231) (0.218)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0195∗∗ -0.0162∗ -0.0351∗∗∗ -0.0326∗∗∗

(0.00890) (0.00843) (0.00636) (0.00580)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.219∗∗∗ -0.173∗∗∗ -0.0332 0.0119
(0.0679) (0.0653) (0.0475) (0.0449)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00226 0.00155 -0.00427∗∗∗ -0.00427∗∗∗

(0.00208) (0.00203) (0.00155) (0.00140)

Constant 4.303∗∗∗ 4.556∗∗∗ 12.47∗∗∗ 6.708 0.921 -10.81∗ -1.618 -8.266∗∗

(0.111) (0.119) (4.203) (4.314) (6.495) (6.419) (4.303) (4.139)

Country F.E. X

Time F.E. X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.740 0.922 0.924 0.928 0.934 0.939 0.979 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 34: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.405∗∗∗ -0.322 -0.611∗∗∗ -0.556∗∗ -0.551∗∗ -0.715∗∗∗ -1.762∗∗∗ -3.025∗∗∗

(0.0808) (0.216) (0.227) (0.225) (0.225) (0.216) (0.247) (0.370)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.593∗∗∗

(0.374)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.325∗∗∗ 0.409∗∗∗ 0.471∗∗∗ 0.525∗∗∗ 0.759∗∗∗ -0.464

(0.0956) (0.0978) (0.103) (0.0998) (0.0683) (0.294)

Urban Population 0.0406 -0.125 -0.159 -0.123 -0.122 -0.153∗

(0.102) (0.0986) (0.102) (0.101) (0.0925) (0.0903)

Population -1.265∗∗ 0.381 0.661 0.837 0.428 0.513
(0.639) (0.618) (0.683) (0.695) (0.431) (0.409)

Population × Population 0.0394∗ -0.0171 -0.0288 -0.0348 -0.0240 -0.0268∗

(0.0223) (0.0214) (0.0238) (0.0241) (0.0151) (0.0144)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.450∗∗∗ 0.673∗∗∗ 0.755∗∗∗ 0.0930 0.114

(0.125) (0.138) (0.139) (0.152) (0.148)

Average years of education (w) 1.552∗∗∗ 1.771∗∗∗ 1.539∗∗∗ 1.705∗∗∗ 1.695∗∗∗

(0.225) (0.247) (0.255) (0.238) (0.229)

Variance of education (w) -0.339∗∗∗ -0.599∗∗∗ -0.559∗∗∗ -0.862∗∗∗ -0.798∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.212) (0.211) (0.153) (0.151)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.230∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ -0.168∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗∗

(0.0490) (0.0493) (0.0504) (0.0477)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.139 0.118 -0.721∗∗∗ -0.814∗∗∗

(0.162) (0.166) (0.151) (0.149)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.420 0.700∗ 0.428 0.877∗∗∗

(0.382) (0.400) (0.321) (0.321)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0162 -0.0235∗ -0.0207∗ -0.0351∗∗∗

(0.0131) (0.0137) (0.0108) (0.0107)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.283 0.0220 1.149∗∗∗ 1.200∗∗∗

(0.323) (0.338) (0.227) (0.224)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0185∗∗ -0.0123 -0.0374∗∗∗ -0.0355∗∗∗

(0.00904) (0.00942) (0.00647) (0.00612)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.255∗∗∗ -0.225∗∗∗ -0.0492 -0.0171
(0.0690) (0.0686) (0.0466) (0.0467)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00294 0.00277 -0.00448∗∗∗ -0.00480∗∗∗

(0.00214) (0.00213) (0.00151) (0.00148)

Constant 4.801∗∗∗ 5.082∗∗∗ 15.28∗∗∗ 1.188 -2.486 -5.299 -6.393 -13.36∗∗∗

(0.150) (0.160) (4.568) (4.459) (6.603) (6.720) (4.366) (4.668)

Country F.E. X

Time F.E. X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.577 0.918 0.919 0.923 0.930 0.932 0.980 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 35: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 1.203∗∗∗ 1.093∗∗∗ 1.170∗∗∗ 1.226∗∗∗ 1.960∗∗∗ 1.951∗∗∗ 0.306 0.755∗∗∗

(0.0317) (0.0817) (0.0845) (0.0998) (0.175) (0.162) (0.198) (0.232)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) 0.811∗∗∗

(0.169)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.332∗∗∗ 0.370∗∗∗ 0.477∗∗∗ 0.523∗∗∗ 0.713∗∗∗ 1.539∗∗∗

(0.0910) (0.0974) (0.0980) (0.0992) (0.0680) (0.173)

Urban Population -0.121 -0.247∗∗∗ -0.213∗∗ -0.230∗∗ -0.317∗∗∗ -0.384∗∗∗

(0.0925) (0.0936) (0.0958) (0.0952) (0.0820) (0.0800)

Population 0.593 0.806 1.274∗∗ 1.937∗∗∗ 0.843∗∗ 0.773∗∗

(0.532) (0.516) (0.535) (0.562) (0.413) (0.381)

Population × Population -0.0229 -0.0313∗ -0.0486∗∗∗ -0.0712∗∗∗ -0.0346∗∗ -0.0309∗∗

(0.0186) (0.0179) (0.0188) (0.0195) (0.0147) (0.0136)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.325∗∗∗ 1.005∗∗∗ 1.118∗∗∗ 0.00254 0.0707

(0.116) (0.134) (0.134) (0.145) (0.137)

Average years of education (w) 0.0781 0.0482 -0.674∗∗ 0.637∗∗∗ 0.687∗∗∗

(0.223) (0.241) (0.262) (0.230) (0.216)

Variance of education (w) 0.221∗ -0.140 0.240 -0.209 -0.264∗∗

(0.117) (0.198) (0.194) (0.128) (0.113)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.0914∗∗ 0.0864∗∗ -0.172∗∗∗ -0.169∗∗∗

(0.0444) (0.0438) (0.0466) (0.0433)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.198∗∗∗ 1.459∗∗∗ -0.190 -0.229
(0.185) (0.195) (0.161) (0.157)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.431 -0.615∗ -0.459 -0.201
(0.345) (0.355) (0.315) (0.314)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.0211∗ 0.0272∗∗ 0.0127 0.00289
(0.0118) (0.0121) (0.0105) (0.0104)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 1.100∗∗∗ 1.499∗∗∗ 1.546∗∗∗ 1.549∗∗∗

(0.304) (0.305) (0.213) (0.210)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0453∗∗∗ -0.0605∗∗∗ -0.0498∗∗∗ -0.0474∗∗∗

(0.00844) (0.00872) (0.00620) (0.00607)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0527 -0.0211 0.0359 0.0294
(0.0637) (0.0625) (0.0491) (0.0462)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00198 0.00148 -0.00437∗∗∗ -0.00344∗∗

(0.00206) (0.00202) (0.00151) (0.00139)

Constant 6.686∗∗∗ 6.652∗∗∗ 3.332 1.482 -8.412 -13.57∗∗ -7.259∗ -8.640∗∗

(0.0754) (0.111) (3.811) (3.833) (5.411) (5.481) (4.256) (4.026)

Country F.E. X

Time F.E. X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.825 0.927 0.929 0.930 0.937 0.939 0.981 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.



50 E.6 Bootstrapped standard errors

Table 36: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.082∗∗∗ -1.108∗∗∗ -1.162∗∗∗ -1.080∗∗∗ -1.143∗∗∗ -1.080∗∗∗ -0.262 -0.728∗∗∗

(0.0320) (0.0870) (0.0883) (0.0982) (0.115) (0.116) (0.200) (0.205)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -0.834∗∗∗

(0.171)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.326∗∗∗ 0.391∗∗∗ 0.463∗∗∗ 0.560∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗ 1.412∗∗∗

(0.0961) (0.0999) (0.104) (0.104) (0.0717) (0.151)

Urban Population -0.0942 -0.137 -0.145 -0.153 -0.204∗∗ -0.290∗∗∗

(0.0950) (0.0994) (0.105) (0.105) (0.0943) (0.0948)

Population -0.265 0.535 0.942 1.503∗∗∗ 0.435 0.391
(0.526) (0.530) (0.577) (0.563) (0.410) (0.378)

Population × Population 0.00365 -0.0241 -0.0392∗ -0.0586∗∗∗ -0.0235 -0.0205
(0.0185) (0.0186) (0.0206) (0.0200) (0.0147) (0.0137)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.415∗∗∗ 0.733∗∗∗ 0.812∗∗∗ -0.300∗∗ -0.203

(0.113) (0.137) (0.135) (0.143) (0.138)

Average years of education (w) 0.458∗∗ 0.998∗∗∗ 0.0794 1.126∗∗∗ 1.087∗∗∗

(0.217) (0.227) (0.250) (0.238) (0.227)

Variance of education (w) -0.163 -0.499∗∗ -0.112 -0.295∗∗ -0.297∗∗

(0.106) (0.197) (0.188) (0.135) (0.128)

Initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.114∗∗∗ 0.0320 -0.132∗∗∗ -0.130∗∗∗

(0.0420) (0.0420) (0.0510) (0.0474)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.735∗∗∗ 0.982∗∗∗ -0.663∗∗∗ -0.709∗∗∗

(0.175) (0.181) (0.156) (0.149)

Population 1940-89 (w) 0.306 0.324 -0.0419 0.162
(0.369) (0.361) (0.342) (0.340)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) -0.0107 -0.0116 -0.00367 -0.0108
(0.0122) (0.0117) (0.0111) (0.0110)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.700∗∗ 0.989∗∗∗ 1.296∗∗∗ 1.364∗∗∗

(0.309) (0.298) (0.229) (0.230)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0325∗∗∗ -0.0468∗∗∗ -0.0397∗∗∗ -0.0393∗∗∗

(0.00851) (0.00851) (0.00658) (0.00648)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.194∗∗∗ -0.102 -0.0354 -0.0276
(0.0647) (0.0645) (0.0522) (0.0501)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.00391∗ 0.00179 -0.00340∗∗ -0.00285∗

(0.00204) (0.00206) (0.00168) (0.00155)

Constant 6.298∗∗∗ 6.475∗∗∗ 10.03∗∗∗ 3.881 -5.956 -9.354∗ -0.572 -2.775
(0.0924) (0.108) (3.771) (3.873) (5.781) (5.573) (4.296) (4.122)

Country F.E. X

Time F.E. X X X X X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.773 0.928 0.930 0.930 0.935 0.938 0.979 0.980

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.7 System GMM

Table 37: Estimates on social mobility and economic growth. Standardized persistence ρ

OLS System-GMM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.0242 -0.363∗ -0.324∗ -0.435∗∗ -0.0574∗∗ -0.330∗∗ -0.405∗∗∗ -0.532∗

(0.0418) (0.203) (0.170) (0.202) (0.0270) (0.154) (0.156) (0.300)

Income Lag (-1) 0.903∗∗∗ 0.709∗∗∗ 0.733∗∗∗ 0.646∗∗∗ 0.951∗∗∗ 0.721∗∗∗ 0.785∗∗∗ 0.650∗∗∗

(0.0280) (0.0593) (0.0551) (0.0389) (0.0347) (0.0600) (0.0440) (0.0912)

Country-Year F.E. X X

Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X

Other controls X X X X X X X X

N 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319
Hansen J-test (p-value) 0.1759 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
Arellano-Bond test AR(1) 0.0001 0.0002 0.0004 0.0058
Arellano-Bond test AR(2) 0.6193 0.6457 0.8682 0.2723

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.

Table 38: Estimates on social mobility and economic growth. Probability of upward mobility UM
OLS System-GMM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 0.0634 0.300∗∗ 0.586∗∗∗ 0.202 0.0590∗ 0.205 0.496∗∗∗ 0.246
(0.0432) (0.142) (0.158) (0.127) (0.0355) (0.138) (0.118) (0.185)

Income Lag (-1) 0.896∗∗∗ 0.709∗∗∗ 0.709∗∗∗ 0.622∗∗∗ 0.938∗∗∗ 0.722∗∗∗ 0.764∗∗∗ 0.646∗∗∗

(0.0304) (0.0612) (0.0594) (0.0400) (0.0374) (0.0620) (0.0447) (0.0918)

Country-Year F.E. X X

Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X

Other controls X X X X X X X X

N 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319
Hansen J-test (p-value) 0.1743 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Arellano-Bond test AR(1) 0.0001 0.0002 0.0005 0.0050
Arellano-Bond test AR(2) 0.6263 0.6282 0.8995 0.2678

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 39: Estimates on social mobility and economic growth. Relative risk of high school comple-
tion RR

OLS System-GMM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.0209 -0.299∗∗∗ -0.418∗∗∗ -0.0741 -0.0446∗ -0.258∗∗∗ -0.399∗∗∗ -0.175
(0.0300) (0.102) (0.114) (0.148) (0.0248) (0.0889) (0.0953) (0.163)

Income Lag (-1) 0.904∗∗∗ 0.697∗∗∗ 0.700∗∗∗ 0.653∗∗∗ 0.955∗∗∗ 0.712∗∗∗ 0.750∗∗∗ 0.638∗∗∗

(0.0288) (0.0626) (0.0594) (0.0398) (0.0336) (0.0621) (0.0447) (0.0912)

Country-Year F.E. X X

Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X

Other controls X X X X X X X X

N 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1319
Hansen J-test (p-value) 0.1597 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Arellano-Bond test AR(1) 0.0001 0.0002 0.0005 0.0059
Arellano-Bond test AR(2) 0.6179 0.6373 0.9084 0.2626

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.8 Placebo tests

Table 40: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.879∗∗∗ 0.156∗ 0.201∗∗ 0.391∗∗∗ 0.326∗∗∗ 0.306∗∗∗ 0.223∗ -0.428∗∗∗

(0.0523) (0.0821) (0.0916) (0.113) (0.100) (0.0902) (0.118) (0.149)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.134∗∗∗

(0.158)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.335∗∗ 0.372∗∗ 0.355∗∗ 0.347∗∗ 0.720∗∗∗ -0.245∗

(0.160) (0.160) (0.168) (0.168) (0.0811) (0.139)

Urban Population 0.0718 -0.164 -0.182 -0.162 -0.193∗ -0.254∗∗∗

(0.130) (0.122) (0.140) (0.140) (0.111) (0.0895)

Population -1.041 -0.571 -0.341 -0.0862 -1.100∗∗ -1.121∗∗

(0.703) (0.564) (0.636) (0.745) (0.506) (0.502)

Population × Population 0.0316 0.0127 0.00334 -0.00553 0.0299∗ 0.0303∗

(0.0243) (0.0193) (0.0218) (0.0257) (0.0171) (0.0169)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) -0.133∗∗ -0.0989 -0.102 0.105∗ 0.0881∗

(0.0590) (0.0621) (0.0639) (0.0534) (0.0527)

educ (w) -0.554∗∗∗ -0.555∗∗∗ -0.510∗∗∗ -0.407∗∗∗ -0.251∗∗

(0.141) (0.128) (0.141) (0.105) (0.0987)

Variance of education (w) -0.111 -0.0853 -0.104 -0.0780 -0.106∗

(0.0690) (0.0867) (0.0844) (0.0619) (0.0627)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) -0.0853∗∗ -0.0799∗∗ 0.0789∗∗ 0.0645∗∗

(0.0346) (0.0344) (0.0323) (0.0301)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.0662 0.0506 0.354∗∗∗ 0.380∗∗∗

(0.0645) (0.0720) (0.0724) (0.0707)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.466∗∗∗ -0.523∗∗∗ -0.778∗∗∗ -0.890∗∗∗

(0.143) (0.155) (0.166) (0.153)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.0155∗∗∗ 0.0172∗∗∗ 0.0295∗∗∗ 0.0308∗∗∗

(0.00512) (0.00548) (0.00595) (0.00544)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.0593 -0.0720∗ 0.0426 0.0362
(0.0437) (0.0424) (0.0521) (0.0480)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.000611 0.000738 -0.000318 -0.000171
(0.000704) (0.000688) (0.000639) (0.000578)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.0463∗∗ 0.0478∗∗ -0.0157 -0.0110
(0.0204) (0.0209) (0.0134) (0.0114)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.000600 -0.000639 0.00112∗∗∗ 0.000867∗∗∗

(0.000476) (0.000491) (0.000380) (0.000310)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.665 0.918 0.920 0.926 0.927 0.927 0.977 0.978

Notes: The weights used to compute the mobility index for each year are the inverse of the weights used in the baseline
analysis (cohort-participation profiles based on total wages). Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 41: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.138∗∗∗ 0.292 0.349 0.593∗∗ 0.734∗∗∗ 0.793∗∗∗ 0.144 -0.800∗

(0.0592) (0.215) (0.213) (0.263) (0.273) (0.285) (0.364) (0.419)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.624∗∗∗

(0.199)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.324∗∗ 0.310∗ 0.304∗ 0.292∗ 0.692∗∗∗ -0.735∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.165) (0.165) (0.164) (0.0837) (0.172)

Urban Population 0.0400 -0.0447 -0.0506 -0.0533 -0.115 -0.260∗∗∗

(0.128) (0.129) (0.133) (0.134) (0.116) (0.0953)

Population -1.097 -1.407∗ -0.810 -0.600 -0.167 0.0812
(0.714) (0.738) (0.668) (0.702) (0.495) (0.430)

Population × Population 0.0337 0.0438∗ 0.0222 0.0147 -0.00282 -0.00958
(0.0249) (0.0257) (0.0239) (0.0251) (0.0169) (0.0147)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.334 0.468∗∗ 0.458∗∗ 0.495∗∗∗ 0.353∗

(0.235) (0.224) (0.230) (0.187) (0.181)

educ (w) -0.294 -0.774∗ -0.793∗ -0.709∗∗ -0.562∗

(0.345) (0.412) (0.408) (0.339) (0.330)

Variance of education (w) -0.411 -0.0696 -0.111 -0.567∗∗∗ -0.533∗∗∗

(0.278) (0.294) (0.288) (0.167) (0.182)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) -0.0524 -0.0158 0.309∗∗∗ 0.303∗∗∗

(0.141) (0.139) (0.107) (0.0757)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) -0.277 -0.449 1.213∗∗∗ 1.103∗∗∗

(0.206) (0.294) (0.192) (0.198)

Population 1940-89 (w) -1.215∗∗ -1.561∗∗ -2.589∗∗∗ -3.468∗∗∗

(0.593) (0.682) (0.599) (0.477)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.0497∗∗ 0.0608∗∗ 0.106∗∗∗ 0.132∗∗∗

(0.0206) (0.0237) (0.0227) (0.0178)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.0934 0.0738 -0.0809∗∗∗ -0.0955∗∗∗

(0.0581) (0.0607) (0.0252) (0.0220)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00185∗∗ -0.00166∗∗ 0.00101∗∗ 0.00132∗∗∗

(0.000812) (0.000825) (0.000400) (0.000348)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0208 -0.0165 -0.0722∗∗∗ -0.0358∗

(0.0239) (0.0245) (0.0194) (0.0206)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.000497 0.000432 0.00214∗∗∗ 0.00127∗∗∗

(0.000464) (0.000480) (0.000504) (0.000479)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.710 0.918 0.920 0.921 0.922 0.922 0.977 0.979

Notes: The weights used to compute the mobility index for each year are the inverse of the weights used in Section E.2.1
(cohort-participation profiles based mean participation rate). Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 42: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -1.070∗∗∗ -0.0123 -0.00352 -0.0574 -0.0791 -0.0850 0.0342 -0.769∗∗∗

(0.0504) (0.0546) (0.0521) (0.171) (0.182) (0.186) (0.159) (0.198)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) -1.284∗∗∗

(0.188)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.288∗ 0.281∗ 0.284∗ 0.284∗ 0.614∗∗∗ -0.445∗∗

(0.163) (0.165) (0.164) (0.164) (0.0926) (0.176)

Urban Population -0.000150 -0.00144 0.0000548 -0.00314 0.144 0.0153
(0.126) (0.126) (0.124) (0.124) (0.0927) (0.0749)

Population -1.079 -1.055 -1.088 -1.061 0.233 0.241
(0.682) (0.683) (0.687) (0.675) (0.425) (0.395)

Population × Population 0.0343 0.0335 0.0348 0.0337 -0.0138 -0.0120
(0.0237) (0.0238) (0.0239) (0.0235) (0.0142) (0.0133)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.0166 -0.00798 -0.00597 0.0462 0.0639

(0.118) (0.126) (0.126) (0.0705) (0.0718)

educ (w) -0.115 0.133 0.127 -0.0541 -0.0884
(0.136) (0.226) (0.228) (0.141) (0.133)

Variance of education (w) -0.0279 -0.0853 -0.0822 -0.0180 -0.0492
(0.0855) (0.127) (0.128) (0.0884) (0.0803)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.00224 0.00116 -0.00674 -0.0168

(0.0265) (0.0263) (0.0247) (0.0226)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.0724 0.0711 -0.0101 -0.0185
(0.103) (0.104) (0.0693) (0.0661)

Population 1940-89 (w) -0.134 -0.135 -0.193 -0.0755
(0.333) (0.332) (0.273) (0.244)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) 0.00162 0.00167 0.00861 0.00405
(0.0121) (0.0121) (0.00964) (0.00864)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 0.0687 0.0682 -0.0604 -0.0730
(0.122) (0.122) (0.110) (0.0979)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) -0.00457 -0.00457 0.000292 0.00132
(0.00420) (0.00420) (0.00331) (0.00296)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.0262 -0.0257 -0.0260 -0.0238
(0.0327) (0.0328) (0.0257) (0.0247)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) 0.000525 0.000500 0.000421 0.000473
(0.000741) (0.000746) (0.000652) (0.000602)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E. X X

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.704 0.917 0.918 0.918 0.918 0.918 0.971 0.973

Notes: The weights used to compute the mobility index for each year are generated randomly. Source: National
Household Surveys, own estimates.
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E.9 Effect sizes in standard deviations (standardized coefficients)

Table 43: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Intergenerational persistence
β

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.693∗∗∗ -0.706∗∗∗ -0.823∗∗∗ -1.099∗∗∗ -1.110∗∗∗ -1.075∗∗∗ -0.870∗∗∗ -1.445∗∗∗

(0.0638) (0.230) (0.243) (0.268) (0.216) (0.228) (0.305) (0.303)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) ∗∗∗

(0.192)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.084∗∗ 0.107∗∗∗ 0.117∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗ 0.175∗∗∗ -0.106∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.156) (0.167) (0.155) (0.0823) (0.165)

Urban Population 0.118 -0.010 -0.083 -0.037 -0.086 -0.145∗∗∗

(0.131) (0.130) (0.136) (0.130) (0.0937) (0.0803)

Population -3.177 -1.140 -0.228 2.862 0.358 -0.076
(0.647) (0.528) (0.689) (0.635) (0.464) (0.424)

Population × Population
(0.0226) (0.0187) (0.0244) (0.0226) (0.0161) (0.0148)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.419∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.639∗∗∗ 0.039 0.035

(0.160) (0.159) (0.172) (0.161) (0.148)

Average years of education (w) 0.235∗ 0.313∗∗ -0.331∗∗ 0.435∗∗∗ 0.447∗∗∗

(0.295) (0.274) (0.288) (0.288) (0.299)

Variance of education (w) 0.219∗ 0.251∗∗ 0.675∗∗∗ -0.087 -0.138
(0.178) (0.194) (0.180) (0.218) (0.228)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.159∗∗ 0.068 -0.153∗∗ -0.115∗∗

(0.0526) (0.0481) (0.0541) (0.0478)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.141 0.166 -0.527∗∗∗ -0.606∗∗∗

(0.180) (0.191) (0.134) (0.125)

Population 1940-89 (w) 2.727∗∗ 4.775∗∗∗ 1.328 2.853∗∗

(0.346) (0.339) (0.298) (0.305)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) ∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗ ∗∗∗

(0.0114) (0.0109) (0.0102) (0.0102)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 3.673 2.818 14.888∗∗∗ 15.919∗∗∗

(0.336) (0.295) (0.202) (0.204)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) ∗∗ ∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00944) (0.00819) (0.00529) (0.00523)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -3.405∗∗∗ -2.684∗∗∗ -0.516 0.186
(0.0577) (0.0484) (0.0406) (0.0366)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00184) (0.00158) (0.00141) (0.00126)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E.

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.740 0.922 0.924 0.928 0.934 0.939 0.979 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 44: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Standardized persistence ρ

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.093∗∗∗ -0.074∗∗ -0.141∗∗∗ -0.128∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗ -0.165∗∗∗ -0.406∗∗∗ -0.697∗∗∗

(0.0904) (0.151) (0.181) (0.191) (0.212) (0.210) (0.239) (0.320)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) ∗∗∗

(0.324)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.077∗∗ 0.096∗∗ 0.111∗∗∗ 0.123∗∗∗ 0.178∗∗∗ -0.109∗

(0.164) (0.159) (0.170) (0.162) (0.0796) (0.251)

Urban Population 0.026 -0.079 -0.100 -0.078 -0.077 -0.096∗∗

(0.133) (0.131) (0.139) (0.138) (0.0912) (0.0760)

Population -4.378∗ 1.319 2.288 2.897 1.480 1.777
(0.705) (0.578) (0.709) (0.697) (0.442) (0.428)

Population × Population ∗

(0.0244) (0.0200) (0.0247) (0.0240) (0.0154) (0.0150)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.298∗∗∗ 0.446∗∗∗ 0.500∗∗∗ 0.062 0.076

(0.170) (0.164) (0.169) (0.142) (0.138)

Average years of education (w) 0.691∗∗∗ 0.788∗∗∗ 0.685∗∗∗ 0.759∗∗∗ 0.754∗∗∗

(0.286) (0.288) (0.286) (0.218) (0.212)

Variance of education (w) -0.212∗∗ -0.374∗∗∗ -0.350∗∗∗ -0.539∗∗∗ -0.499∗∗∗

(0.170) (0.206) (0.200) (0.170) (0.170)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.277∗∗∗ 0.296∗∗∗ -0.203∗∗∗ -0.192∗∗∗

(0.0667) (0.0675) (0.0490) (0.0464)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.123 0.103 -0.634∗∗∗ -0.715∗∗∗

(0.188) (0.187) (0.154) (0.155)

Population 1940-89 (w) 1.560 2.603∗ 1.591 3.262∗∗∗

(0.366) (0.362) (0.297) (0.320)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) ∗ ∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.0129) (0.0126) (0.0101) (0.0108)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 4.008 0.311 16.263∗∗∗ 16.989∗∗∗

(0.341) (0.348) (0.208) (0.210)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) ∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00977) (0.00973) (0.00549) (0.00537)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -3.963∗∗∗ -3.497∗∗∗ -0.765 -0.265
(0.0642) (0.0609) (0.0406) (0.0394)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00197) (0.00192) (0.00143) (0.00136)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E.

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.577 0.918 0.919 0.923 0.930 0.932 0.980 0.981

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 45: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Probability of upward mobility
UM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) 0.879∗∗∗ 0.798∗∗∗ 0.855∗∗∗ 0.895∗∗∗ 1.432∗∗∗ 1.426∗∗∗ 0.224∗ 0.551∗∗∗

(0.0352) (0.143) (0.143) (0.133) (0.176) (0.163) (0.162) (0.181)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) ∗∗∗

(0.171)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.078∗∗ 0.087∗∗ 0.112∗∗∗ 0.123∗∗∗ 0.168∗∗∗ 0.362∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.161) (0.167) (0.165) (0.0805) (0.191)

Urban Population -0.076 -0.156∗∗ -0.135∗ -0.145∗ -0.200∗∗∗ -0.242∗∗∗

(0.118) (0.125) (0.127) (0.120) (0.0833) (0.0895)

Population 2.053 2.790∗ 4.412∗∗ 6.706∗∗∗ 2.918∗∗ 2.676∗

(0.519) (0.450) (0.518) (0.506) (0.419) (0.407)

Population × Population ∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗ ∗∗

(0.0183) (0.0159) (0.0185) (0.0180) (0.0149) (0.0145)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.216∗∗ 0.666∗∗∗ 0.741∗∗∗ 0.002 0.047

(0.161) (0.173) (0.166) (0.141) (0.130)

Average years of education (w) 0.035 0.021 -0.300∗∗ 0.283∗∗∗ 0.306∗∗∗

(0.261) (0.292) (0.303) (0.214) (0.211)

Variance of education (w) 0.138 -0.087 0.150 -0.131∗ -0.165∗∗

(0.161) (0.170) (0.162) (0.124) (0.117)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.110∗ 0.104∗ -0.207∗∗∗ -0.204∗∗∗

(0.0508) (0.0479) (0.0504) (0.0465)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 1.053∗∗∗ 1.283∗∗∗ -0.167 -0.202
(0.206) (0.226) (0.172) (0.165)

Population 1940-89 (w) -1.603 -2.286∗ -1.705 -0.746
(0.349) (0.330) (0.319) (0.316)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w) ∗ ∗∗

(0.0118) (0.0114) (0.0109) (0.0108)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 15.572∗∗∗ 21.227∗∗∗ 21.893∗∗∗ 21.928∗∗∗

(0.315) (0.262) (0.197) (0.195)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00900) (0.00790) (0.00536) (0.00524)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -0.820 -0.328 0.558 0.458
(0.0570) (0.0552) (0.0424) (0.0398)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00197) (0.00190) (0.00139) (0.00128)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E.

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.825 0.927 0.929 0.930 0.937 0.939 0.981 0.982

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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Table 46: Estimates on social mobility and economic development. Relative risk of high school
completion RR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

M (w) -0.769∗∗∗ -0.787∗∗∗ -0.826∗∗∗ -0.768∗∗∗ -0.813∗∗∗ -0.768∗∗∗ -0.186 -0.518∗∗∗

(0.0300) (0.112) (0.111) (0.105) (0.114) (0.105) (0.186) (0.213)

M (w) × Inequality (Gini) ∗∗∗

(0.167)

Year-level Controls
Inequality (Gini) 0.077∗∗ 0.092∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗ 0.132∗∗∗ 0.160∗∗∗ 0.332∗∗∗

(0.161) (0.163) (0.172) (0.172) (0.0867) (0.172)

Urban Population -0.059 -0.086 -0.092 -0.097 -0.129∗∗ -0.183∗∗∗

(0.122) (0.134) (0.144) (0.138) (0.0943) (0.0986)

Population -0.918 1.852 3.260 5.205∗∗∗ 1.507 1.354
(0.566) (0.482) (0.604) (0.560) (0.423) (0.403)

Population × Population ∗ ∗∗∗

(0.0200) (0.0174) (0.0220) (0.0205) (0.0149) (0.0144)

Cohort-level Controls
Migrant share (w) 0.275∗∗∗ 0.486∗∗∗ 0.538∗∗∗ -0.199∗∗ -0.134

(0.156) (0.163) (0.160) (0.144) (0.143)

Average years of education (w) 0.204 0.444∗∗∗ 0.035 0.501∗∗∗ 0.484∗∗∗

(0.285) (0.281) (0.280) (0.217) (0.213)

Variance of education (w) -0.102 -0.312∗∗∗ -0.070 -0.185∗∗ -0.186∗∗

(0.153) (0.184) (0.157) (0.137) (0.137)

Cohort-specific initial conditions
GDP p.c. 1940-89 (w) 0.137∗∗ 0.039 -0.159∗∗ -0.157∗∗∗

(0.0504) (0.0442) (0.0536) (0.0497)

Child mortality 1940-89 (w) 0.646∗∗∗ 0.863∗∗∗ -0.583∗∗∗ -0.624∗∗∗

(0.203) (0.214) (0.149) (0.144)

Population 1940-89 (w) 1.139 1.203 -0.156 0.601
(0.345) (0.319) (0.333) (0.334)

Population 1940-89 (w) × Population 1940-89 (w)
(0.0114) (0.0104) (0.0113) (0.0112)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) 9.912∗∗ 14.008∗∗∗ 18.351∗∗∗ 19.314∗∗∗

(0.336) (0.292) (0.195) (0.198)

Temperature 1940-89 (w) × Temperature 1940-89 (w) ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗ ∗∗∗

(0.00955) (0.00848) (0.00537) (0.00536)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) -3.012∗∗∗ -1.587∗ -0.551 -0.429
(0.0614) (0.0573) (0.0441) (0.0420)

Precipitation 1940-89 (w) × Precipitation 1940-89 (w) ∗ ∗∗ ∗∗

(0.00208) (0.00193) (0.00150) (0.00139)

Country F.E. X

Year F.E. X X X X X X

Country-Year F.E.

Region F.E. X X X X X X X

Spillover effects X X X

Observations 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368
Adjusted R2 0.773 0.928 0.930 0.930 0.935 0.938 0.979 0.980

Source: National Household Surveys, own estimates.
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