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1 Introduction

Although income inequality in Latin America has decreased in recent decades (Lustig et al.,

2013; Alvaredo and Gasparini, 2015), the region still remains the most unequal in the world.

When focusing on inequality in opportunities for younger generations - as proxied by indicators

of social mobility - the picture is even gloomier. Recent estimates show that, despite recent

improvement (Neidhöfer et al., 2018), it is the region with lowest intergenerational educational

mobility (Ahsan et al., 2023). Furthermore, studies on many Latin American countries, such as

Brazil (Ferreira and Veloso, 2006; Dunn, 2007; Britto et al., 2022), Chile (Nuñez and Miranda,

2010), Uruguay (Leites et al., 2025) and Mexico (Torche, 2010) show that these countries have

lower intergenerational income mobility than many Western countries, including the United

States. Average mobility across generations conceal often pronounced disparities in mobility

across regions of a country (Chetty et al., 2014; Corak et al., 2017), which in Latin America are

larger than in other regions of the world. A recent study in Mexico, for instance, shows that

in the poorest regions of the South, 70% of those born in the bottom quintile of the national

household assets distribution remain there in adulthood, whereas the equivalent percentage for

the richest region is 20% (Monroy-Gómez-Franco and Corak, 2020).

According to political economy models (Hirschman and Rothschild, 1973; Meltzer and

Richard, 1981; Piketty, 1995; Benabou and Ok, 2001; Alesina et al., 2004), people should react

to the shape of the income distribution and the level of social mobility by demanding more

redistributive policies. Nevertheless, rising income inequality and broken social ladders have

not always led to more demand for redistribution as these models anticipated (see Kenworthy

and McCall, 2008; Ashok et al., 2015; Roth and Wohlfart, 2018; Stantcheva, 2024).

A less explored channel is whether people react to inequalities with other behaviors rather

than asking for more redistribution. Hirschman (1970) contends that dissatisfied individuals

have three choices: voicing their discontent to change the situation while continuing as a

member, exiting the organization, or remaining loyal. Exit and voice thus constitute two

alternative means of expressing grievances. In line with previous studies in developed societies

(Pfaff and Kim, 2003; Opp, 2016; Karadja and Prawitz, 2019), protests (voice) and emigration

(exit) are alternative actions individuals can take when they are profoundly dissatisfied with the

socio-economic opportunities their country provides. However, scant evidence for Hirschman’s

framework is provided for the Latin American region, despite it is a region characterized by

massive protests and emigration flows (Brannen et al., 2020; Özden et al., 2011; Abel and

Sander, 2014; Machado et al., 2011; Justino and Martorano, 2019).

This paper empirically explores the implications of Hirschman’s framework by assessing

whether intergenerational mobility is related to aspirations to migrate (exit) and participation

in political demonstrations (voice) across Latin American countries. Our analysis takes ad-

vantage of the Latinobarómetro data, which provides harmonized information across 18 Latin

American countries. One unique feature of this dataset is that it provides individual-level

information on proxies of intergenerational (educational) mobility, aspirations to migrate, and

participation in authorized demonstrations for more than 130,000 individuals over 9 waves

between 2002 and 2023.1 Relying on Neidhöfer et al. (2018)’s measurement approach, we

construct measures of both positive and negative intergenerational educational mobility and

1The variables of interest are available in the following 9 waves: 2002, 2003, 2005 to 2008,
2015, 2020, and 2023.
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explore the relationship between actual intergenerational mobility and individual willingness to

migrate and participation in demonstrations through linear regression models after accounting

for a wide set of individual socioeconomic and demographic controls as well as country-year

fixed effects. We model the decision processes (i.e., migration and protest) both as separate

ones and as the product of a joint decision process through a Conditional Mixed Process (Rood-

man, 2011; Wahba, 2015). Finally, we exploit the rich individual-level heterogeneity to capture

whether economic conditions, expectations and perceptions toward the future, as well as con-

fidence in institutions and experience of crime shape the relationship between experienced

intergenerational mobility and the likelihood of aspiring to migrate and protesting.

Our analysis provides three relevant findings. First, we show that intergenerational edu-

cational mobility is consistently associated with the willingness to emigrate and to participate

in political demonstrations. Individuals facing negative intergenerational educational mobility

(14% of our sample) are more willing to emigrate and are also more likely to participate in

peaceful demonstrations. On the contrary, individuals experiencing positive intergenerational

mobility are less willing to emigrate. These results resonate with Hirschman (1970)’s frame-

work: individuals who are more likely to be dissatisfied with current conditions (i.e., negative

mobility) are more likely to exit and voice. Moreover, the size of the estimates is not negligible

and is comparable to other drivers of emigration and protest, such as perceptions of income

sufficiency or half the size of the estimates for having high education or for being a victim of

crime. Second, when modeling the two decision processes together through a Conditional Mixed

Process, we show a positive relationship between error terms, suggesting that unobserved fac-

tors shape similarly both aspiration to migrate and protest decisions, pointing at a commonly

rooted decision process. Third, our heterogeneity analysis reveals that, while economic and

sociodemographic conditions, excluding education, have a marginal influence in shaping the

relationship between intergenerational mobility and our outcomes, better expectations toward

the future and high confidence in political institutions substantially reduce the willingness to

emigrate and to protest among individuals experiencing negative mobility. Therefore, policies

aimed at improving expectations, perceptions, and confidence in institutions may be effective

in reducing such expressions of grievance and dissatisfaction.

This paper contributes to several strands of the literature. First, it contributes to the bur-

geoning literature investigating the empirical determinants of political protest (Dalton et al.,

2010; Welzel and Deutsch, 2012; Rüdig and Karyotis, 2014; Kurer et al., 2019; Ponticelli and

Voth, 2020; Donni et al., 2021; Cantoni et al., 2022, 2024; Gomez-Ruiz et al., 2025a). Although

numerous studies investigate the link between economic inequality and conflict, their findings

are frequently mixed (Lichbach, 1989; Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006; Boix, 2003; Solt, 2015;

Dubrow et al., 2008). Yet surprisingly little attention has been paid to how intergenerational

mobility influences political protest. Campante and Chor (2012) identify the lack of social

mobility as one of the reasons behind the Arab Spring: the mismatch between (increasing)

educational mobility and (decreasing) economic mobility has increased anger and frustration

toward government, which has in turn increased the propensity to engage in collective ac-

tion. Bodnaruk Jazayeri (2016) find that the MENA states with higher levels of identity-based

inequalities experience more conflict. Bai and Jia (2016) show that prospects of decreasing

mobility after the abolition of the civil exam system (initially reserved only for commoners)

were a key determinant of the 1911 Xinhai Revolution that overthrew the Qing dynasty, the

last imperial dynasty of China. More recently, Houle and Miller (2019) find that countries with
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low social mobility levels are more likely to experience riots, general strikes, antigovernment

demonstrations, political assassinations, guerrillas, revolutions, and civil wars. We contribute

to this literature by providing novel empirical evidence of the role played by negative intergen-

erational educational mobility in shaping participation in peaceful political demonstrations in

one of the most active regions in terms of massive protests (Latin America), while finding no

evidence related to violent or unlawful protest.

The paper also contributes to the literature investigating the determinants of migration

aspirations (e.g., Wood et al., 2010; Dustmann and Okatenko, 2014; Chort, 2014; Bertoli and

Ruyssen, 2018; Migali and Scipioni, 2019; Docquier et al., 2020; Ruyssen and Salomone, 2018;

Beine et al., 2020; Bekaert et al., 2021; Aslany et al., 2021; Clemens and Mendola, 2024).

Our approach follows the stance taken in this literature, which conceptualizes migration as a

two-step process, where aspirations to migrate represent the first stage (Paul, 2011; Docquier

et al., 2014). In the Latin American context, existing work shows that low socioeconomic

status alone is insufficient to fully explain individuals’ willingness to migrate (e.g., Becerra

et al., 2010; Becerra, 2012). For example, Frigo and Lodigiani (2025) finds that individu-

als living in regions of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Mexico exposed to child sexual abuse

scandals are more likely to express a desire to emigrate, driven by heightened concerns about

child well-being and declining trust in national institutions. Our paper adds to this body of

research by showing that compressed economic opportunities and inequality, proxied through

our measures of intergenerational educational mobility, play a significant role in shaping the

migration aspirations of potential movers. Such result complements the existing evidence of

the relationship between inequality and actual migration flows (e.g., Stark, 2006; Phan and

Coxhead, 2010; Czaika, 2013). Additionally, it reveals that confidence in the institutions and

expectations are key elements shaping the relationship between intergenerational mobility and

aspiration to migrate (Bertoli et al., 2020).

Finally, our paper also contributes to the literature that examines the implications of

social mobility. Beyond the implications on economic growth (Bénabou, 1996; Neidhöfer et al.,

2024), social mobility also influences individual decisions and behavior. Since the seminal

work by Becker and Tomes (1986), we know that mobility expectations influence human-

capital decisions. Black and Devereux (2011) explain how social mobility affect educational

attainment, occupational sorting, and risk-taking, while Gugushvili et al. (2018) show how

upward and downward mobility alter stress and expectations, which in turn affect smoking,

drinking, and preventive health behaviors. More recently, Chetty et al. (2014) and Chetty

and Hendren (2018a,b) show that exposure to upward or downward mobility in the US during

childhood changes aspirations, school choices, and later-life earnings. Recent work has explored

how social mobility shapes aspirations (Ray, 2006). Genicot and Ray (2017) predict that

mobility prospects and social comparisons jointly shape aspirations, while Dalton et al. (2016)

show how low-mobility environments depress goals and motivation, resulting in aspirations

failure. As outlined above, social mobility also influences political and economic preferences. By

linking social mobility to migration aspirations and protest participation, our paper contributes

to this literature. Moreover, by providing evidence that negative intergenerational mobility is

associated with migration aspiration, the first step to actual migration, these results suggest

a potential underestimation of actual negative intergenerational educational mobility across

Latin American countries, due to potential selection into migration.

The structure of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents and describes the
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data, the measures of intergenerational mobility, aspirations to migrate and participation in

political manifestations. Section 3 describes our empirical strategy and empirical challenges,

while Section 4 reports the main findings, together with robustness checks and heterogeneity

analyses. Finally, Section 5 concludes.

2 Data and Stylized Facts

To investigate the implications of intergenerational social mobility on outcomes that express

discontent with the current situation, such as participation in protest and migration (Hirschman,

1970), we rely on the Latinobarómetro dataset (Latinobarómetro, 2024). This harmonized ret-

rospective survey has been designed to study the development of democracy, economy, and val-

ues and preferences across 18 Latin American countries since 1981.2 The dataset is particularly

well-suited for our analysis as it provides, for a large set of individuals over time, harmonized

information on three key dimensions: (i) the respondent’s and her parents’ completed years

of education, from which we construct our measures of intergenerational educational mobility;

(ii) whether the respondent and her family have ever considered going to live abroad, from

which we derive our proxy of migration aspirations; and (iii) whether the respondent has ever

participated in an authorized demonstration, which we use as a proxy for political voice. We

discuss the construction and the limitations of each of these measures in detail in the sub-

sections below. Given the survey’s design, this dataset is particularly apt for cross-sectional

analysis, but it lacks any major detailed information on household structure.3 However, while

the majority of countries have been surveyed since 1996, not all waves include the minimum

set of variables required for our analysis (i.e., social mobility, migration, and participation

in protest). We therefore use a subset of the full dataset, depending on the availability of

the distinct proxies. Specifically, our main independent variables and dependent variables are

available in the following 9 waves: 2002, 2003, 2005 to 2008, 2015, 2020, and 2023.4

Sample Selection - To ensure the comparability of our analysis with the existing literature

on migration aspirations and political participation, we apply two main sample restrictions.

First, we restrict the sample to respondents aged between 22 and 50 years old. The lower

bound ensures that respondents are sufficiently old to have completed (or be very close to

completing) their formal education, thereby providing a meaningful comparison between their

own years of completed schooling and that of their parents. The upper bound reflects the fact

that migration is empirically a phenomenon concentrated among working-age individuals, with

international migration rates dropping sharply after age 50 (Hanson and McIntosh, 2010; Dao

et al., 2018).5

2The list of countries includes: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
Dominican Republic, Uruguay, and Venezuela.

3This limitation may matter if households make strategic choices among their members.
For instance, Bratti et al. (2020) shows that within Mexican households, the likelihood of
migrating may differ by birth order. Our study therefore exploits the rich cross-country and
across-individual variation in the data, while remaining silent on potential within-household
variation.

4The full sample size and characteristics are presented in Table 1.
5Restricting the sample to this age range also alleviates concerns related to recall bias,

since the survey questions on migration aspirations and participation in demonstrations refer
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Second, we restrict the sample to citizens of the country of residence. This choice ensures

that the measures of intergenerational mobility, migration aspirations and protest participation

refer to individuals embedded in the political and institutional environment of the country sur-

veyed, and avoids contamination from the migration trajectories of foreign-born respondents,

for whom the relationship between parental education, current education, and migration aspi-

rations would be qualitatively different.6

After applying these two restrictions, our estimation sample consists of approximately

80,000 individual observations across 18 Latin American countries and 9 survey waves.

2.1 Intergenerational Educational Mobility

Concerning intergenerational social mobility, we follow the approach of Neidhöfer et al. (2018),

which relies on the same dataset and build a measure of educational social mobility. Given that

Latinobarómetro provides the number of completed years of education for both parents and

children, we measure intergenerational mobility as the simple difference between the respon-

dent’s and her parent’s completed years of education.7 As the literature mentions, educational

intergenerational mobility captures both the role of education in human development as well

as serving as a proxy for social status (e.g., Hertz et al., 2008; Neidhöfer, 2019).8

To have a parsimonious and easily interpretable measure of intergenerational educational

mobility that we can relate to our proxies of emigration and protest, we discretize the con-

tinuous constructed variable of intergenerational educational mobility to capture whether the

survey respondent experienced either positive or negative intergenerational mobility. To this

end, we construct two dummy variables that capture whether individuals hold a higher number

of completed years of education than their parent, therefore experiencing positive social mobil-

ity (Social Mobility+), or whether they hold a lower number of completed years of education,

to whether the respondent has ever considered migrating or ever participated in an authorized
demonstration. Limiting the sample to respondents below 50 reduces the average gap between
the recalled behavior and the moment of the survey response.

6Information on citizenship is directly elicited in five waves (2007, 2008, 2015, 2020, and
2023), in which respondents are explicitly asked whether they hold the citizenship of the country
of residence. For the remaining four waves (2002, 2003, 2005, and 2006), no direct citizenship
question is available; however, respondents are asked how proud they are of their nationality,
and some respondents explicitly indicates that they do not hold the nationality of the country
of residence. We exploit this information to construct a harmonized citizenship indicator across
all nine waves, combining the direct citizenship question (where available) with the self-reported
lack of national identification (where the direct question is not available). While this approach
is not free of measurement error, since the indirect measure may underestimate the number
of non-citizens in the earlier waves, it provides the most consistent classification available in
Latinobarómetro.

7Latinobarómetro records the number of completed years of education only for the parent
with the highest education, without identifying whether that parent is the father or the mother.
This prevents us from comparing respondents to their same-sex parent. This may lead to
misclassification for women, potentially inflating the estimated effect of negative mobility for
women (Ruyssen and Salomone, 2018).

8An alternative way to measure intergenerational social mobility is through income.
Latinóbarometro provides information on both respondent and parents income only on a
limited set of waves. We nonetheless compute it, and Table 1 provides evidence of its cov-
erage, and descriptive statistics of the discretized version of it, which can be either positive
(Social Mobility Inc.+) or negative (Social Mobility Inc.−). We provide evidence that results
are robust also by using income mobility.
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Figure 1: Intergenerational Educational Mobility
Country-specific Evidence

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The figure shows the

average share of respondents with positive social mobility on education (blue bar) and negative

social mobility (cranberry bar).

therefore experiencing negative social mobility (Social Mobility−).9

Figure 1 provides the average share of respondents experiencing positive and negative in-

tergenerational educational mobility in each country. Overall, the Figure shows that upward

educational mobility substantially outweighs downward mobility in all countries, suggesting

that most individuals attain higher education levels than their parents. On average, 66% of re-

spondents have higher educational attainment than their parents, while only 14.5% experienced

negative mobility in education. However, there is considerable heterogeneity across countries.10

Countries like Paraguay (72%), Bolivia (69%), and Brazil (68%) experienced above-average lev-

els of positive mobility, while Honduras, Nicaragua, and Guatemala are characterized by less

than 60% of the population experiencing positive intergenerational mobility. Conversely, these

countries are also characterized by the highest degree of negative intergenerational mobility

in education, with Nicaragua holding the highest share of individuals experiencing negative

intergenerational mobility (23%).

2.2 Migration aspirations

Concerning emigration outcomes, we follow the literature that describes emigration as a two-

step process (e.g., Docquier et al., 2014, 2020). The first step relates to the intention or aspira-

tion to emigrate abroad, seeking better opportunities rather than remaining in the country of

residence. Such aspirations depend on the availability of information about the potential host

9Table A-1 in the Appendix provides variable details and definitions.
10Figure A-2 in the Appendix provides the visual geographical distribution.
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society, as well as many individual economic and non-economic factors (Chort, 2014; Dustmann

and Okatenko, 2014; Ruyssen and Salomone, 2018; Aslany et al., 2021; Frigo and Lodigiani,

2025). The second step relates to the realization of such aspirations, which depends on various

objective constraints, such as the possibility of overcoming migration costs or having the right

to enter the foreign country depending on its migration policy (Dao et al., 2018; Clemens and

Mendola, 2024).

In this paper, we focus on the first step, exploring proxies of migration aspiration. Lati-

nobarómetro inquires about aspiration to migrate by asking the following question from 2002

onward: ”Have you and your family ever considered going to live abroad?” We define aspiring

migrants as those who answered this question affirmatively. The advantage of focusing on

aspiration to migrate rather than actual realized migration is threefold. First, aspiring mi-

grants are less likely to be influenced by potential host country culture and values compared

to individuals who actually emigrated and live abroad (e.g., Jaschke et al., 2022; Portes and

Zhou, 2025). Second, datasets providing information on migrants with retrospective questions

on parents’ education and participation in protest are scant. Third, migration intentions and

aspirations are highly correlated with actual migration flows (see Bertoli and Ruyssen, 2018;

Docquier et al., 2020).11

2.3 Protest participation

An alternative way to express discontent, as previously described, is by voicing it through

participation in political protests and demonstrations. The literature shows that democratic

protests, particularly non-violent ones, have substantially contributed to democratic changes

in many developing countries (e.g., Teorell, 2010; Marino et al., 2020; Aidt and Franck, 2015,

2019). Latinobarómetro inquires about individuals’ political participation by asking whether

they have actively participated in several political activities, such as joining a demonstration,

signing a petition or joining boycotts.12 Our main proxy of voice is based on the question on

participation in authorized demonstrations.13

The emphasis on “authorized” demonstrations deserves some discussion. Authorized demon-

strations represent the most institutionalized - typically subject to administrative procedures

(notifying or requesting permission from local authorities) form of voicing and may partly re-

11Compared to other existing measures of migration aspiration (e.g., the Gallup World Poll),
the Latinobarómetro question captures aspirations for both permanent and temporary migra-
tion, and therefore cannot characterize the time horizon of the aspired emigration. Nonetheless,
Figure A-3(a) in the Appendix shows that the average shares of aspiring migrants from Lati-
nobarómetro are highly correlated with the analogous Gallup World Poll measure, which is
designed to capture permanent emigration aspiration.

12The question asked in Latinobarómetro is: ”Now I want you to look at this card. I am
going to read out a variety of political activities that people can undertake and I would like you
to tell me, if you have ever done any of them (1), if you would ever do any of them (2), or if
you would never do any of them (3).”

13We create a dummy variable distinguishing between those who have already actively
participated in an authorized demonstration compared to those who are willing or unwilling
to do so, since Latinobarómetro inquire whether individuals: (a) have already participated,
(b) could participate, and (c) would never participate to an authorized demonstration. Figure
A-3(b) in the Appendix shows that the average shares of participants to demonstration from
Latinobarómetro are positively correlated with the sum of peaceful demonstration available
from the Social Conflict Analysis Database (SCAD).
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Figure 2: Intention to Migrate and Protest Participation
Country-specific Evidence

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The figure shows the

average share of respondents with intention to migrate abroad (blue bar) and participated in

authorized demonstration (cranberry bar).

flect engagement with organized political movements or parties (Hicken, 2011; Robinson and

Verdier, 2013; Gonzalez-Ocantos and Oliveros, 2019). To assess the extent to which our results

are specific to conventional voicing or extend to other forms of unconventional political par-

ticipation, we exploit additional Latinobarómetro questions on alternative forms of political

action, which are available for a subset of waves: participation in unauthorized demonstrations

(available in 5 waves), occupation of land, buildings, or factories (4 waves), and participa-

tion in riots (3 waves). These additional outcomes allow us to test whether the relationship

between intergenerational educational mobility and political voice is driven by non violent,

institutionalized participation, or whether it extends to more contentious or violent forms of

protest.

2.4 Stylized facts

Figure 2 shows the average country-specific share of respondents who declare their intention to

migrate and have actually participated in an authorized political demonstration. At first glance,

it appears that across our sample of Latin American countries, individuals are more likely to

express their willingness to emigrate abroad rather than voicing their concerns through active

political participation: on average, one out of four individuals is willing to emigrate abroad,

while only 14% of them participated in a demonstration. Beyond average differences of these

two shares, difference between these two shares vary substantially across countries. Countries

such as the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, or Ecuador show a stark difference between the

two types of behavior, while other countries such as Uruguay, Brazil, or Chile are characterized

9



Figure 3: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Evolution over time

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The figure shows the

yearly average share of respondents with intention to migrate abroad (dot), that participated

to an authorized demonstration (square), that experienced positive intergenerational social

mobility (triangle) and negative intergenerational social mobility (diamond).

by similar shares of aspiring migrants and active participants in demonstrations. The combined

evidence shown in Figures 1 and 2 reveals the relevant heterogeneity across Latin American

countries and across the three dimensions of interest for this study.

To better grasp the evolution over time in terms of social mobility, active political partic-

ipation, and emigration intentions, Figure 3 presents their time trends. Two main empirical

patterns emerge from the Figure. First, in line with the literature (Neidhöfer et al., 2018), in-

tergenerational social mobility trends are encouraging: the Figure shows a mild positive trend

in the share of individuals experiencing positive social mobility, while the opposite pattern is

observed for negative social mobility. Second, both active political participation and emigra-

tion intentions have been characterized by a mild U-shaped trend, reaching their lowest value

in 2015 and increasing during the post-COVID-19 pandemic period.

The raw country-year correlations between migration intentions, participation in demon-

strations, and social mobility are presented in Figure A-4 in the Appendix. The Figure reveals

that positive intergenerational mobility is slightly negatively correlated with both migration

and political participation outcomes, while negative intergenerational mobility is positively

correlated with them. This descriptive evidence suggests that experiencing negative intergen-

erational mobility may foster behaviors expressing discontent with the current situation, such

as political demonstrations or willingness to emigrate. Nonetheless, many confounding fac-

tors can influence this relationship, which we attempt to control for in the empirical strategy

described in Section 3.
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Table 1: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Sample and Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. Obs.

PANEL A - Outcome
Respondent had considered living abroad
(him/family)

0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00 80098

Respondent participated to authorized
demonstration

0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00 80098

Respondent participated in unauthorized
protests

0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00 45368

Respondent occupied land, buildings or
factories

0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00 34482

Respondent participated in riots 0.01 0.10 0.00 1.00 25198
PANEL B - Social Mobility
Social Mobility+ 0.68 0.46 0.00 1.00 80098
Social Mobility− 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 80098
Social Mobility Inc.+ 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00 25079
Social Mobility Inc.− 0.24 0.42 0.00 1.00 25079
PANEL C - Individual Controls
Age 34.24 8.23 22.00 50.00 80098
Female 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 80098
Head Household 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 80098
City Size 5.48 2.27 1.00 8.00 80098
Highly Educated 0.41 0.49 0.00 1.00 80098
Employed 0.66 0.47 0.00 1.00 80098
Catholic 0.67 0.47 0.00 1.00 80098
WealthI 0.03 1.39 -2.30 2.16 80098
Subjective Inc. 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00 80098
Sat. Democracy 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00 80098
Sat. Economy 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 80098
Trust 0.17 0.38 0.00 1.00 80098
Confidence Gov. 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00 80098
Confidence Parties 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00 80098
Crime Victim 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00 80098
Country Economy 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00 80098

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023).

Finally, Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics of our full sample. Overall, our sample

includes 80.098 individuals and is characterized by a wide set of demographic and socioeconomic

characteristics, values, and beliefs, which we include in our baseline empirical specification.

Regarding demographic characteristics, the average age of our sample is 34,24 years old, and the

sample is quite balanced in terms of gender and household structure. Around 41% of the sample

have more than 12 years of completed education. Regarding socioeconomic characteristics, 66%

of respondents are either employed or self-employed, and close to 67% self-identify as Catholic.

To capture the role of wealth and amenities in political participation and migration decisions,

we follow Dustmann and Okatenko (2014) and we construct a Wealth Index (WealthI), which

is the first component of a Principal Component Analysis across variables capturing whether
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respondents own specific types of goods or amenities.14 Additionally, 46% of the sample

subjectively believe that their income is sufficient to have a decent life. Regarding attitudes

and beliefs, only 33% and 23% of respondents are satisfied with the current status of democracy

and market economy, respectively, and only 17% of the whole sample believe that most people

can be trusted. Confidence in political actors is rather low, with 33% of the sample having

confidence in the government, while only 17% have confidence in political parties. Being a

victim of a crime is rather common across Latin American countries (40%), which has lasting

effects on migration intentions (Wood et al., 2010). Lastly, only 14% of the sample is satisfied

with current country economic conditions, suggesting that overall discontent is widespread

across the sample.

3 Empirical Strategy

Section 3.1 first presents our benchmark specification and the estimator needed to model the

two decision processes (emigration and protest) simultaneously. Section 3.2 then describes

the main methodological issues that may lead to inconsistent estimates, namely endogeneity

problems and heterogeneous effects.

3.1 Benchmark Specifications

Our empirical approach aims to model both intention to migrate and participation in demon-

strations as functions of intergenerational social mobility, among several other factors. We first

define for respondent i living in country c in year t the variable mict, which takes a value of

1 if respondent i declares their intention to migrate abroad, and 0 otherwise. Following the

literature (Dustmann and Okatenko, 2014; Docquier et al., 2020), we approximate the proba-

bility of such an individual being an aspiring migrant as a linear function of their individual

characteristics, as follows:

mict = α+ β1Social Mobility+ict + β2Social Mobility−ict + ΛXict + θct + εict. (1)

The variable Social Mobility+ict (Social Mobility−ict) is our proxy for social mobility, which

takes a value of 1 if individual i experiences positive (negative) social mobility. The vector Xict

includes a wide set of individual characteristics that can co-determine an individual’s likelihood

of expressing the intention to emigrate. This vector includes sociodemographic characteristics,

as well individuals attitudes and stances, which have been highlighted by the literature (see

Aslany et al., 2021, for a systematic review) as drivers of migration aspirations.15 To account

for any time-varying country-specific characteristics, such as economic crises, institutional in-

stability, elections, or the COVID-19 pandemic, we include country-by-year fixed effects (θct).

14The variables capture whether the respondent: (i) owns a washing machine, (ii) owns a
telephone, (iii) owns a car, (iv) lives in a house or apartment connected to sewers, and (v) lives
in a house or apartment with hot water available.

15This vector includes: (a) a series of dummy variables capturing the respondent’s gender,
head of household status, high education, employment status, Catholic denomination, percep-
tion of subjective income, satisfaction with democracy and market economy, generalized trust,
confidence in government and political parties, satisfaction with the status of the economy, and
being a victim of crime; (b) continuous variables capturing the respondent’s age, wealth, and
municipality of residence size.
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Finally, εict are the error terms, which we clustered at the country level (Abadie et al., 2023).

The precise definition of all variables used in the analysis is provided in Table A-1 in the

Appendix.

We then describe the discrete choice problem associated to participation to demonstration

as a similar linear function of individual’s characteristics (Dalton et al., 2010; Welzel and

Deutsch, 2012). We define the variable pict, which takes a value of 1 if respondent i of country

c in year t declared having participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise.

Similarly, we approximate the probability to participate in demonstrations as a linear function

of observed characteristics as follows:

pict = µ+ γ1Social Mobility+ict + γ2Social Mobility−ict + ΩXict + ηct + ζict. (2)

As for equation (1), equation (2) accounts for the same wide set of observable characteristics

(Xict), which are also relevant determinants for protest participation (Dalton et al., 2010; Rüdig

and Karyotis, 2014; Kurer et al., 2019), as well as country-by-year fixed effects (ηct). Similarly,

the error terms ζict are clustered at the country level.16

We first aim to understand the relationship between intergenerational social mobility and

emigration and/or protest decisions. To this end, we start by estimating equations (1) and (2)

separately, relying on a simple OLS estimator. Coefficients β1 and γ1 (β2 and γ2) estimate

the partial correlation between positive (negative) intergenerational social mobility and the

probability of being an aspiring migrant or of participating in an authorized demonstration

independently.

We then explore whether the two discrete choice problems are the by-product of a common

decision problem by simultaneously estimating equations (1) and (2) using a Conditional Mixed

Process estimator (Roodman, 2011; Wahba, 2015). This estimator not only simultaneously

estimates the parameters of the two decision processes but also allows for a correlation of the

error terms of the two distinct equations (ε and ζ), thereby providing empirical evidence of the

simultaneity of the decision process if such correlation (ρ12) is statistically different from zero.

3.2 Empirical Challenges

Our baseline approach aims to estimate the partial correlation between intergenerational so-

cial mobility, protest, and emigration, while accounting for several confounding factors both

at the individual and country level and allowing for simultaneity in the decision process asso-

ciated with the choices to emigrate and protest. Nonetheless, the methodological assumptions

associated with our estimation method, our measurement approach, and the presence of un-

observed factors related to the error terms can introduce bias in the estimates, influencing the

magnitude, direction, and precision of the estimated parameters. This section highlights these

empirical challenges and describes the methodological approaches we implement to address

them.

16Our choice of control variables has been theoretically driven, informed by the existing
literature and by variable availability in our dataset. An alternative approach would have been
to implement a supervised machine learning method to identify the most appropriate set of
controls. We nonetheless corroborate our choice by implementing a LASSO regression using
our full vector of 18 independent variables. The results reveal that 17 out of 18 variables
are selected for migration aspiration, and 14 out of 18 for participation in demonstrations,
corroborating our initial selection.
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First, our standard estimation approach relies on a Linear Probability Model (LPM). While

highly tractable, this estimator has been criticized when applied to dichotomous outcomes, as

the predicted probabilities may fall outside the 0–1 range. Nonetheless, linear regressions have

been widely adopted and validated in the literature for binary dependent variables (Hellevik,

2009). To address these concerns, we will also estimate both specifications using a standard

non-linear probit model, which does not suffer from the limitations associated with our linear

benchmark approach.

Second, our measurement of intergenerational social mobility may introduce a downward

bias in the estimates. Using years of completed education as a proxy for social status has

limitations, as a non-negligible share of intergenerational mobility may remain unobserved

among individuals with the same number of completed years of schooling. In addition, we

convert the continuous measure of intergenerational educational mobility into dichotomous

indicators of upward or downward mobility, thereby compressing the underlying variation.

Both issues may generate measurement error in our empirical approach. To address these

concerns, we provide additional estimates using (a) the continuous measure of educational

mobility, defined as the difference in years of completed education between respondents and

their parents, and (b) an alternative measure of intergenerational mobility based on income.

Third, the baseline measure we use to measure social mobility is an absolute measure

that simply compares years of education between parents and their children. Although this

is a standard measure used in previous studies (e.g., Hertz et al., 2008; Neidhöfer, 2019), it

does not account for the changes in the distribution of years of education between generations

that Latin American countries are likely to have undergone. Indeed, our data shows that the

distribution of years of education of the generation of children is left-skewed relative to the

distribution of their parents,17 which implies that the same years of education may not have

the same economic implications, such as opportunities and social status, for parents than for

children. To take this into account, we define a measure of relative mobility that compares the

relative position of parents and children in the distribution of levels of education of their own

generations,18 so a child with the same number of years of education as her parent displays

negative mobility instead of zero mobility, as our (baseline) absolute measure of mobility would

indicate. This rank-based measure is likely to better capture aspects related to economic status

if we assume that education is a good predictor of income.

Another major empirical concern associated with our approach is that the estimated partial

correlations may be driven by omitted factors related to both intergenerational mobility and

the likelihood of emigrating or protesting. The presence of an omitted variable bias (OVB) is

therefore a central concern in this non-experimental setting. Although the empirical strategy

outlined in Section 3.1 seeks to mitigate this issue by controlling for a rich set of individual and

country–year–specific characteristics, unobserved factors may still threaten the interpretation

of our estimates. To further minimize these concerns, we adopt different approaches.

We first adopt the approach proposed by Oster (2019) to assess the extent to which our

estimates may be affected by unobserved factors. Building on Altonji et al. (2005), Oster’s

method assumes that the relationship between our variable of interest (i.e., intergenerational

social mobility) and unobserved determinants is proportional to the relationship between the

17The distribution is available at Figure A-5 in the Appendix.
18In the regressions, we use an indicator variable that takes value 1 for individuals displaying

negative relative mobility, meaning holding a lower ranked position then their parent.
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variable of interest and the observed controls. In other words, unobserved factors excluded

from our baseline specification are assumed not to be entirely independent from the observed

characteristics already included in the model. Under this assumption, and given a chosen level

of model fit (Rmax ∈ [0, 1]), we compute the degree of selection on unobservables relative to

observables (δ) that would be required to drive the estimated coefficient on intergenerational

social mobility to zero. As a rule of thumb, when the magnitude of |δ| exceeds 1, concerns

about selection on unobservables are substantially attenuated.

To the same end, we then expand the set of individual-level controls by including vari-

ables capturing (i) whether the respondent is aware of corruption and (ii) the respondent’s

self-perceived socioeconomic status. The first variable reflects awareness of bureaucratic or

political misconduct, which may directly fuel resentment, protest, and emigration. The second

captures individuals’ subjective assessment of their position within society, which helps absorb

unobserved factors that may influence our estimates through self-perception. Additionally, to

reduce potential bias arising from unobserved local factors, we replace our country-by-year

fixed effects with region-by-year fixed effects. We harmonize the sub-national regional units

in Latinobarómetro with GADM administrative boundaries, and interact all 164 regions with

year dummies. This structure absorbs any time-varying shocks at the regional level, thereby

further limiting concerns related to omitted regional characteristics.

Another potential empirical challenge stems from the two-way relationship between migra-

tion choices and educational attainment. The literature on the brain-gain/brain-drain effects

of emigration shows that both actual and prospective migration can influence human capital

accumulation and investment, with effects found to be positive (e.g., Beine et al., 2008, 2011;

Bocquier et al., 2024; Batista et al., 2025) as well as negative (e.g. McKenzie and Rapoport,

2011). Our empirical approach addresses this potential endogeneity in two ways. First, we

control directly for respondents’ educational attainment, thereby absorbing any direct effect of

migration prospects on educational choices. Second, our specification includes a variable prox-

ying for household assets, similar to Dustmann and Okatenko (2014).19 If migration prospects

influenced household investment choices, our wealth index should absorb it.

We also face an identification challenge. Own and parental education are likely to matter

directly for migration aspirations. If we defined both variables in terms of years of education

and included them in the regression and defined social mobility as the difference between own

and parental education, we would not be able to identify our parameter of interest, that is,

the effect of social mobility on migration aspirations, as the three variables would be collinear.

We break this collinearity by using a binary measure of social mobility and by not including

parent’s education but including a wealth index, which is one of the main channels through

which parental education is expected to influence migration aspirations. To further alleviate

the concern that our estimate of interest may depend on the way we define social mobility,

we show that our results are robust to defining mobility in three alternative ways, namely,

as the continuous measure of educational mobility, defined as the difference in years of com-

pleted education between respondents and their parents, as relative education mobility, and as

intergenerational income mobility.

Lastly, Section 2 documents substantial cross-country heterogeneity in intergenerational

mobility, aspirations to migrate, and participation in political demonstrations. As a result,

19Table A-1 in the Appendix provides details on this and all other variables included in the
analysis.
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estimates based on the full sample may conceal important differences and could be dispropor-

tionately driven by specific years or subsets of countries. To explore this potential heterogene-

ity, we conduct a series of subsample analyses by: (a) splitting the sample into pre–financial

crisis and post–financial crisis waves, (b) excluding countries with the lowest levels of upward

intergenerational mobility (i.e., Nicaragua, Guatemala, and Honduras), and (c) separating

countries according to the World Bank income classification, distinguishing between upper-

middle-income and lower-income countries.

4 Results

We present the main empirical results concerning the relationship between intergenerational

social mobility, aspiration to migrate, and participation in demonstrations in Section 4.1. Sec-

tion 4.2 provides the empirical checks designed to address the empirical challenges described

in the previous section. Finally, Section 4.3 provides an individual-level heterogeneity analysis

to examine whether the estimates are influenced by economic conditions, expectations and

perceptions toward the future, and confidence in political institutions.

4.1 Main Results

Table 2 provides the main empirical results of paper. We analyze the partial correlation between

intergenerational educational mobility, aspiration to migrate and participation in demonstra-

tion as a separated process in columns (1) to (6), while we jointly model them with a Condi-

tional Mixed Process in columns (7) and (8).

Focusing first on the two processes separately, we estimate the partial correlation between

intergenerational educational mobility and aspiration to migrate from column (1) to (3), and

with participation in demonstrations from column (4) to (6). Our results include the full

vector of controls and fixed effects described in Section 3.1. Moreover, we show the estimates

for positive and negative social mobility both separately and jointly, to better grasp the stability

of the estimates.

The results show a rather stable and consistent correlation between intergenerational edu-

cational mobility and choices associated with emigration and protest. First, individuals expe-

riencing negative intergenerational educational mobility (i.e., having fewer years of completed

education than the most highly educated parent) are more likely to express willingness to

emigrate abroad and to participate in authorized demonstrations. This result is directly re-

lated to Hirschman (1970)’s framework, which has been analyzed in the context of developed

societies (Pfaff and Kim, 2003; Opp, 2016; Karadja and Prawitz, 2019): individuals who are

dissatisfied with current opportunities and experience a negative shock are more likely both to

protest (voice) and emigrate (exit). Second, individuals experiencing positive intergenerational

educational social mobility are less willing to emigrate, and they have the same probability of

participating in demonstrations as those with null intergenerational mobility.

Our estimates of interest are precisely estimated, and their magnitude is not negligible

when we compare them with other observable socioeconomic characteristics. Focusing on the

estimates in column (3), the partial correlation between negative intergenerational educational

mobility and the willingness to migrate has the same size as perceiving to have sufficient

income to have a decent life, is two-thirds the size of the estimate of being highly educated,
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Table 2: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Main Results

Separated Processes Conditional Mixed Process

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

Aspir.
Migration

Aspir.
Migration

Aspir.
Participate

Demon.
Participate

Demon.
Participate

Demon.
Migration

Aspir.
Participate

Demon.

Social Mobility+ –0.030∗∗∗ –0.019∗∗∗ –0.007∗ 0.001 –0.020∗∗∗ –0.002
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004)

Social Mobility− 0.041∗∗∗ 0.026∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗ 0.019∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.007) (0.008) (0.004) (0.007)
Age –0.003∗∗∗ –0.003∗∗∗ –0.003∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ –0.003∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Female –0.017∗∗∗ –0.017∗∗∗ –0.017∗∗∗ –0.014∗∗∗ –0.014∗∗∗ –0.014∗∗∗ –0.020∗∗∗ –0.014∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004)
Head Household 0.039∗∗∗ 0.039∗∗∗ 0.039∗∗∗ 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.039∗∗∗ 0.002

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
City Size 0.011∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.011∗∗∗ –0.000

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Highly Educated 0.048∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗ 0.062∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.011)
Employed –0.003 –0.003 –0.003 0.016∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ –0.006 0.016∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)
Catholic –0.022∗∗∗ –0.022∗∗∗ –0.022∗∗∗ –0.018∗∗∗ –0.018∗∗∗ –0.018∗∗∗ –0.020∗∗∗ –0.018∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
WealthI 0.032∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Subjective Inc. –0.037∗∗∗ –0.037∗∗∗ –0.037∗∗∗ –0.004 –0.005 –0.005 –0.038∗∗∗ –0.004

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003)
Sat. Democracy –0.020∗∗∗ –0.019∗∗∗ –0.020∗∗∗ 0.001 0.001 0.001 –0.021∗∗∗ 0.001

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003)
Sat. Economy –0.009 –0.009 –0.009 0.006 0.006 0.006 –0.009∗ 0.004

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Trust –0.005 –0.004 –0.005 0.021∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ –0.003 0.024∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006)
Confidence Gov. –0.027∗∗∗ –0.027∗∗∗ –0.027∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗ 0.009∗∗ 0.009∗∗ –0.028∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.007) (0.004)
Confidence Parties –0.004 –0.004 –0.004 0.030∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ –0.005 0.031∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007)
Crime Victim 0.071∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)
Country Economy –0.016∗∗∗ –0.016∗∗∗ –0.016∗∗∗ 0.007 0.007 0.007 –0.014∗∗∗ 0.008

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006)

Observations 80098 80098 80098 80098 80098 80098 80098 80098
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X

CMP Statistics
σ1 0.430

(0.006)
σ2 0.343

(0.010)
ρ12 0.033***

(0.005)

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses

are clustered at the country level. The dependent variable in Col. (1) to (3) and (7) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to

emigrate to a foreign country and 0 otherwise. The dependent variable in Col. (4) to (6) and (8) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent

participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include country-by-year fixed effects, and rely on survey-weights. Col (1)

to (6) report the results from Linear Probability Models (LPM), while Col. (7) and (8) report the joint estimates resulting from a Conditional Mixed

Process (Roodman, 2011). The reference group in columns (1)-(2) and (4)-(5) includes individuals with zero and non-zero mobility of the opposite

sign; in columns (3), (6), (7) and (8), the reference group is restricted to individuals with zero intergenerational educational mobility.

and half the size relative to being a victim of crime (Wood et al., 2010). Similarly, the lower

willingness to emigrate among those experiencing positive educational mobility is comparable

to being satisfied with the current status of democracy or the country’s economy. Regarding the

estimates related with participation in demonstrations in column (6), the estimate associated

with negative intergenerational educational mobility is similar to having high trust in people,

and one-third the size of the estimate of being highly educated (i.e., more than 12 years of
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Table 3: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Alternative Protest Outcomes

Unauthorized Sample Occupations Sample Riot Sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Participate

Unauthor. Demon.
Participate

Demon.
Occupy

Land or Buildings
Participate

Demon.
Participate

Riots
Participate

Riots

Social Mobility+ –0.000 –0.005 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.009
(0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.006)

Social Mobility− 0.010∗ 0.021∗∗ –0.000 0.017∗ 0.001 0.019∗

(0.005) (0.009) (0.002) (0.008) (0.003) (0.010)

Observations 45368 45368 34482 34482 25198 25198
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors

in parentheses are clustered at the country level. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if respondent: participated to an

unauthorized demonstration (Col. 1), occupied land, building or factories for political reasons (Col. 3), and participated to riots (Col.

5). The dependent variable in Col. (2) to (4) and (6) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated in an authorized

demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include country-by-year fixed effects, and individual level controls as described in equations

(1) and (2), and relies on survey-weights. Col (1) to (6) report the results from Linear Probability Models (LPM).

completed education). While the estimates may not be fully comparable across variables given

their different metrics, Table B-1 in the Appendix reports standardized coefficients for the full

vector of variables as well as for the LASSO-selected subset; the relative magnitude of our

variables of interest is broadly confirmed.

Lastly, columns (7) and (8) provide the results when we simultaneously model and esti-

mate the two decision processes through a Conditional Mixed Process (Roodman, 2011). The

estimated parameters are consistent with those presented in columns (3) and (6). Nonetheless,

the correlation between the error terms (ρ12) is positive and statistically different from zero,

suggesting that unobservable factors that influence migration aspirations also positively influ-

ence the participation of individuals in demonstrations. Therefore, this evidence suggests that

these two decision processes are rooted in a common and broader decision process (Wahba,

2015), as Hirschman (1970) suggests.

4.1.1 Alternative Protest Outcomes

While our main proxy of voice captures participation in authorized demonstrations, Latino-

barómetro provides, for a subset of waves, information on alternative forms of political partici-

pation that differ both in their degree of institutionalization and in their potential for violence.

Specifically, we exploit information on: (i) participation in unauthorized demonstrations (avail-

able in 5 waves), (ii) occupation of land, buildings, or factories (4 waves), and (iii) participation

in riots (3 waves).

Table 3 reports the estimates for the three alternative protest outcomes. For each outcome,

we report the results for our main measure of authorized demonstrations on the same subsam-

ple, so as to verify that the relationship documented in Table 2 holds also when restricted to

the smaller samples for which the alternative outcomes are available.

While our main result on participation in authorized demonstrations is confirmed across the

three subsamples (columns 2, 4 and 6), two additional results emerge. First, the documented

link between downward mobility and political voice extends, in a weaker form, to peaceful but

less institutionalized forms of collective action. The relationship between negative intergen-
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erational educational mobility and participation in unauthorized demonstrations (column 1)

is positive and statistically significant at the 10% level, although the estimated coefficient is

roughly half the size of that for authorized demonstrations on the same subsample (0.010 vs.

0.022). Second, and importantly, we find no evidence of a relationship between intergener-

ational educational mobility and the two more contentious forms of political participation:

occupations of land, buildings or factories (column 3) and participation in riots (column 5).

Both estimates are very close to zero, and not statistically different from zero. These results

echoes a recurrent finding in the literature on political mobilization, where inequalities and

other structural factors are documented to operate through distinct channels on violent and

nonviolent forms of contention (Solt, 2015; Hillesund, 2023; Gomez-Ruiz et al., 2025b; Donni

et al., 2021; Marino et al., 2020). Consistent with this evidence, our results suggest that in-

tergenerational educational disadvantages translate into institutionalized expressions of voice,

rather than into disruptive or violent action. Overall, these findings reinforce the interpreta-

tion of our main analysis in light of Hirschman (1970)’s framework: individuals experiencing

downward mobility express their discontent through institutionalized and peaceful channels,

either by “voicing” through demonstrations or by aspiring to “exit” through migration, rather

than through disruptive or violent action.

4.2 Robustness Checks

Table 4 provides the estimates of the tests implemented to address the empirical concerns

described in Section 3.2. We estimate the partial correlation of intergenerational educational

mobility on the two outcomes separately: the upper panel presents the results with aspirations

to migrate as the outcome, while the lower panel shows the estimates related to participation in

authorized demonstrations. We estimate the partial correlation of both positive and negative

intergenerational educational mobility simultaneously across the various specifications.

Starting first with our modeling decision, column (1) shows that our estimates are consis-

tent when adopting a non-linear probit model to characterize the decision process associated

with emigration and protest. Regarding measurement issues, column (2) reveals that using the

continuous version (and its quadratic term) of our variable of interest (i.e., difference in the

number of completed years of education relative to the most highly educated parent) provides

estimates aligned with those in Table 2: having fewer years of completed education than the

parent is associated with a higher intention to emigrate and a higher likelihood of participating

in demonstrations. In addition, the positive and statistically significant parameter associated

with the quadratic term suggests a U-shaped relationship between intergenerational educa-

tional mobility and our outcomes of interest. Column (3) shows that the partial correlation

between mobility and migration aspiration does not depend on whether mobility is defined

in absolute or relative terms. However, absolute and relative mobility show different correla-

tions with participating in demonstrations, as relative mobility does not seem to correlate with

this outcome. Estimates using a measure of intergenerational income mobility have the same

signs as estimates based on relative educational mobility (see column (4)). Now, however, the

non-significant effects may be related to the reduced sample size that we have when we use

the income variable to measure mobility. Finally, column (5) includes an additional dummy

variable controlling for respondents with 6 to 12 years of education. The results are virtually

identical to those of our benchmark specification in Table 2, suggesting that our estimates are
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Table 4: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Robustness Checks

Estimation Measurement Omitted Variable Sample Heterog.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

Probit
Conti-
nuous

Relative
Mobility

Mobility
Income

Decomposing
Educ.

Oster
Approach

No
Controls

Corr. &
Perc. Inc

Region-Year
FEs

Pre 2010
Only

Post 2010
Only

No Low
Mobility

Upper Middle
Income C.

Low
Income C.

Panel A - Migration Asp.
Social Mobility+ –0.060∗∗∗ –0.028∗∗∗ –0.019∗∗∗ –0.016∗∗ –0.020∗∗∗ –0.018∗∗∗ –0.015∗∗ –0.026∗∗∗ –0.016∗∗ –0.021∗∗∗ –0.017∗

(0.016) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008)
Social Mobility− 0.080∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.026∗∗∗ 0.036∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.011) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)
Social Mobility –0.004∗∗∗

(0.001)
Social Mobility2 0.000

(0.000)
Rel. Social Mobility− 0.022∗∗∗

(0.003)
Social Mobility Inc.+ –0.006

(0.008)
Social Mobility Inc.− 0.024∗∗

(0.009)

Observations 80098 80098 80098 25079 80098 80098 80098 69133 80090 51320 28778 69234 36598 43500
Countries/Regions 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 164 18 18 15 8 10
δSM+ 2.350
δSM− 1.704
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Region-year FE X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Additional C. X

Panel B - Participate Dem.
Social Mobility+ 0.009 –0.001 0.001 0.006 0.003 0.001 0.009 –0.013∗∗ 0.002 0.002 0.000

(0.020) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
Social Mobility− 0.093∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗ 0.019∗∗ 0.015∗ 0.019∗∗ 0.019∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗ 0.018∗∗ 0.020∗∗ 0.035∗∗ 0.004

(0.033) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007) (0.009) (0.011) (0.008)
Social Mobility –0.002∗∗

(0.001)
Social Mobility2 0.000

(0.000)
Rel. Social Mobility− –0.000

(0.004)
Social Mobility Inc.+ 0.002

(0.008)
Social Mobility Inc.− –0.000

(0.007)

Observations 80098 80098 80098 25079 80098 80098 80098 69133 80090 51320 28778 69234 36598 43500
Countries/Regions 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 164 18 18 15 8 10
δSM+ –0.545
δSM− 9.348
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Region-year FE X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Additional C. X

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country or regional level. The dependent variable in Panel A is a dummy

variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign country and 0 otherwise, while in Panel B it is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates

include country-by-year fixed effects, and rely on survey-weights. Each column provides a distinct feature: probit model (1), continuous measure of intergenerational mobility on education (2), negative relative mobility on education (3),

intergenerational mobility on income (4), including a dummy for respondents with 6 to 12 years of education (5), Oster (2019) approach results (6), no individual controls (7), inclusion of corruption experience and perceived socioeconomic

conditions (8), inclusion of region-by-year fixed effects (9), excluding 2015-2020-2023 waves (10), using only 2015-2020-2023 waves (11), excluding Nicaragua, Guatemala and Honduras (low mobility countries) (12), using upper-middle

income countries only (13), and lower-income countries only (14).

not driven by the broad categorization of educational groups.

Moving to the empirical checks to reduce concerns associated with omitted variable bias,

column (6) assesses the role played by the potential selection driven by unobserved factors.

By applying Oster (2019)’s approach and guidelines, we estimate the degree of selection on

unobservables (δ) after setting the amount of explained variation (Rmax) equal to 1.3, the

R2 of our models. The estimated δs are above the cutoff level of one (in absolute terms)

for both positive and negative intergenerational educational mobility and for both outcomes,

suggesting that selection on unobservables is unlikely to invalidate our estimates. Moreover, the

estimates associated with participation in demonstrations seem particularly robust to selection

on unobservables, given the relevant size of the estimated δs.

Columns (7) and (8) show that our main results, specifically those associated with negative

intergenerational educational mobility, are rather robust when we exclude all the individual

controls (col. 7) or when we include individual controls capturing exposure to corruption

and perceived income (col. 8). Lastly, column (9) shows that our estimates are robust after

controlling for potential regional time-varying shocks, absorbed by the inclusion of region-by-

year fixed effects.

Finally, columns (10) to (14) investigate the presence of heterogeneous effects driven by

our broad sample of countries and wide time span. Overall, the results are rather consistent

with those presented in Table 2. The estimates in columns (10) and (11) are consistent with
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our baseline results when focusing on the first period of our sample (from 2002 to 2008) or

on the post-2010 period (2015, 2020, 2023). The exclusion of countries characterized by the

lowest positive intergenerational educational mobility and substantial high negative mobility

does not influence our estimates (col. 12). Lastly, columns (13) and (14) provide the estimates

after splitting the sample of countries between upper-middle-income and lower-income coun-

tries. The estimates are rather consistent with our baseline results, although smaller and less

precisely estimated for participation in authorized demonstrations in lower-income countries

(col. 14). This result suggests that a country’s economic and institutional conditions may

influence individual choice to participate in political demonstrations.20

4.3 Heterogeneity Analysis

While our analysis provides consistent results on the relationship between intergenerational

educational mobility, aspiration to migrate, and participation in demonstrations, it has so far

been silent about the potential factors that can exacerbate or dampen the estimated relation-

ship. This section aims to address this issue by providing an exhaustive heterogeneity analysis

relying on subsamples based on individual characteristics that can be grouped into: (a) so-

ciodemographic characteristics, (b) economic conditions, (c) expectations and perceptions, and

(d) institutions and crime experience. This section graphically presents the estimated results

from equations (1) and (2), while the full set of results is available in Appendix C.

Sociodemographic Characteristics – We explore whether the estimated relationship between

intergenerational educational mobility and our two outcomes of interest varies across sociode-

mographic subgroups. Specifically, we split the sample along five dimensions: (i) gender (male

vs. female), (ii) own education level (less than 12 years vs. more than 12 years), (iii) age

(below vs. above 34 years old), (iv) household head status (household head vs. not), (v) mu-

nicipality size (small, below 100,000 inhabitants, vs. large city) and (vi) education level of the

parents (less than 12 years vs. more than 12 years). Figure 4 presents the estimated coefficients

graphically, while the full set of results is reported in Table C-1.

Turning first to migration aspirations, Figure 4(a) reveals a symmetric pattern across gen-

der: both men and women experiencing positive intergenerational mobility are equally less

likely to aspire to migrate, while negative mobility increases migration aspirations symmet-

rically for both groups. A more pronounced difference emerges along education lines: the

negative association between positive mobility and migration aspirations is entirely driven by

highly educated individuals, with no statistically significant effect among the less educated,

suggesting that the returns to upward mobility in terms of reduced emigration desire are con-

centrated among those who have already achieved higher education. Considering parental

education, on the downward-mobility side, the positive link between negative mobility and the

aspiration to migrate is driven by individuals with highly educated parents, with no significant

effect for those from less-educated families—suggesting the migration response to downward

mobility is strongest among those from more advantaged backgrounds. Regarding age, younger

individuals (below 34) display a stronger positive association between negative mobility and

20We conducted a similar analysis on one wave of the Afrobarometer (7th), which provides
similar proxies in terms of intergenerational educational mobility, willingness to migrate, and
protest. Our results, available upon request, show that while negative intergenerational edu-
cational mobility is still positively associated with aspirations to migrate, we find no evidence
on participation in demonstrations.
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Figure 4: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Sociodemographic Characteristics

(a) Aspirations to Migrate (b) Participate in Demonstrations

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The dependent variable

in Figure (a) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a for-

eign country and 0 otherwise, while in Figure (b) it is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the

respondent participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. The figures report

the estimated coefficients for both positive and negative intergenerational educational mobility

jointly estimated, with the 95% interval of confidence. All the results are displayed in Table

C-1.

migration aspirations compared to older respondents, consistent with the idea that younger

cohorts face greater labor market uncertainty and retain more flexibility to act on emigration

intentions.

Figure 4(b) shows the results for protest participation. The estimates of negative mobility

on protest participation is statistically significant for women but not for men, suggesting that

downwardly mobile women may be particularly prone to expressing discontent through polit-

ical voice. Similarly, the partial correlation is significant among the less educated and older

respondents, while it is somewhat weaker and insignificant among the highly educated and the

youngest cohort. Interestingly, as for the case of aspiration to migration, the estimated results

reveal stark differences in the point estimates associated to positive intergenerational educa-

tional mobility and protest participation across education groups. Overall, this heterogeneity

analysis confirms the robustness of the main findings while highlighting that age and education

modulate the intensity of the mobility-discontent nexus, particularly for migration aspirations.

Economic Conditions – As the literature highlights, economic conditions play a role in both the

decision to emigrate (e.g. Grogger and Hanson, 2011; Dao et al., 2018; Clemens and Mendola,

2024) and in protest participation (Rüdig and Karyotis, 2014; Rodon and Guinjoan, 2018;

Kurer et al., 2019). Therefore, we explore whether our estimated partial correlations between

intergenerational mobility and our outcomes of interest are influenced by respondents’ economic

conditions. In particular, we split the sample of individuals according to their: (i) subjective

income (insufficient vs. sufficient), (ii) employment status (unemployed vs. employed), (iii)

concerns about losing a job (concerned vs. not concerned), (iv) perceived socioeconomic status

(low vs. high), and (v) below/above median wealth index. Figure 5 presents the estimated
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Figure 5: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Economic Conditions

(a) Aspirations to Migrate (b) Participate in Demonstrations

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The dependent variable

in Figure (a) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a for-

eign country and 0 otherwise, while in Figure (b) it is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the

respondent participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. The figures report

the estimated coefficients for both positive and negative intergenerational educational mobility

jointly estimated, with the 95% interval of confidence. All the results are displayed in Table

C-2.

parameters from our heterogeneity analysis on economic conditions.

Focusing on the relationship between intergenerational educational mobility and aspira-

tions to migrate in Figure 5(a), the first result worth noting is that individuals experiencing

negative intergenerational educational mobility are consistently more likely to aspire to mi-

grate, regardless of their economic condition. Positive intergenerational educational mobility

is associated with a consistently lower likelihood of migration aspirations when economic condi-

tions are particularly favorable, such as having sufficient subjective income, perceiving oneself

to belong to a high socioeconomic status, or having a wealth index above the median. The re-

sults associated with the likelihood of participating in protests, depicted in Figure 5(b), provide

a similar picture: while those experiencing negative intergenerational mobility are more likely

to participate in demonstrations across sub-samples based on economic conditions, individu-

als with positive intergenerational educational mobility are substantially less likely to protest

when having sufficient subjective income, and when perceptions of socioeconomic status and

personal wealth are positive. These results suggest that economic conditions are not as much

a relevant factor influencing the decisions of those experiencing negative intergenerational mo-

bility, but they do play a role in influencing those in a potentially better condition, as proxied

by their positive intergenerational mobility.

Expectations and Perceptions – Expectations and perceptions can have a direct influence on

individuals’ decision processes. Bertoli et al. (2020) show that information frictions, which

translate into misaligned expectations of destination countries’ economic returns, are relevant

factors for predicting international migration flows. Similarly, Bargain et al. (2026) recently

show that perceptions about social status predicts protest involvement. We explore the role of
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Figure 6: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Expectations and Perceptions

(a) Aspiration to Migrate (b) Participate in Demonstration

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The dependent variable

in Figure (a) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign

country and 0 otherwise, while in Figure (b) it is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent

participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. The Figures report the esti-

mated coefficients for both positive and negative intergenerational educational mobility jointly

estimated, with the 95% interval of confidence. All the results are displayed in Table C-3.

expectations and perceptions in shaping our estimates by splitting the sample of individuals

based on: (i) country future economic expectations (worse vs. better off), (ii) personal future

economic expectations (worse vs. better off), (iii) children’s future living conditions (not better

vs. better), (iv) country income distribution (unfair vs. fair), and (v) perception of freedom

and protection of rights (low vs. high).21

Figure 6 reveals that expectations play a non-negligible role in shaping the relationship

between mobility, intention to migrate, and protest. Figure 6(a) shows that individuals with

better expectations toward the future and a fairer perception of society are less likely to migrate

compared to those with worse expectations and perceptions. This result is consistent for

both individuals experiencing positive and negative intergenerational social mobility. Similarly,

having the perception of living in a society with fair income distribution substantially reduces

the likelihood of protest among individuals experiencing negative intergenerational mobility

(Figure 6(b)). These results suggest that the role of expectations and perceptions is relevant

in shaping outcomes associated with societal discontent, such as emigration and protest.

Institutions and Crime – Lastly, Hirschman (1970)’s framework describes the choice of voice

(protest) and exit (emigration) as alternatives to loyalty, which is the expression of support

21To conduct the last subsample analysis, we first conduct a principal component analysis
on a wide set of dummy variables capturing whether individuals perceive that they have guar-
anteed freedom of political participation, choice of occupation, religion, and freedom of speech,
and whether society guarantees protection for the environment, private property, social secu-
rity, fair distribution of wealth, equality between men and women, opportunities, solidarity for
the poor, a chance to get a job, and protection against crime. We extract the first standardized
component and then split the sample of individuals below and above the median.
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Figure 7: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Institutions and Crime

(a) Aspiration to Migrate (b) Participate in Demonstration

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The dependent variable

in Figure (a) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign

country and 0 otherwise, while in Figure (b) it is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent

participated in an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. The Figures report the esti-

mated coefficients for both positive and negative intergenerational educational mobility jointly

estimated, with the 95% interval of confidence. All the results are displayed in Table C-4.

toward institutions. Therefore, in this last heterogeneity analysis, we explore whether confi-

dence in institutions and security shapes the relationship between intergenerational mobility,

aspiration to migrate, and protest. Specifically, we split the sample of individuals based on:

(i) confidence in government (not confident vs. confident), (ii) confidence in political parties

(not confident vs. confident), (iii) perception that the country is governed for the benefit of

powerful people (contrary vs. affirmative), and (iv) being a crime victim (contrary vs. affirma-

tive). Following the intuition of Hirschman (1970)’s framework, we should expect that higher

confidence in institutions and security should translate into lower aspiration to migrate and

protest.

Results presented in Figure 7 are aligned with this intuition, particularly regarding aspi-

ration toward emigration. Figure 7(a) shows that individuals experiencing negative intergen-

erational mobility are substantially less likely to be willing to migrate (exit) if they report

confidence in government, in political parties, or if they believe that the country is governed

for the benefit of the people. Therefore, confidence in institutions substantially minimizes the

willingness to migrate among those experiencing negative mobility. In contrast, attitudes to-

ward political institutions do not influence individuals experiencing positive intergenerational

mobility. As far as participation in demonstrations outcome is concerned, Figure 7(b) shows

noisier and, in some cases, not statistically different from zero estimates for individuals expe-

riencing negative intergenerational mobility when confident in political institutions (such as

government or political parties). Lastly, being a victim of a crime is associated with a higher

likelihood of participating in a demonstration, both among those who experienced negative

and positive mobility.
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Overall, this heterogeneity analysis, while confirming the robust relationship between inter-

generational mobility (negative and positive) and both aspiration to migrate and participation

in peaceful political demonstrations, also reveals that expectations, perceptions, and confi-

dence in institutions are key factors shaping these relations, specifically the higher likelihood

of emigrating and protesting among those experiencing negative intergenerational educational

mobility.

5 Conclusions

Lack of equal economic opportunities across generations remains a persistent feature of the

Latin American region (Neidhöfer et al., 2018), with important implications for development

and economic growth (Neidhöfer et al., 2024). These structural conditions can also translate

into broader social distress and discontent, which may manifest through expressions of dissatis-

faction with the status quo, such as participation in political demonstrations or the aspiration

to emigrate (Hirschman, 1970). Drawing on Latinobarómetro data, this paper provides evi-

dence on these consequences of limited intergenerational mobility.

Our results show that individuals experiencing negative intergenerational educational mo-

bility, therefore more likely having fewer economic opportunities than their parents (Adermon

et al., 2026), are more likely to express a desire to emigrate and to participate in peaceful

political demonstrations. Conversely, those experiencing upward mobility are less likely to do

so. These findings highlight the role of unequal opportunities as a potential driver of both

societal unrest and migration aspirations.

From a policy perspective, our analysis further reveals that limited equal opportunities

cease to be a significant determinant of migration aspirations and protest participation when

individuals express confidence in political institutions and hold positive expectations about

their country’s economic trajectory and their own future prospects. This suggests that poli-

cies aimed at expanding public investment in education, strengthening institutional trust and

improving economic expectations may help mitigate the discontent generated by unequal op-

portunities.

While these descriptive results benefit from the breadth of countries and individuals covered

over the past two decades, future research should rely on experimental or quasi-experimental

designs to draw stronger causal conclusions regarding the relationship between intergenera-

tional mobility, migration, and protest. Specifically, future studies should also seek to over-

come some of the limitations acknowledged in this work. First, our measures of migration

aspiration and protest participation rely on retrospective questions, which may be subject to

recall bias and to a timing mismatch with the individual characteristics used in our hetero-

geneity analysis. While our age restriction (22–50) helps mitigate this concern, it should be

kept in mind when interpreting the heterogeneity results, particularly those based on current

economic conditions and expectations. Second, while the statistically significant correlation

between the two decision processes (migration and protest) can be interpreted through the lens

of Hirschman (1970)’s framework, our analysis cannot fully rule out alternative explanations,

such as common unobserved individual traits or network embeddedness that independently

drive both outcomes.
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Torche, F. and Serrano, J., editors, Movilidad social en México: Población, desarrollo y
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A Sample and Descriptive Statistics

Table A-1: Variables Definition

Variable Definition

Panel A – Outcome Variables

Migration Aspir. =1 if respondent (or family) has ever considered living abroad
Participate Demonstration =1 if respondent has ever participated in an authorized demonstration
Participate Unauthor. Protests =1 if respondent has ever participated in unauthorized demonstrations
Occupy Land or Buildings =1 if respondent has ever occupied land, buildings, or factories
Participate Riots =1 if respondent has ever participated in riots

Panel B – Social Mobility

Social Mobility Difference between respondent’s completed years of education
and parent’s completed years of education (ranges from −15 to +15)

Social Mobility+ =1 if respondent experienced positive intergenerational
educational mobility (i.e., Social Mobility > 0)

Social Mobility− =1 if respondent experienced negative intergenerational
educational mobility (i.e., Social Mobility < 0)

Social Mobility Inc.+ =1 if respondent’s income class exceeds parent’s income class
Social Mobility Inc.− =1 if respondent’s income class is below parent’s income class

Panel C – Individual Controls

Age Respondent’s age in completed years (sample restricted to ages 22–50)
Female =1 if respondent is female
Head Household =1 if respondent is the head of the household
City Size Categorical variable (1–8) for the size of the municipality of residence
Highly Educated =1 if respondent has completed more than 12 years of education
Employed =1 if respondent is employed as a salaried worker or self-employed
Catholic =1 if respondent identifies as Catholic
WealthI First principal component of a PCA over five binary indicators of

household asset ownership: washing machine, telephone, car,
sewage connection, and hot water

Subjective Inc. =1 if respondent considers their income sufficient to cover basic needs

Panel D – Attitudes and Beliefs Controls

Sat. Democracy =1 if respondent is very or rather satisfied with democracy
Sat. Economy =1 if respondent is very or rather satisfied with the market economy
Trust =1 if respondent believes most people can be trusted
Confidence Gov. =1 if respondent has a lot or some confidence in the government
Confidence Parties =1 if respondent has a lot or some confidence in political parties
Crime Victim =1 if respondent or a family member has been a victim of crime
Country Economy =1 if respondent rates the current country economic situation as good

or very good

Source: All variables are constructed from the Latinobarómetro survey waves 2002, 2003, 2005–
2008, 2015, 2020, and 2023. The sample is restricted to citizens aged 22–50.
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Figure A-1: Exit, Voice and Loyalty
Graphical Formalization

Sources: Authors’ elaboration. The solid line represents the migration decision process: above

the solid line individuals emigrate (exit), while below they stay in the country. The dashed

line represents the protest decision: above the dashed line individuals manifest their discontent

(voice), while below they remain loyal.
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Figure A-2: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Geographic Distribution

(a) Aspiration to Migrate (b) Participate in Demonstration

(c) Social Mobility: Positive (d) Social Mobility: Negative

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The figure plots the

average share of aspiring migrants (a), of participants to authorized demonstration (b), of

individuals with positive social mobility on education (c) and negative social mobility on edu-

cation (d).
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Figure A-3: Protest and Emigration
Correlation with Alternative Data Sources

(a) Migration Intentions

(b) Protest Participation

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023), Gallup World Polls (2010-

2016), and Social Conflict Analysis Database (2002-2020). Figure (a) shows the correlation

between the average share of individuals willing to migrate from the Gallup World Polls (x-

axis) and the Latinobarómetro (y-axis). Figure (b) shows the correlation between the sum of

peaceful demonstrations from the Social Conflict Analysis Database (x-axis) and the average

share of respondents participating to demonstration from Latinobarómetro (y-axis).
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Figure A-4: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Raw Country-Specific Correlations

(a) Aspiration to Migrate and Positive Social
Mobility

(b) Aspiration to Migrate and Negative
Social Mobility

(c) Participation to Demonstration and
Positive Social Mobility

(d) Participation to Demonstration and
Negative Social Mobility

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The figure plots the

raw country-year correlation between: (a) share of aspiring migrants and share of individuals

with positive intergenerational mobility, (b) share of aspiring migrants and share of individuals

with negative intergenerational mobility, (c) share of individuals participating to authorized

demonstrations and share of individuals with positive intergenerational mobility, and (d) share

of individuals participating to authorized demonstrations and share of individuals with negative

intergenerational mobility.
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Figure A-5: Years of Completed Education - Distribution

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). The figure presents the

distribution of years of completed education for survey’s respondents, as well as for their parent
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B Additional Robustness Checks

Table B-1: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Standardized Linear Probability Model, with LASSO-Selected Variables

Full Vector Variables Lasso-Selected Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Migration

Aspir.
Participate

Demon.
Migration

Aspir.
Participate

Demon.

Social Mobility+ –0.009∗∗∗ 0.000 –0.009∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Social Mobility− 0.009∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗

(0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002)
Age –0.027∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ –0.027∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Female –0.009∗∗∗ –0.007∗∗∗ –0.008∗∗∗ –0.007∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Head Household 0.019∗∗∗ 0.001 0.019∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
City Size 0.025∗∗∗ 0.000 0.025∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Highly Educated 0.024∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)
Employed –0.001 0.008∗∗∗ –0.001 0.008∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Catholic –0.010∗∗∗ –0.008∗∗∗ –0.010∗∗∗ –0.008∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
WealthI 0.044∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003)
Subjective Inc. –0.018∗∗∗ –0.002 –0.018∗∗∗ –0.002

(0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.001)
Sat. Democracy –0.009∗∗∗ 0.000 –0.009∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.001) (0.003)
Sat. Economy –0.004 0.003 –0.004∗ 0.003

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Trust –0.002 0.008∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Confidence Gov. –0.013∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗ –0.013∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Confidence Parties –0.001 0.011∗∗∗ –0.002 0.011∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Crime Victim 0.035∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Country Economy –0.006∗∗∗ 0.002 –0.006∗∗∗ 0.002

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Observations 80098 80098 80098 80098
Countries 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1.

Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country level. The dependent variable in Col. (1) and (3)

is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign country and 0 otherwise. The

dependent variable in Col. (2) and (4) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated in an authorized

demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include country-by-year fixed effects, and rely on survey-weights. Col.

(1) to (4) report the results from Linear Probability Models (LPM). Standardized coefficients are reported.
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C Heterogeneity Analysis - Additional Results

Table C-1: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Sociodemographic Characteristics

Gender Education Age Household Head Municipality Size Parent Education

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Male Female
Not Highly
Educated

Highly
Educated

Less than
34

Older than
34

Not Household
Head

Household
Head

Small than
100,000

Large
City

Parent Not
Highly Educated

Parent
Highly Educated

Panel A - Migration Asp.
Social Mobility+ –0.018∗∗ –0.019∗∗∗ –0.007 –0.038∗∗∗ –0.016∗∗ –0.021∗∗ –0.026∗∗∗ –0.012 –0.007 –0.028∗∗∗ –0.007 0.012

(0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006) (0.010)
Social Mobility− 0.024∗∗∗ 0.026∗∗∗ 0.028∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗ 0.011 0.022∗∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗∗ 0.015∗ –0.002 0.036∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.012) (0.006) (0.010) (0.006) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006) (0.012)

Observations 38938 41160 47360 32738 42097 38001 38452 41646 40354 39744 64917 15181
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X X X

Panel B - Participate Dem.
Social Mobility+ 0.003 –0.001 0.010 –0.017∗ –0.003 0.004 –0.001 0.003 0.009 –0.006 0.010 0.023∗∗

(0.006) (0.004) (0.007) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.009)
Social Mobility− 0.014 0.023∗∗ 0.023∗∗ 0.018 0.016 0.023∗∗ 0.020∗ 0.017∗∗ 0.021∗∗ 0.016 0.012 0.015

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.008) (0.011) (0.007) (0.009) (0.010) (0.008) (0.012)

Observations 38938 41160 47360 32738 42097 38001 38452 41646 40354 39744 64917 15181
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X X X

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country or regional level. The dependent variable in Panel A is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign

country and 0 otherwise, while in Panel B is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated to an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include country-by-year fixed effects, and individual level controls as described in equations (1) and (2), and relies on survey-weights. Each

column provides the analysis on a distinctive subsample of individuals, based on their sociodemographic characteristics: (1) men, (2) women, (3) less than 12 years of education, (4) more than 12 years of education, (5) less than 34 or 34 y.o., (6) older than 34 y.o., (7) not being household head, (8) being household

head, (9) living in a municipality with less than 100,000 inhabitants, (10) living in a city with more than 100,000 inhabitants, (11) highest educ. parents with less than 12 years of education and (12) highest educ. parents with more than 12 years of education. .

Table C-2: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Economic Conditions

Subj. Income Employment Job Concerns Perceived Status Wealth Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Insufficient Sufficient
Unemp-

loyed
Emp-
loyed

Concerned
Loosing

Not Concerned
Loosing

Low
Stauts

High
Status

Below
Median

Above
Median

Panel A - Migration Asp.
Social Mobility+ –0.010 –0.032∗∗∗ –0.011 –0.023∗∗∗ –0.023∗∗∗ –0.015∗ –0.009∗ –0.027∗∗∗ –0.006 –0.029∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Social Mobility− 0.031∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗∗ 0.022∗∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.023∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Observations 43397 36701 26899 53199 43194 36132 40568 39530 40496 39602
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X

Panel B - Participate Dem.
Social Mobility+ 0.007 –0.008∗ 0.001 0.001 –0.002 0.003 0.009 –0.006 0.013∗∗ –0.010

(0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007)
Social Mobility− 0.021∗∗ 0.015 0.022∗∗ 0.018∗∗ 0.022∗∗ 0.014 0.017∗∗ 0.021∗ 0.021∗∗ 0.019∗

(0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.007) (0.010) (0.007) (0.010)

Observations 43397 36701 26899 53199 43194 36132 40568 39530 40496 39602
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country or regional level. The dependent variable in Panel A is a dummy

variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign country and 0 otherwise, while in Panel B is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated to an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include

country-by-year fixed effects, and individual level controls as described in equations (1) and (2), and relies on survey-weights. Each column provides the analysis on a distinctive subsample of individuals, based on their economic conditions:

(1) having insufficient subjective income, (2) having sufficient subjective income, (3) being unemployed, (4) being employed, (5) concerned of loosing the job, (6) not concerned of loosing the job, (7) perceive themselves as belonging to a low

socioeconomic status, (8) perceive themselves as belonging to a high socioeconomic status, (9) having a wealth index below the sample median, and (10) having a wealth index above the sample median.
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Table C-3: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Expectations and Perceptions

Country Future Econ. Exp. Personal Future Econ. Exp. Children Future Income Distribution Freedom Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Worse
Off

Better
Off

Worse
Off

Better
Off

Will Not
Live Better

Will Live
Better

Unfair
Distribution

Fair
Distribution

Low
Value

High
Value

Panel A - Migration Asp.
Social Mobility+ –0.015∗∗ –0.027∗∗∗ –0.018∗ –0.024∗∗∗ –0.008 –0.017∗ –0.012∗ –0.029∗∗ –0.016∗ –0.019∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.005) (0.012) (0.009) (0.006) (0.013) (0.009) (0.006)
Social Mobility− 0.032∗∗∗ 0.016 0.031∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗ 0.033∗ 0.017 0.023∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗

(0.006) (0.011) (0.006) (0.007) (0.017) (0.011) (0.006) (0.019) (0.010) (0.007)

Observations 47951 27495 37248 38683 13264 17421 35570 8518 24056 56042
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X

Panel B - Participate Dem.
Social Mobility+ 0.003 –0.003 0.002 –0.003 0.009 0.009 –0.004 0.014 –0.004 0.003

(0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.009) (0.005) (0.005)
Social Mobility− 0.020∗∗∗ 0.017 0.020∗∗∗ 0.017 0.031∗∗ 0.022∗ 0.024∗∗ 0.012 0.016∗ 0.020∗∗

(0.007) (0.014) (0.006) (0.011) (0.014) (0.011) (0.008) (0.012) (0.008) (0.009)

Observations 47951 27495 37248 38683 13264 17421 35570 8518 24056 56042
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X X X

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country or regional level. The dependent variable in Panel A is a dummy variable equal

to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign country and 0 otherwise, while in Panel B is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated to an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include country-by-year fixed

effects, and individual level controls as described in equations (1) and (2), and relies on survey-weights. Each column provides the analysis on a distinctive subsample of individuals, based on their expectations and perceptions: (1) expecting that country

future economic expectations will be worse, (2) expecting that country future economic expectations will be better off, (3) expecting that personal future economic expectations will be worse, (4) expecting that personal future economic expectations will

be better off, (5) expecting that current children will not live in better future conditions, (6) expecting that current children will live in better future conditions, (7) believe that country is characterized by an unfair income distribution, (8) believe that

country is characterized by a fair income distribution, (9) having a freedom index below the median level, and (10) having a freedom index above the median level.

Table C-4: Social Mobility, Protest and Emigration
Heterogeneity Analysis - Institutions and Crime

Confidence Government Confidence Political Parties Who benefit from Gov. Crime Exp.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
No

Confidence Confident
No

Confidence Confident
Powerful
People

Not Powerful
People

Not
Victim

Crime
Victim

Panel A - Migration Asp.
Social Mobility+ –0.016∗∗ –0.025∗∗∗ –0.018∗∗∗ –0.020∗ –0.024∗∗∗ –0.017∗ –0.013∗∗ –0.028∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.008) (0.005) (0.011) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006) (0.008)
Social Mobility− 0.032∗∗∗ 0.014 0.032∗∗∗ 0.003 0.036∗∗∗ 0.014 0.025∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.010) (0.005) (0.015) (0.007) (0.014) (0.006) (0.008)

Observations 53937 26161 66646 13452 47015 15188 48251 31847
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X

Panel B - Participate Dem.
Social Mobility+ 0.004 –0.007 0.002 –0.006 –0.003 –0.007 0.007 –0.007

(0.004) (0.007) (0.004) (0.009) (0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.007)
Social Mobility− 0.021∗∗ 0.015 0.021∗∗ 0.007 0.013∗ 0.013 0.012 0.028∗∗

(0.007) (0.014) (0.007) (0.015) (0.007) (0.015) (0.007) (0.011)

Observations 53937 26161 66646 13452 47015 15188 48251 31847
Countries 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Country-year FE X X X X X X X X
Ind. Controls X X X X X X X X

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on Latinobarómetro data (2002-2023). Notes: *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country or regional level. The dependent

variable in Panel A is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent aspires to emigrate to a foreign country and 0 otherwise, while in Panel B is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent participated

to an authorized demonstration, and 0 otherwise. All estimates include country-by-year fixed effects, and individual level controls as described in equations (1) and (2), and relies on survey-weights. Each

column provides the analysis on a distinctive subsample of individuals, based on their attitudes towards political institutions and experience of crime: (1) no confidence in the government, (2) confident in the

government, (3) no confidence in political parties, (4) confident in political parties, (5) believe that country is governed for the benefit of powerful people, (6) believe that country is governed for the benefit of

people in general, (7) being victim of crime, and (8) not being victim of crime.
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