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Abstract

We use 1940 Census data to study the intergenerational transmission of human capital
for children born in the 1920s and educated during an era of expanding but unequally
distributed public school resources. Looking at the gains in educational attainment
between parents and children, we document lower average mobility rates for blacks
than whites, but wide variation across states and counties for both races. We show
that schooling choices of white children were highly responsive to the quality of local
schools, with bigger effects for the children of less-educated parents. We then narrow
our focus to black families in the South, where state-wide minimum teacher salary
laws created sharp differences in teacher wages between adjacent counties. These dif-
ferences had large impacts on schooling attainment, suggesting an important causal
role for school quality in mediating upward mobility.
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1 Introduction

Societies aspire to equality of opportunity—the goal that all children have the chance to
achieve a prosperous life. An effective system of public education can play a key role in
pursuit of this ideal. In the U.S., widespread access to public elementary schools opened
a pathway to prosperity for many children by 1900. Even more remarkably, over the next
40 years the “high school movement” led to sustained public investments that enabled the
U.S. to jump ahead of other nations in the share of students with a secondary education
(Goldin and Katz, 2008).1 This era of increasing human capital investment set the stage
for rising incomes and stable or even declining inequality in the decades following World
War II, resulting in what Goldin (2001) has called America’s “human-capital century.”

Despite the large gains in average educational attainment in the early twentieth century,
not all families benefited equally. Black students in the South were particularly disadvan-
taged by the low quality of segregated schools and limited access to high school.2 For
instance, as late as 1938, South Carolina (a state in which nearly half of the student-aged
population was black) had only 20 accredited high schools for blacks, compared to 306
for whites.3 White children in many rural areas also faced limited access to high-quality
schooling.

We study the intergenerational links between parent and child schooling in this era of
expanding, but unevenly distributed, educational opportunity. Specifically, we use 100%
population records from the 1940 Census to study education choices of young people (in
the 14–18 age range) who were living with at least one parent. In 1940 the Census Bureau
collected for the first time information on educational attainment for essentially the entire
population, enabling us to study intergenerational links within millions of families. We
combine these data with information on local schools, which, in the states with de jure
segregation, was recorded by race. Importantly, in 1940 most young people completed
their education before leaving home. By age 18, for example, nearly 60% of white men had
left school but almost 90% were living with their parents—only slightly below the fraction
at age 5. This allows us to construct simple measures of educational attainment that
capture upward mobility relative to parents, and to estimate censored regression models
of desired education that flexibly condition on parental education.

The transmission of economic success between generations has engaged social scientists
for over a century.4 Most recently, an important series of studies by Chetty et al. (2014a,

1The fraction of 14-17 year olds enrolled in high school rose from 10% in 1900 to over 70% in 1940 (US
Department of Education,1993, Table 9).

2As we discuss below, black students outside the South were also often relegated to separate schools, as
were some Chinese and Mexican American students.

3See South Carolina State Superintendent of Education (1938), pp. 98–103.
4Galton (1869) posed the issue as (largely) one of inherited ability. Prominent contributions circa

1970, focusing on the role of educational and other institutions, included Coleman et al. (1966), Blau and
Duncan (1967) and Jencks et al. (1972). A large subsequent literature on intergenerational links in economic
wellbeing has emerged, including studies in the U.S. and elsewhere (see reviews by Solon, 1999, and Black
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2014b) has shown that the rate of intergenerational mobility for children born in the early
1980s varies widely across areas of the U.S., and is correlated with measures of school
quality and other local factors.5 Our work provides an historical counterpart to this work,
albeit using education rather than income as the measure of socioeconomic status, while
offering two new contributions to the literature:

First, we conduct our analyses separately by race. We show that average mobility
rates at mid-century were substantially lower for black families than for whites or Asian
Americans—a pattern that contributed to the persistence of lower education levels for
African Americans for at least another generation. Nevertheless, in some parts of the
country (specifically in the West) mobility rates for blacks were as high as those for whites.

Second, we go beyond a purely observational analysis of the factors associated with
upward mobility by studying the effects of school quality on educational attainment of
black children in the South. In the era of Jim Crow and political disenfranchisement,
most school resource decisions were made by whites, with little input from local black
families.6 To address remaining concerns over causality, we focus on the effects of state
laws setting minimum salaries for teachers. Consistent with patterns noted by Jones (1928)
and Bond (1934), salaries paid to black teachers were generally lower in Deep South states
(Alabama, Louisiana, Georgia, Mississippi, and South Carolina) than in other segregated
states; race-specific minimum teacher salary policies reinforced these inequalities. This
sets the stage for a cross-border research design (Dube et al., 2010) that uses differences
between contiguous counties to isolate the effects of teacher salaries while differencing out
unobserved local factors.

At a conceptual level, our research builds on a theoretical literature originating with
Becker and Tomes (1979 and 1986) and Loury (1981). Indeed, we frame our empirical
analysis using a model in the spirit of these papers. We assume that parents face a trade-
off between current consumption and investment in their children’s human capital. More
prosperous parents choose higher levels of education for their children, bequeathing some
of their socioeconomic advantage to the next generation. Using this model we argue that
in the 1920s and 1930s a key factor mediating the strength of this intergenerational link
was the quality of local schools. To the extent that higher quality schools yield higher
returns per year of schooling, parents of a given family background status will invest more
when their children have access to better schools. On the cost side, observed enrollment
patterns suggest there was a discrete jump in the marginal cost of schooling between high

and Devereux, 2011).
5Previous U.S.-based work on the topic (e.g., Solon, 1992, and Mazumder, 2005) typically relied on

relatively small samples, making it impossible to document differences in mobility rates at the local level.
6See Margo (1985, 1990) for detailed historical overviews and references to the literature on disenfran-

chisement and black schooling. While black families had little power over public school resources, there
were some mechanisms for local input. For example, the Rosenwald school construction program (Donohue
et al., 2002; Aaronson and Mazumder, 2011) required co-funding by local black organizations, which po-
tentially created an endogenous local component of school quality. We are able to control for exposure to
Rosenwald schools: like Carruthers and Wanamaker (2013) we find that by 1940 the impacts were small.
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school and college that induced many families to stop schooling at 12th grade.7 In this
setting, increases in school quality will tend to have larger effects on children who would
have otherwise stopped schooling prior to completing high school, reducing between-family
differences in schooling attainment by “leveling up” the lower tail.

We begin our empirical analysis by documenting a strong positive gradient between
parental education and the schooling outcomes of children in the 1940 Census. Among
white females aged 16–18, for instance, those with better-educated parents—at least one
parent graduating from high school—had a 95% probability of completing 9th grade,
whereas those with poorly-educated parents—neither parent beyond a 4th grade educa-
tion—had only a 40% probability. Similar patterns are present for white males and for
black children of both genders.

We next document wide geographic variation in the relationship between parent and
child education, and in the rate of upward mobility in human capital levels between gen-
erations. As a benchmark, we measure upward mobility using the 9th grade completion
rate of children aged 16–18 whose parents have 5–8 years of school (i.e., roughly in the
middle of the parental educational distribution). At the state level upward mobility rates
are highly correlated with average pupil-teacher ratios and average teacher salaries. At the
county level upward mobility rates for children born in the 1920s are also highly correlated
with measures of upward mobility in income constructed by Chetty et al. (2014a) for chil-
dren born in the early 1980s, underscoring the potential value of understanding the local
determinants of upward mobility in the earlier time period, and suggesting considerable
persistence in the local forces that shape upward mobility.

To focus more narrowly on the relationship between desired education and local school
characteristics we use censored regression (Tobit) models of schooling attainment that
control for other family characteristics (e.g., living on a farm, and having parents that
were born in a different state). Specifically, we fit models separately by race/gender and
parental education level, treating children who are not enrolled at the census date as
having completed their schooling, and those who are enrolled as censored. We include
unrestricted state dummies that measure the relative educational attainment of children in
different states in a specific parental education group. In a second stage, we then relate the
estimated state dummies to administrative measures of average school quality at the state
level. This analysis points to two main conclusions. First, within narrowly-defined parental
education groups, school quality metrics are strongly related to schooling attainment for
children born in the 1920s. Second, these estimated effects are largest for children with the
least educated parents and smallest for those with the most educated parents. Thus higher
average school quality in a state contributed to a narrowing of human capital disparities
between generations.

Finally, we turn to a detailed analysis of schooling attainment among black children in

7In 1939 only 9% of 19–24 year olds were enrolled in college (Snyder, 1993, Table 24), nearly half at
private institutions.
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the segregated South, using county-level data on pupil teacher ratios and average teacher
salaries. Our key focus is on the effects of average teacher salaries, which we show are
strongly related to the average education of teachers in each county.8 Many Southern
states set minimum wages for public school teachers, with rates that were generally lower
for black teachers, particularly in the Deep South states. The minimum annual salary in
1940 in Georgia, for example, was $280 for white teachers and $175 for black teachers,
while in neighboring Tennessee, the minimum was $320 for both groups.

To isolate the effects of these salary differences while controlling for local economic op-
portunities, we construct contiguous county pairs on either side of the borders of Southern
states, focusing on pairs for which average education levels of white adults were similar on
each side. We then fit two sets of models: one using within-pair difference in estimated
county effects from Tobit models for observed education of teenage children; the other
using within-pair differences in upward mobility rates. OLS models show a strong partial
correlation between both sets of outcomes and the within-pair difference in average teacher
wages. Instrumental variables estimates using the difference in state minimum salaries to
instrument the difference in average teacher wages are similar or slightly larger, as would
be expected if black teacher wages in a border county are largely exogenous to unobserved
determinants of the desired schooling of black children, but are measured with some error.
Interestingly, the magnitudes of the estimated teacher wage effects from these models are
close to those from our state-level models, suggesting that there may be relatively little
endogeneity bias in those models.

The paper proceeds as follows. In section 2 we provide some historical context and
a descriptive overview of the main patterns of intergenerational schooling outcomes that
motivate our paper. We set up a theoretical framework in section 3, with the intention of
imposing some order on our thought process as we head into the empirical inquiry. We
report state-level empirical analyses in section 4, then our analysis of Southern border
counties in section 5. We summarize and discuss in section 6.

2 Historical Setting

We study the intergenerational transmission of human capital during the first half the 20th
century—a period during which average schooling was increasing by nearly one year per
decade (see Goldin and Katz, 2008, Figure 1.4). Our focus is on educational outcomes
for teenage children who were living with their parents in 1940.9 The two generations we
study are thus parents, who were born from roughly 1880 through 1910, and their children,
born in the 1920s.

Two broad features of the historical landscape make these generations especially at-

8See Margo (1990) for an earlier analysis emphasizing the importance of teacher salaries.
9We defer to Section 4 an analysis of the leaving-home process that leads to our choice of specific age

ranges for sons and daughters.
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tractive for studying the forces that shape the intergenerational transmission of human
capital.

The first is wide variability in human capital within the parent generation. This het-
erogeneity reflects, in part, the way the U.S. public school system evolved during the late
19th and early 20th centuries. Most Americans born between 1880 and 1910 had access
to public elementary schools. Access to public high schools, however, was very much de-
pendent on the time and place of their childhood. This variation was the legacy of the
decentralized structure of public schooling. As Goldin and Katz (2008) document, local
finance and control was a defining feature of American public education from its inception,
and the timing of the emergence of publicly funded high school was dependent on many
local factors.10

Racial segregation also contributed to the inequality of schooling in the parent’s gen-
eration. Segregation was legally mandated throughout the South and in Arizona and
Kansas, and was permitted in many other states at the discretion of local school boards
(see Petersen, 1935; Wright, 1941; and Knox, 1954).11 Several states, including California,
also allowed de jure segregation of Mexican Americans (Wollenberg, 1974) and Chinese
Americans (Kuo, 1998). Educational opportunities afforded black, Hispanic, and Chinese
Americans were thereby often limited as a matter of official policy.

All told, it is not surprising that we observe dramatic differences in educational attain-
ment within the parent generation by birth cohort, region, and race. We report relevant
statistics, calculated from 1940 Census data, in Appendix A Table A. We find, for exam-
ple, that among black men and women born in the South in 1880–89, only about 13%
completed at least 8 grades of education, and only 9% reached grade 12. Among whites
born in the West in 1900–09, in contrast, close to 90% completed eighth grade, and over
40% completed high school.

A second feature of the historical landscape that is valuable for our research design is
inequality in educational resources available at the local level to the children’s generation.
By the time these children were in school (in the late 1920s and 1930s) some states had
adopted equalization and standardization policies, but local taxes remained the dominant
form of school finance.12 And between states there were very large differences in resources
devoted to primary and secondary education.13 As a broad generalization, schools outside

10See chapters 4–6 of Goldin and Katz (2008), which provide a detailed account of the provision of primary
and secondary public education in the U.S. in the 19th and 20th centuries. As to the high school movement
specifically, these scholars argue, “The high school movement was, above all, a grassroots movement. It
sprung from the people and was not forced upon them by a top-down campaign” (p. 245).

11Peterson (1935) reports that in the early 1930s all 18 Southern states, the District of Columbia, Arizona
and Kansas mandated racially segregated schools. Separate schools were explicitly allowed in Indiana, New
York, and Wyoming; and no legal impediment existed to segregation at the local level in 13 other states.

12Nationwide, the average local share of school spending was 83% in 1930 and 68% in 1940. See Bensen
and O’Halloran (1987) for an overview of historical trends, and Coen-Pirani and Wolley (forthcoming) for
an economic analysis of fiscal centralization during the 1930s.

13In this respect our work stands in contrast to the prominent stream of research on intergenerational
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the South were better financed than those in the Southern states. The problem was com-
pounded for black students by lower levels of resources in the black schools, particularly in
the Deep South. In contrast, most Asian Americans in the children’s generation attended
regular public schools in California, which were among the highest-quality in the country,
and had been desegregated for some years.

2.1 Geographic Patterns in Schooling and Upward Mobility

Schooling of Parents and Children

With these generalizations in mind, we provide some initial descriptive evidence on the
relationship between parent and child education in the series of panels in Figure 1. In
constructing these figures we focus on children aged 16–18 who reside with at least one
parent.14 For these children we construct a simple metric of educational attainment—the
fraction who have completed at least ninth grade (whether still enrolled or not). The
panels in Figure 1 graph this outcome as a function of “parental schooling”—a variable
equal to the higher of the parents’ education, when both parents are present, or the parent’s
education in single-parent families. In all panels except F and G, and in all the subsequent
analysis below, we focus exclusively on families with native-born parents.

Panel A shows that at every level of parental education, the share of children with
at least nine grades of education is substantially higher for white children than for black
children, and is higher for daughters than sons (of either race). Panels B and C document
regional variation in schooling outcomes for whites. These graphs show that education
levels are much lower in the South than in other regions, with a wider gap for children of
poorly educated parents. Panels D and E compare the gradients in the Deep South and
the other Southern states (sometimes called the Peripheral South) for daughters and sons
of both races. Importantly, the educational outcomes for white children (conditional on
parental education) are essentially the same in the two sets of states, whereas for black
children, schooling outcomes are lower in the Deep South. This simple comparison points
to the potential importance of school quality, which was broadly similar for whites in the
two sets of states but of lower quality for blacks in the Deep South (see Card and Krueger,
1992b).

Although our primary focus is on native-born families, for the sake of interest in Pan-
els F and G we show parallel evidence for families with at least one immigrant parent.

mobility emerging from Nordic counties (made possible by linked administrative records in those coun-
tries), e.g., Black et al. (2005), Meghir and Palme (2005), Aakvik et al. (2010), Meghir et al. (2013),
Meghir et al. (2014), Lundborg, Nilsson, and Rooth (2014), and Carneiro et al. (2015). In our setting—the
U.S. in 1940—we have far greater levels of racial and cultural diversity, and also greater geographic variation
in educational resources available to children.

14Here we follow Goldin and Katz (1999), who evaluated the education of children aged 14–18 who lived
with parents in the 1915 Iowa Census. Hilger (2017b) takes a similar approach though his focus is on
educational outcomes among older children (aged 26–29) who co-reside with parents. We refine these age
limits in the models presented in section 4.
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There is a common perception that immigrants move to the U.S. in hopes of improving
prospects for their children. Evidence in Panel F is consistent with that idea: children of
poorly-educated immigrants have much higher levels of educational attainment than their
native-born counterparts.15 Like the children of native-born parents, children of immigrant
parents had lower educational attainment in the South, suggesting that some common fea-
ture of the Southern education system may have been partly to blame for the disparities
for both groups.

Upward Mobility

There are many ways of measuring upward mobility in educational attainment. Motivated
by the patterns in Figure 1, we consider parents with 5-8 years of education—approximately
in the middle of the parental education distribution—and calculate the fraction of their
children who “move up the educational ladder” by completing at least nine years of educa-
tion. Figure 2 shows large regional differences in this simple measure of upward mobility,
and quantifies a disadvantage for black children, most prominently in the South. In con-
trast, in the West the black-white gap is negligible, though both blacks and whites have
slightly lower upward mobility than Japanese American families.16

Panels A and B of Figure 3 show upward mobility rates by state for white daughters and
sons, respectively, and reveal striking geographic variation in mobility. Among sons, for
example, upward mobility is lowest in Tennessee and Kentucky (0.35 and 0.37 respectively)
and highest in California (0.82) and Utah (0.85). Panels C and D report comparable state-
wide mobility rates for black daughters and sons.17 Upward mobility was generally much
lower for blacks than whites, particularly in the Deep South, with rates for black sons of
only 0.09 in Mississippi, and 0.15 in South Carolina and Georgia. In contrast, black sons’
upward mobility rates were quite high in Nebraska (0.79), California (0.83), and Minnesota
(0.83). The near equality of upward mobility rates for white and black children in California
suggests that lower average black mobility rates in other states may have been driven more
by ecological factors than by inherent differences in the value of education among black
families.18

Given the large sample sizes available in the 1940 Census, we can also estimate upward
mobility rates at much finer levels of geography. Panel A of Figure 4 presents county-level

15Using data measured in the 1970 Census for children of roughly the same cohort, Card, DiNardo and
Estes (2000) show that the conditional education gap between children of immigrants and children with
U.S. born parents is present even in adulthood.

16See Hilger (2017a) for an interesting analysis of upward mobility among Asian American families fo-
cusing on California.

17We give results only for states for which we have a sample of at least 50 child-parent pairs among
families in which parental education is 5–8 grades.

18The relatively high upward mobility rates among black families outside the South may in part be the
result of high upward mobility more generally among geographically mobile parents. If so this complicates
interpretation of our comparisons. In our models below we therefore control for parental geographic mobility.
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estimates for a pooled sample of black and white families, using different colors for counties
with upward mobility rates in different deciles of the national distribution. For sake of
comparison, Panel B shows a similar map using measures of intergenerational mobility in
income for the cohort of children born 1980–83 constructed by Chetty et al. (2014a), again
distinguishing counties by their deciles in the overall distribution of mobility rates.19 The
similarities in the geography of upward mobility between these two cohorts are striking:
the correlation across counties between the two mobility rates is 0.45, suggesting a high
degree of persistence in local factors affecting intergenerational mobility rates in the U.S.,
though the rate of upward mobility appears to have fallen in California.

These maps show that average upward mobility rates for children born in the early
1920s and early 1980s are both lower in the South. Panels C and D show that when we
measure mobility rates separately by race in 1940, the rates for both race groups are lower
in the South and higher in the Northeast and West. Indeed, the correlation across counties
between the upward mobility rates of whites and blacks is 0.53, so there is clearly a strong
common component of geographic variation in mobility rates for both races.

2.2 An Initial Look at Upward Mobility and School Quality

As a final descriptive exercise we correlate state-level upward mobility rates with measures
of school quality. We use two simple measures of school quality—the pupil-teacher ratio
and average annual teacher wages—originally assembled by Card and Krueger (1992a,
1992b).20 Average pupil-teacher ratios range from just under 20 (in the Dakotas) to 36 (in
Kentucky), while average teacher salaries range from $600 per year (in Arkansas) to $2400
per year (in New York).21

Panels A and B of Figure 5 show that upward mobility rates of white daughters and
sons are correlated with each of the quality measures in the expected direction. Panels C
and D repeat this exercise for black daughters and sons, using data on school quality for
the segregated black schools in the 18 Southern states with de jure segregation.22 We note
that the horizontal scales differ for black and white students, reflecting the large variation
in school quality for black students across the 18 states (e.g., the pupil/teacher ratio ranges
from 25 to 50). All four panels reveal strikingly high correlations between the two measures
of quality and the upward mobility rates of black daughters and sons.

19These maps use a measure by Chetty et al. that gives the predicted income percentile (at age 26) for
children born to parents at the 25th percentile of the income distribution.

20Histograms showing the distributions of these measures across the 48 mainland states and the District of
Columbia, but excluding schools for black students in segregated states, are shown in Appendix Figure A1.
Card and Krueger also assembled data on average term lengths but in their analysis and our own analysis
this variable adds little once the other two measures are included so we focus only on the two main measures.

21For reference, the CPI has risen by a factor of about 17 from 1940 to today, while average wages of
non-supervisory workers in manufacturing have risen by a factor of approximately 38.

22Kansas and Arizona also operated separate schools for black students but we have have been unable to
find race-specific data on school quality for these states.

9



Motivated by this descriptive evidence, we take a digression to develop a more fully
specified conceptual framework that will guide our inquiry.

3 A Benchmark Model

Our goal is to build a simple model to study plausible links between the intergenerational
transmission of human capital and the quality of schooling available to families. We work
with a variant of the household model of Becker and Tomes (1979, 1986) and Loury (1981),
in which the utility of a parent-child family depends on current consumption and the future
consumption of the child.

We assume that parents choose a level of schooling E for their child, given their own
resources and the potential earnings of the child. Parents have income y0 per period, which
is assumed to remain constant over time, and pay out-of-pocket costs c(t) for the tth period
of schooling, which includes tuition and living costs for post-secondary education.23 For
simplicity we assume the child’s earnings 0 while in school and y1(E) per period after
completing E years of school. We assume that children live with parents until age L > E,
after which point they are on their own. Ignoring (for the moment) any borrowing or
lending, parents maximize

U(E) =

∫ E

0
u(y0 − c(t))e−rtdt +

∫ L

E
u(y0 + y1(E))e−rtdt +

∫ ∞
L

θv(y1(E))e−rtdt, (1)

where u maps parental income to parental utility in period t, v maps the child’s income to
the child’s utility in period t, θ ≥ 0 is an altruism factor reflecting the value of the child’s
utility to the parent, and r is a discount factor.

The marginal value of an additional unit of child’s education is

U ′(E) = e−rE
[
y′1(E)

r
λ1 − (y1(E) + c(E))λ0

]
, (2)

where
λ1 = u′(y0 + y1(E))(1− e−r(L−E)) + θv′(y1(E))e−r(L−E),

and

λ0 =
u(y0 + y1(E))− u(y0 − c(E))

y1(E) + c(E)

= u′(ỹ0) for ỹ0 ∈ [y0 − c(E), y0 + y1(E)].

The first term on the right hand side of equation (2), e−rE
y′1(E)
r λ1, is the marginal benefit

of an additional unit of education, which yields a flow of income y′1(E) per year starting

23For students in areas with no local high school the out-of-pocket costs of secondary school may also
include living and travel costs.
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in period E and is valued using the marginal utility λ1.
24 The second term, e−rE(y1(E) +

c(E))λ0, represents the marginal cost of schooling, which includes an opportunity cost
y1(E) and a direct cost c(E), both of which are incurred in period E and are valued using
the marginal utility λ0.

We note that if a parent simply maximizes the sum of parental and child income (as
would be the case with access to perfect credit markets) then λ0 = λ1 = 1. Otherwise,
for families that cannot easily borrow against their children’s future income, or that are
less than perfectly altruistic, the marginal utility of $1 paid as a lump sum at the end of
schooling will be higher than the marginal utility of $1 paid as a perpetuity to the parent
and the child, implying that λ0 > λ1 .

Ignoring any discontinuities in schooling, an optimal choice for E sets U ′(E) = 0,
leading to the condition

y′1(E)

y1(E)
= r

λ0
λ1

[1 + d(E)] , (3)

where d(E) = c(E)/y1(E) is the ratio of the direct cost of the Eth year of schooling to
the opportunity cost. The left hand side of (3) is the proportional return to an additional
unit of schooling, while the right hand side is the annuitized proportional cost, adjusted
for any disparity between λ0 and λ1. In the case where parents maximize the sum of
parental and child income and there are no direct costs of schooling, the right hand side
of (3) is just r, yielding the well-known condition for optimal schooling derived by Mincer
(1958). More generally, r λ0λ1 represents an “adjusted discount rate” for the family, reflecting
credit constraints and/or imperfect altruism. Assuming that better educated parents have
lower values of r λ0λ1 , and that the proportional return to schooling is decreasing, the model
implies that better educated parents will invest in more child education, providing an
intergenerational linkage as in Becker and Tomes (1986) and Mulligan (1999).

3.1 Mapping the Model to the Empirical Analysis

The implications of this model depend on how the proportional returns to the Eth year

of schooling, MR(E) ≡ y′1(E)
y1(E) , and the proportional marginal costs of schooling, MC(E) ≡

r λ0λ1 [1 + d(E)] , vary across families. Consider a simple linearized model that focuses on
the effects of two key observable factors: the average quality of local public schooling, Q,
and the level of parental education, P. Specifically, suppose that

MR(E) = γ0 + γEE + γQQ+ γPP + φ, (4)

where φ is an unobserved component in the return to schooling, while

MC(E) = δ0 + δEE + δQQ+ δPP + ξ, (5)

24Note that λ1 is a weighted average of u′(y0 + y1(E)) and θv′(y1(E)), where the weights depend on the
fraction of the child’s life outside the parental home after completion of education.
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where ξ is an unobserved component of marginal cost. We assume that γE ≤ 0, (i.e.,
the marginal return to additional years of schooling is non-increasing), that δE ≥ 0 (i.e.,
the marginal cost is non-decreasing), and that δE − γE > 0. In addition, we assume
that γQ > 0 (so higher quality schooling increases the return to additional schooling) and
that δQ ≤ 0 (i.e., higher quality public schools, if anything, lower the marginal cost of
schooling). Finally, we assume that children of better educated parents have the same
or higher marginal returns to schooling, i.e., γP ≥ 0, but strictly lower marginal costs of
schooling (δP < 0). Equations (4) and (5) imply a linear model of optimal schooling:

E = β0 + βQQ+ βPP + η, (6)

with βQ =
γQ−δQ
γE−δE ≥ 0, βP = γP−δP

γE−δE > 0, and η = φ−ξ
γE−δE .25 This very simple model

implies that for a given quality of local schools, children’s schooling is linearly increasing in
parent’s schooling, and that better quality schools lead to a parallel shift in the mapping
from parent’s education to child’s education. Thus, higher quality schooling raises schooling
levels but does not differentially affect children from more- or less-educated families.

It also implies that the unobserved component of optimal schooling reflects a combina-
tion of the unobserved components of MR and MC, which could in principle be correlated
with Q (or P ). This is the main threat to a causal interpretation of the observed relation-
ship between schooling choices and observed quality measures, motivating our cross-border
analysis in Section 5.

A more nuanced set of predictions arise if the marginal cost of schooling rises discontin-
uously at the end of high school. This case is illustrated in Figure 6, where we consider the
optimal schooling choices for two children who face the same marginal returns to schooling
but different marginal costs because of different family backgrounds. The MC schedule for
the child with lower-educated parents (shown in blue) is relatively high, reflecting the high
cost of additional investment for the family (i.e., a higher value of r λ0λ1 ) whereas the schedule
for the child with higher-educated parents (shown in red) is relatively low. Both schedules,
however, discontinuously jump up for post-secondary schooling levels (E > 12), reflecting
the additional direct costs of college. In this setting, children of families with P in some
range (say P1 ≤ P ≤ P2) all stop schooling at the end of high school; only the most highly
educated parents send their children to college. Higher school quality, which shifts up the
MR schedule in Figure 6, leads to rising education for children of lower-educated parents
(from E∗ to E∗∗ in the example shown), but will not necessarily change the education
choices for families that previously selected E = 12.

We suspect that the intuition in Figure 6 is highly relevant for many families in the
1930s. Data on 25 year olds from the 1940 Census, for example, shows a striking mass
point in the distribution of education at exactly high school completion, representing 28%

25More generally, interpreting the coefficients of equations (4) and (5) as derivatives of MR and MC
taken around an optimal choice for E, βQ and βP can be interpreted as the derivatives of the optimal
schooling choice with respect to Q and P .
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of young adults in this cohort. Less than a third of those who completed high school had
any college education. This suggests that most families faced a substantial jump in costs
of education beyond the completion of high school. In our empirical analysis we therefore
fit models for schooling attainment of children separately by parental education group,
allowing for the possibility that the effect of school quality differs by the level of parental
education.

Another factor that could contribute to differences in the effect of average school quality
across parental education groups is the systematic sorting of better-educated families to
higher-spending school districts. To illustrate, let Qs represent the average quality of
schooling in a given state s, and let Qsk represent the average quality in the kth school
district of that state, where a given family with parental education P actually lives. The
incentives for higher-educated parents to seek out the better-quality districts are arguably
higher in states with lower average quality. Thus, we expect that

E[Qsk|Qs, P ] = τQQs + τPP + τQPQsP

with τQP < 0, implying that the actual level of school quality experienced by better-
educated families varies less across states than that experienced by poorly educated fam-
ilies. Combining this with equation (6) leads to a model for the child’s education that
includes a negatively-signed interaction between average school quality and parental edu-
cation.

4 Empirical Analysis of Parental-Child Links in Education

4.1 Children in 1940 U.S. Census

We noted that in 1940 most children completed schooling prior to leaving home. Consider
the bar graphs in Figure 7: here, the blue bars represent the proportion of individuals at
each age between 5 and 20 that we can identify as living with a parent,26 and the dark
red bars represent the proportion of children who live with a parent and are enrolled in
school. Focusing, for the moment, on white males (Panel B), we see that the proportion
living with a parent is stable at around 90% until age 17, then declines slightly to 87% at
age 18 before falling off more quickly at ages 19 and 20. School enrollment rates of white
sons who live with a parent are relatively stable between ages 8 and 14, but fall steadily
after age 14; by age 18 less than 40% are in school.27 Relative to sons, white daughters
(Panel A) begin leaving home a little earlier, presumably reflecting the gender gap in age

26Young children not living with a parent often instead were residing with a grandparent or other relative,
but some also lived in a household with unrelated adults. At older ages, especially at age 18 and older,
individuals not living with a parent more typically were in households of their own.

27There are a number of possible explanations for the <100% enrollment rate of younger children, in-
cluding children with disabilities, children being home-schooled, children on break from school (though this
is likely to be small because the 1940 Census was taken in April), and miscoding.
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at marriage, though their enrollment rates conditional on living with a parent are similar.
The patterns for black daughters and sons, in Panels C and D, show a similar stability
in the fraction of boys living with their parents until age 18, and of girls until age 16,
though on average black children have about 10 percentage points lower rates of parental
cohabitation, and also begin to leave school at earlier ages.

Table 1 presents a quantitative summary of the same information, focusing on children
aged 14–18. Our reading of the data in Figure 6 and Table 1 is that for boys, there is
little threat of selection bias in conditioning on living with one or both parents up to age
18. For girls, similar reasoning applies to samples up to age 16. Since we want to study
attainment of at least 9th grade, in our analysis below we therefore focus on samples of
sons aged 14–18 and daughters aged 14–16.

4.2 Measures of School Quality

We use two main measures of the quality of local public schools—the pupil-teacher ratio,
and average annual wages of teachers. A concern with interpreting the teacher wage as
a quality metric is that it reflects differences in the cost of living, rather than in the real
wage paid to teachers. To address this, we used the full count 1940 Census data to extract
information on wage earners with at least one year of post-secondary schooling who were
working in occupations other than teaching. We then fit simple earnings equations for these
non-teachers that include controls for education, race, gender, and experience, as well as
dummy variables for each state. We then use the estimated state dummies to deflate
observed teacher salaries.28 This adjustment effectively assumes that in the absence of
other factors, teacher wages would have varied across states proportionally to non-teacher
wages. Panel A of Figure 8 shows that mean adjusted and unadjusted wages are highly
correlated. In our models in the next section we use the adjusted wage data, but we have
also estimated all models using the unadjusted series, and find very similar coefficients.

Panel B of Figure 8 provides some evidence that higher teacher wages were associated
with a higher quality pool of teachers. We calculate the fraction of teachers in the 1940
Census with a college degree in each state, and plot this variable against the mean state
teacher wage (taken from the administrative data). In general, states with higher wages
also have better educated teachers.

Finally, in Panel C we plot the relationship between median earnings of teachers in a

28To be slightly more precise, we begin with a data set of all white workers aged 22–65 who (i) had at
least one year of college education, (ii) reported earnings in the 1940 Census, and (iii) had an occupation not
“teachers, n.e.c.” (category 18). This gives a sample of 3.24 million observations—26.8% female, average
age 36.1, mean years of education 14.9, mean annual earnings $1703 (standard deviation 1179) and mean
log earnings 7.18 (standard deviation 0.78). We then fit a regression model for log earnings, including a
dummy variable for female, dummies for each category of education, a cubic in potential years of experience,
and unrestricted state dummies, with New York state as the omitted state. Denote the estimated fixed
effect for state s as δ̂s. These provide estimates of the deviation in mean wages for a representative worker,
relative to earnings in New York (in 1939). Our adjustment factor for each state is then exp(δ̂s).
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state and the median earnings of non-teachers (again restricting attention to those who
attended at least one year of college). In most states, teachers earned less than non-
teachers, but there are notable exceptions, including California, New York, and the District
of Columbia. The graph also shows that there is large variation in teacher wages among
states with similar non-teacher wages, suggesting that there was substantial variation in
the willingness of communities with similar average incomes to pay for better-qualified
teachers.

4.3 Modeling the Effects of School Quality on Education Choices—White
Families

The reasoning illustrated in Figure 6 and the availability of very large sample sizes from
the 1940 Census (in white families, 2.15 million daughters aged 14–16 and 3.67 million
sons aged 14–18) leads us to consider empirical models in which the relationship between a
child’s educational outcomes and the quality of local schools varies by parental education.
We begin by dividing households into four parental education groups: 0–4, 5–8, 9–12, and
more than 12 years of education. We then fit statistical models separately for sons and
daughters in each group.

We use a two step procedure. First, we estimate a model of educational attainment for
children in parental education group g:

E∗ig = AigαAg + CigαCg + αs(i)g + uig, (7)

where Aig is a set of age dummies for the ith child in parent education group g; Cig are
additional family-level control variables,29 αsg are state dummies for education group g,
and s(i) is the state of residence of family i. We estimate this model as a Tobit (i.e.,
censored regression model), treating children who are not enrolled at the Census date as
having completed their schooling, E∗ig = Eig, and those who are enrolled as being censored,
E∗ig ≥ Eig. We adopt a normalization that sets the (weighted) sum of the state dummies
to zero for each g.

We note that since the oldest children in our samples are 16 (for females) or 18 (for
males), the censoring rates are fairly high for children in the highest parental education
groups. In Appendix Table B1 we report the mean, median, and modal education levels
observed for each parental education and gender group, as well as the fraction of children
in each group who are still enrolled (and are therefore treated as censored). The censoring
rate is 85% for males whose best-educated parent has 12 years of education and 89% for
those whose best-educated parent has > 12 years. For females the corresponding rates are
94% and 96%. These high rates mean that our models have limited power to discern the

29These controls are an indicator for only mother present, an indicator for only father present, an indicator
for both parents born in a different state, an indicator for one parent born in a different state, an indicator
for urban area, an indicator for living on a farm, indicators for parents’ age (in 5 year intervals), and
single-year indicators for parental education.
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desired schooling of children in the highest parental education groups. Nevertheless, we
can still measure differences across states in the attainment of at least one year of high
school for all of our parental education groups.

In a second stage, we then estimate models that relate the estimated state dummies
to our two state-level school quality measures: PTs, the average pupil-teacher ratio in
state s, and Ws, the average level of teacher salaries (adjusted for state-level differences in
average pay as described above). Specifically, we estimate three versions of the following
specification:

α̂sg = π0g + PTsπPTg +WsπWg + ξsg. (8)

In the first variant (“model 1”) we include only the pupil-teacher ratio. In the second
(“model 2”) we include only the teacher wage. In the third (“model 3”) we include both
measures of local school quality. We estimate these models by weighted least squares,
weighting the data for state s by the inverse sampling variance of the estimated state
dummy for group g.30

Table 2 presents parameter estimates. We observe several interesting features. First,
school quality is strongly related to schooling attainment for most parental education
groups, with effects that are largest for children with the least educated parents and small-
est for those with the most educated parents. The general pattern suggests that higher
school quality contributes to a closing of between-family gaps in human capital.31

A second interesting feature is that the estimated effects of the individual school quality
measures are only slightly attenuated when we fit a model that includes both (model 3),
reflecting the limited correlation between PT and W across states (ρ ≈ 0.2).

A third feature is that the estimated effects of school quality are only slightly larger
(10–20%) for sons than daughters. Given the lower maximum age for daughters (16 vs. 18),
this is reassuring, and suggests that the higher fraction of censoring for daughters does not
substantially attenuate the effects of school quality.

A final feature we notice from Table 2 is that estimates of teacher effects are little
affected by the addition of several state-level controls—the average level of education of
whites aged 25–55, the state-level white male unemployment rate (among those aged 16
and older), and the mean value of homes in the state.32 However, the addition of these

30If our first stage model was linear and there were no other control variables this weighting would lead
to second stage estimates that are numerically identical to those from a one-step procedure in which we
included the school quality measures directly in the first stage model (Hanushek, 1974).

31To investigate further, we broke down our parental education bins even further, forming 11 parental
education groups g, and then repeated our exercise, again for daughters and sons separately. We find that
the “school quality effects” (πPTg and πWg) for our 11 parental education groups g decline in importance,
almost monotonically, as parental education increases. See Appendix Tables B3 and B4. We also provide
parameter estimates for the other control variables for a subset of the Tobit first-stage models in Appendix
Table B2. Finally, Table B5 reports unweighted estimates, which are preferred by some analysts, and which
are very similar.

32See Appendix Tables B6 and B7 for the full set of estimated coefficients.
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covariates leads to greater attenuation in the estimated coefficients of the pupil-teacher
ratio. We conclude that the effects of teacher wages are reasonably robust to other controls,
whereas the pupil-teacher effects are more sensitive, and are likely overstated in the simplest
models.

To get a sense of the magnitudes implied by the estimates in Table 2, recall that the
state effects from equation (7), which form the dependent variable in the second stage
model, are scaled in years of education. Teacher salaries are scaled in hundreds of dollars
per year. Thus a coefficient of 0.15 on annual teacher salary—as is approximately the case
in families with parental education of 5–8 grades—implies that a $500 increase in average
teacher salaries is associated with a 0.75 year increase in completed education. This is a
relatively large effect, and implies that moving from a low school quality state like Alabama
to a high school quality state like California would lead to an extra two years of education
for the children of parents who have 5–8 years of schooling. Assuming a 7% return to each
year of education, this would yield about 15% higher earnings per year of work, as well as
other potential benefits.33

One concern with these models is that the Tobit functional form is incorrect. To test
the robustness of our conclusions, we re-estimated our first stage models using a probit
specification, treating education beyond high school as a single top category. We then used
the estimated state effects from these models as dependent variables in our second stage
models. The results are summarized in Appendix Table B8. The estimated effects of PT
and W are qualitatively very similar to the effects in Table 2, though all the coefficients
are re-scaled by a factor of roughly 0.1.34 Thus the estimates imply that a $500 increase in
average teacher salaries is associated with a roughly six to eight percentage point increase
in the probability of achieving at least 9th grade for children whose parents have eight
years of schooling.

In the extant literature a common way of characterizing the parent-child education link
is with a regression of the child’s education Ei on the parent’s education Pi.

35 The models
summarized in Tables 2 and 3 suggest that higher school quality affects the slope of this
relationship, since increased quality has a differential affect on the schooling attainment
of children with more and less-educated parents. To illustrate this directly, we estimate
separate Tobit models relating desired child education to parental education for states with
high, medium, and low levels of average teacher wages, including dummies for parental
education and the same controls included in our main first-stage models. Panel A of
Figure 9 shows the coefficients of the parental education dummies in these three models.

33As for the coefficients on the pupil-teacher ratio, the largest effect in the multiple regression models
(with covariates) is approximately -0.10, for sons of very poorly educated parents. This too is quite a large
effect; a 5-pupil reduction in the pupil-teacher ratio is associated with a 0.5 year increase in completed
education.

34The correlation of the estimated effects of teacher wages on the state effects from ordered probit models
for white males (in Appendix Table B8) with the corresponding effects of teacher wages on the state effects
from first stage Tobit models in Appendix Table B4 is 0.95.

35The coefficient on parental education ranges from 0.14 to 0.45 in eight papers cited by Mulligan (1999).
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In states with relatively high teacher wages, an increase in parental education from Pi = 2
to Pi = 12, leads to about a 3.5 year gain in child education, i.e., the slope of the parent-
child gradient is approximately 0.35. In states with low teacher wages, on the other hand,
the corresponding slope is approximately 0.75. (We discuss Panel B of Figure 9 below.)

4.4 School Quality and Education Choices—Black Families

We proceed with an analogous exercise for black families located in the South. In compar-
ison to white parents, relatively few black parents have more than elementary education,
so our top education bin is now for parental education > 8 grades.

Results for black daughters and sons are presented in Table 3.36 As with white fam-
ilies, we observe the expected negative relationship between the pupil-teacher ratio and
educational attainment and positive relationship between the teacher wage and education.
However, for black families the relationship between school quality and education does not
vary substantially according to parental education.

There are two complementary explanations for this finding. First, few black students
in the South attended college in the late 1930s. Thus the discontinuity in marginal costs
for E > 12 was largely irrelevant, leading to an expected empirical relationship closer to
equation (6). Second, in our discussion above we posited that within-state sorting may
have flattened the relationship between average school quality and the expected quality
of schooling children of highly-educated parents. Black families in the South may have
been an exception. Disenfranchisement meant that African Americans had little control
over the quality of their schools, weakening the sorting effect. These observations suggest
an empirical strategy in which we simply pool all parental education groups in the same
first-stage Tobit model. We do so, and give the results in the final rows of Panel A and
Panel B in Table 3.

Although the models in Table 3 are estimated on only 18 observations, they point to
relatively precisely estimated effects of local school quality on the educational attainment
of black sons and daughters, with similar effects for the two gender groups. The estimated
effects are comparable in magnitude to the effects we obtained for white children with
parents in the middle of the white parent’s education distribution (5–8 years of schooling);
in various specification for black students, the average teacher wage effect is approximately
0.10–0.20. Thus a $500 increase in teacher salary is associated with a 0.5 to 1 year increase
in complete schooling. Taking such estimates at face value, the $2000 per year gap in
teacher salary gap between Georgia and the District of Columbia would be associated with
a two to four year gap in completed schooling for black children.

As with white families, we estimated a probit variant of our model, in which the object
of interest is 9th grade attainment. Results are reported in Appendix Table B13. Inferences

36Interested readers can find estimated coefficients for the Tobit first stage in Table B9. Unweighted
variants of regression (3) from Table 3 are in Table B10. Estimates of the covariate coefficients are in
Tables B11 and B12.
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using this approach correspond closely to those in our main analysis (Table 3).
Further insights are offered in Panel B of Figure 9, where we show the relationship be-

tween the educational attainment of black children and their parent’s education, following
the same steps we used to construct Panel A of this figure for white children. We show
the estimated relationship separately for the Deep South states, which had very low school
quality metrics for black students; the Peripheral Southern states, where observable school
quality measures were higher, and more similar for blacks and whites; and states outside of
the South, where most black students attended non-segregated schools. For families outside
the South the relationship is quite similar to the profile for white families in high-teacher-
wage states shown in panel A, and suggests a remarkable degree of upward mobility in
human capital for blacks. The profiles in the South—especially the Deep South—are much
lower and show far less upward mobility. To appreciate just how unfavorable the estimated
outcomes are for African American children in the Deep South, it is important to realize
that about one-half of black parents in these states had 4 grades or less of schooling. For
these families, predicted child schooling is only about 6 years—a very modest gain when
compared to the gains of 4 or more years for the children of white parents with comparable
levels of schooling.

4.5 Interpretation of State-Level Analysis: the Role of Minimum Teacher
Salary Standards

Our analysis of the relationship between parental and child schooling takes advantage of
the near-population data in the 1940 Census: our first stage models are estimated using
data for millions of families. But our inferences about the mediating role of school quality
depend on state-level variation, giving us only 49 observations for white children and 18
for black children. While the relationships between the schooling attainment and school
quality are suggestive of a causal link, there are concerns with this interpretation. One is
that the use of state-level school quality measures leads to biases (Hanushek, Rivkin and
Taylor, 1996). Another is that we cannot fully control for other local factors that vary
across states. The limited set of covariates included in our richest models in Table 2, for
example, may not adequately control for differences in labor market opportunities that
induced children to acquire more (or less) education and are correlated with school quality
measures.

To push further, in the next section we study the quality of schooling at the county
level, focusing on adjacent counties that lie along the borders of Southern states. The
idea is that these neighboring counties likely share similar economic and social conditions,
while being subject to substantially different state-level policies. To set the stage for this
cross-border design, and to provide additional clarity to our state-level regressions, it is
worth considering the origins of the variation we observe in state schooling policies.

We have already noted that during the first few decades of the 20th century, many
states implemented public schooling reform—a process leading to greater equalization and
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standardization within states. As of 1940 most school spending was still at the local level
(approximately 68%, according to Bensen and O’Halloran, 1987), but in many states key
local decisions were unmistakably shaped by state-level policies. For instance, in 1940
a total of 23 states set a floor on teacher salaries, including a number of states in the
South, where the minimum salary schedules were usually lower for black teachers than their
white counterparts. These provisions were typically part of broader legislation through
which states provided supplementary funding for local schools. In exchange, counties were
required to adhere to the minimum salary scale, which most counties were doing by 1940.
We provide a brief summary of the history of minimum salaries regulations in Appendix A,
and provide empirical evidence for the importance of minimum wage regulation in pushing
up the lower tail of wages for both black and white teachers.37

Figures in Appendix A provide visual evidence of the importance of minimum salary
policies in driving statewide teacher salaries. In Figures A4 and A5 we plot the distribution
of earnings of full-time public school teachers (from the 1940 Census) for each state with a
mandated minimum, again separately by race, along with a line representing the minimum
salary. When looking at these figures it is helpful to note that earnings are generally
thought to be noisily measured in the 1940 Census—a fact that will lead to apparent non-
compliance with the law.38 Those figures show strong visual evidence that minimum wage
laws were pushing up the lower tail of wages for black teachers in states like Alabama,
Delaware, Georgia, and Mississippi, and doing the same for white teachers in states like
Alabama, Kentucky, Missouri, and North Carolina.

With all this in mind, consider the simple bivariate regressions shown in Table 4. In
the first column is an OLS regression of the state dummies from regression (7) on the
state teacher salaries, just as in the second column of Tables 2 and 3, but for states with
minimum teacher-salary regulations. Results are quite similar to those found with the full
sample. We implement a 2SLS procedure using the state’s minimum teacher salary as an
instrument. The first stage fits remarkably well.39 The 2SLS estimates are quite similar to
their OLS counterparts.

In Table 5 we repeat this analysis, but now include both the state pupil-teacher ratio
and state teacher salary variables. For white students, a group for which n = 23, results
are little changed from the bivariate 2SLS results of Table 4. Given the small sample of
black students (n = 10), it is unsurprising that we make no headway with 2SLS when we
include both school quality measures; we do not report 2SLS results because of a failure
at the first stage (low F statistics).

37National Educational Association (1940) provides a useful contemporary discussion of the laws.
38Miller and Paley (1958) conducted a reliability analysis of reported incomes in the 1950 Census using a

large sample of Census households matched to corresponding Federal tax records. They found substantial
measurement error in the Census. For example, among households who reported $2500–2999 income in tax
filings, 12.6% report income of $1000–1499 to the Census.

39If we instead regress the log of state teacher-salary average on the log of the state teacher minimum
salary, the coefficient is 0.58 for whites and 0.64 for blacks. These results imply that a 10% increase in the
minimum salary generated an increase in average salaries of around 6%.
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In broad terms our analyses demonstrate robust state-level associations between teacher
salaries and educational attainment, and the 2SLS estimates suggest a key role for state-
level policies in shaping these relationships. Estimated teacher salary effects are largest for
black families and for white families with poorly educated parents. This is striking because
during the era we study neither Southern black families nor poorly educated white families
had much in the way of political control over state educational policy.

5 Comparisons at the County Level: A Cross-Border Design

In our final set of analyses we evaluate the schooling choices of children from families in
adjacent counties that lie along the borders of the Southern states. Figure 10 shows the
borders in question, highlighting the counties on each side. Relative to the statewide com-
parisons in Tables 2–5, these border county comparisons have two key advantages. First,
the matched counties along each border have similar socioeconomic conditions, including
local demand factors that may have influenced the schooling decisions of children. Second,
the number of border counties is relatively large, enabling us to expand the list of controls
included in our models.

Table 6 provides an overview of the differences in teacher wages in the states included
in our border sample, with four columns of data for black teachers and four for whites. The
first two columns for each race represent mean wages of teachers in the 1940 Census for the
border counties and for the state as a whole.40 The third column shows the average salary
for the state in the Card-Krueger data, collected from administrative reports. Finally, the
fourth column shows the minimum wage applying to teachers in the state, or in states with
no minimum, the 10th percentile wage for teachers, estimated over all teachers in the state.
We give the 10th percentile as a benchmark, indicating the approximate highest minimum
salary that would leave the extant salary structure unchanged (bearing in mind that many
especially low earnings reports are due to measurement error).

Although the Census data and administrative data likely contain substantial measure-
ment errors, at the state level the two series are highly correlated. When we regress the
Census average on the administrative average we obtain a coefficient of 0.69 (s.e. 0.04)
and R2 = 0.97 for whites, and a coefficient of 0.71 (s.e. 0.04) and R2 = 0.89 for blacks.
At the county level, we collected administrative data (where available) on average teacher
salaries for all the border counties in the Deep South and for all the border counties in the
Peripheral South that bordered a Deep South state.41 Figure 11 shows a high correlation
(0.69) between these administrative salaries and mean teacher salaries estimated from the
1940 Census. Because there are some states with no county-level administrative data, we
proceed in this section using teacher wages as calculated using Census data.

40We classify individuals as “teachers” if their 1940 and 1950 occupation codes are “teacher” and they
are over the age of 14 with at least fifth grade education and are employed at the Census date in the
“educational services” industry (according to the 1950 Occupational classification).

41Arkansas and Mississippi did not not report county-level data on teacher salaries by county.
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We notice that between-state differences in wages were particularly large for black
teaches. Using calculates from the Census we find that annual teacher earnings ranged
from $295 in Mississippi (a state with a minimum salary for black teachers of $80) to
$1223 in Delaware (where the minimum was $1000). Also, we confirm that there were
often large gaps between the minimum wages for white and black teachers. For example,
the minimum wage for black teachers was 75% of the minimum for white teachers in
Alabama, 63% in Georgia, 58% in Maryland, 77% in North Carolina, and 74% in Virginia.
In many Peripheral states, however, the minimums were the same (Delaware, Kentucky,
Oklahoma, Tennessee, and West Virginia).

5.1 Identifying and Characterizing Border County Pairs

We use the county adjacency file published by the Census Bureau,42 to identify contiguous
counties along the borders between Southern states.43 To avoid comparing counties with
widely different economic conditions, we eliminate all pairs with more than a one-year
absolute difference in the mean education of white residents. We also exclude counties
with fewer than five black residents between 16 and 18 years of age, and those with no
resident black teachers. These restrictions narrow our data set to 208 county pairs along
28 distinct border segments. We conduct a parallel analysis for white families with poorly-
educated parents, yielding 270 border county pairs along 32 distinct border segments.

Some basic summary statistics for the border segments are presented in Table 7.44 We
show average levels of adult education on each side of the border segment as well as the
average proportion of adults living on farms or in urban areas and average incomes. In
each case the first state listed has the higher minimum teacher salary or 10th percentile of
teacher wages.

Consider the first border segment in the Panel A of Table 7, which includes counties
along the Alabama (AL)–Florida (FL) border. This segment has 4 counties in AL and 5
in FL. In terms of demographic characteristics, we note close similarities in the two sets
of counties, e.g., in mean annual incomes for whites ($619 in AL vs. $642 in FL) and
for blacks ($310 in AL vs. $330 in FL). We also show our baseline measure of upward
mobility—the fraction of children aged 16–18 with at least 9th grade education among
those whose parents have 5–8 years of schooling—for white and black families on each side
of the border. For white families upward mobility is not much different in the AL counties
(0.44) and FL counties (0.47), but for black families upward mobility is much lower in
AL (0.17) than FL (0.31). The border segments in Panel A are between Deep South and
Peripheral South states. In seven out of eight segments the state with the lower black
teacher minimum salary (or 10th percentile) has lower upward mobility for black students,

42U.S. Census Bureau, County Adjacency File (2010).
43Some counties on one side of a border can be paired with two counties on the other side.
44To streamline this table, we present only border segments for which there are at least 100 black 16–18

year olds on each side of the border, though we do not exclude less-populated borders in our analysis.
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and the state with the lower minimum salary (or 10th percentile) is generally the Deep
South state.

Panel B of Table 7 reports statistics for other well-populated border segments used in
our analysis. Again, in most cases the state with the lower minimum teacher salary (or 10th
percentile) for black teachers has lower average upward mobility among black students.

5.2 Econometric Approach

We proceed with an analysis of the impact of teacher compensation policies on educational
attainment for families in the border counties. We focus on teacher salaries for three
reasons. First, as noted in the discussion of Tables 2 and 3, the measured effect of teacher
salaries across states appears to be relatively robust to the inclusion of other measures of
school quality and other potential controls. Second, one might be concerned that differences
in enrollment choices of black children lead to (inversely correlated) changes in the number
of pupils per teacher, creating an endogeneity bias in the measured effect of the pupil
teacher ratio. A third key reason is that we can use differences in state-wide teacher salary
laws as an instrument for the difference in teacher wages.

Model Specification

We have two approaches for measuring the effects of school quality on educational choices
and upward mobility, both of which parallel our state-level analyses.

With our first approach, we begin with a Tobit model, estimated for black sons age
14–18 and black daughters age 14–16 who live with their parent(s) in a Southern state.
The models are similar to the specifications in Table 3, but pool parental education groups
and include unrestricted county dummies, as well as controls for the age and gender of the
child, whether the family lives on a farm or urban area, whether the family is headed by a
single mother or a single father, whether at least one parent was born in a different state,
and single-year indicators for the highest level of parental schooling.45

In the second stage we then form the difference ∆yp in the estimated dummies for the
two counties in matched pair p and fit the following model:

∆yp = π0 + ∆WpπW + ∆XpπX + εp, (9)

where ∆Wp is the with-pair difference in average teacher wages for border pair p, and ∆Xp

is a vector of within-pair differences in a set of controls, including

� the differences in the fractions of black families living on a farm or in urban areas,

45Since we are evaluating counties in bordering states, we might be concerned that there is some cross-
border migration which contaminates our evaluation. Thus we also tried including a dummy variable
indicating that a parent was born in the neighboring state. This specification choice made virtually no
difference to estimated coefficients reported below.
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� the differences in mean parental earnings and parental education of black families,

� the difference in mean education of white adults, and

� the difference in the county-average number of Rosenwald teachers per black student
in the 1931 birth cohort (from Aaronson, et al., 2017).

We estimate equation (9) both by OLS and by instrumental variables, using the within-
pair difference in state-wide minimum teacher salaries as an instrument for ∆Wp. Standard
errors are clustered at the border segment level.46

Our second approach focuses directly on the probability of attaining at least 9th grade.
We again use a two-step approach. We begin with a linear probability model for border-
county families with chidren aged 16–18: the dependent variable is 9th grade attain-
ment, and the explanatory variables include our family-level characteristics and the county
dummy variable. Then we proceed by estimating equation (9), now setting ∆yp to be the
within-pair difference in county dummies from our 9th grade attainment regression.

Teacher Salaries: Sources

As we have mentioned, in our analyses we use the county-level average public school teacher
earnings as calculated in the Census. Since our design looks at adjacent counties, we do
not normalize wages by local economic conditions.47

State-level averages of the county-specific teacher wage premiums are interesting. See
Figure 12. In all states white teachers in the Southern border counties were paid less than
non-teachers (controlling for their age, education and gender), with considerable variation
in the extent to this disadvantage. Black teachers, however, earned more than comparable
non-teachers in some states, including four of the five states in which the minimum teacher
salary was the same for black and white teachers (Delaware, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and
West Virginia).

5.3 Results

Panel A of Table 8 shows estimates of equation (9). We report OLS estimates in the first
column, the estimated first stage and reduced form effects in the second and third columns,
and then the 2SLS estimate, along with the F-statistic for the first stage model. We have

46There are 28 such border segments, so we are close to the edge of respectability with regard to the
number of clusters we have for our regression analysis.

47Nonetheless, in work not reported here, we also formed “adjusted teacher earnings” by pooling “teach-
ers” (identified as described above) with better-educated “non-teachers” (people age 18–64 with at least
9th grade education) and fit a model with individual controls, a set of county dummies, and a parallel set
of interactions of the county dummies with a teacher indicator. The latter represent county-specific teacher
wage premiums relative to other better-educated workers in the county. Results using these adjusted wages
were extremely similar to results reported below.
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208 county pairs lying along 28 distinct border segments. Standard errors are clustered at
the border segment level.

Row 1 reports our baseline specification. The dependent and independent variables
in this specification are comparable to the ones for our state-level models reported in the
second column of the bottom rows in Panels A and B Table 3. OLS estimates in those
models suggest that a $100 increase in teacher salaries is associated with an increase in
schooling attainment of approximately 0.21–0.22 years; the corresponding estimate from
the border county analysis is slightly higher, 0.28 years.

Our 2SLS procedure is predicated on the assumption that state minimum wages had
a strong effect on teacher salaries in the border counties. This is confirmed in Appendix
Figures A2 and A3, which plot average teacher salaries for the border counties against the
state minimums (for the set of states with a minimum teacher wage).

To implement the 2SLS procedure on our entire sample of border counties, we need
to define a “proxy minimum wage” for states with no law. We proceed by using the 10th
percentile of teacher wages. This corresponds to the assumption that in the absence of any
law (and any measurement error), teacher wages would be at least as high as the observed
10th percentile of wages in the state. As shown in the second column of Table 8 the first
stage estimate under this assumption is 0.8, and is relatively precisely estimated, while the
reduced form estimate is 0.27, and is also precisely estimated. The resulting 2SLS estimate
of 0.33 is not too different than the OLS estimate, as would be expected if the unobserved
determinants of the within-county-pair difference in black children’s desired educational
attainment were orthogonal to the corresponding within-pair difference in black teacher
wages, conditional on the controls.48

A potential objection to this procedure is that our use of the 10th percentile as a proxy
minimum wage is inappropriate. To check this concern, we constructed an average of the
county effects for counties on each side of the 10 border segments for which we have a
minimum wage on both sides. We then formed 10 cross-border differences, and estimated
a simple OLS model relating these to the cross border difference in the minimum wage.49

The estimate from this procedure is 0.23 (s.e. 0.11), which is very similar to the reduced
form estimate across all border-pairs reported in column 3 of Table 8.

In row 2 of Table 8 we provide estimates for the case in which we limit the first-stage
Tobit model to families living in the rural areas of each border county. We conduct this
analysis because rural schools were plausibly poorer than urban schools, and more likely to
have salaries shifted by state minimum teacher salary policies. In fact we see little change
from our baseline specification.

48We have re-estimated the OLS model with alternative subsets of the control variables and found that
none of the added controls has a large effect on the estimated teacher wage coefficient. Altonji, Taber, and
Todd (2005) and Oster (2017) suggest that this invariance can be taken as evidence that other unobserved
determinants of educational attainment are unlikely to lead to substantially different estimates.

49We proceed this way, rather than by fitting a model at the county-pair level, because with only 10
border segments we cannot cluster the standard errors at the segment level.
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Panel B of Table 8 presents estimates intended to examine the relationship depicted
in Figure 5. That figure shows a strong correlation across states between average teacher
wages and 9th grade attainment among 16–18 year old black children whose parents had
5–8 grades of education. Here we examine this relationship in our border counties, but to
build sample sizes within counties, we use all black families (not just those with parental
education of 5–8 grades, as is the case in Figure 5), In so doing we note from Table 7
that black adult education was very low in our border counties, so 9th grade attainment
represents substantial “upward mobility” in most families. The relationship between 9th
grade attainment is positive, as expected, but these results have relatively low statistical
significance. Still, taken at face value our 2SLS estimates are quite large. A $500 increase
in teacher salary is estimated to increase 9th grade attainment by 7 to 9 percentage points.

A possible concern about the analysis at the county level is that our sample period
(1940) coincides with the latter stages of the Great Migration of African Americans from the
South.50 Some black families likely migrated out of the South because of poor educational
prospects, and such migration was plausibly largest in counties with poor schools. If so,
this could complicate the interpretation of our results, since parents remaining behind
in counties with poor schools would have been negatively selected in terms of parental
aspirations for their children, i.e., had disproportionately low values of the altruism factor
θ in the model represented by equation (1).

We evaluate this concern by constructing a simple measure of net out-migration for
black families in our border counties—the ratio of black 14–18 year olds in 1940 relative to
4–8 year olds in 1930—and look for a relationship between out-migration and black teacher
wages. Panel A of Figure 13 shows that there was no relationship between our measure of
out-migration and teacher earnings.51 We conclude that selective out-migration is probably
not seriously biasing our estimates. (Panel B of Figure 13 shows that the same observation
holds true for white families. This is relevant for the analysis below.)

In summary, our analysis shows that policies that increased teacher salaries substan-
tially improved educational attainment among black children in the South in 1940. We
believe additional research will be useful to help fully develop our understanding of the
mechanisms whereby these policies affected educational outcomes. One important possi-
bility is that the higher salaries for black teachers in states with high minimum salaries led
to a better-educated teacher workforce. Panel A of Figure 14 provides evidence consistent
with this hypothesis; among our border counties, those with higher teacher earnings gen-
erally had better-educated teachers. Panel B shows a similar pattern for white teachers in
our border counties.52

50See Boustan (2016) for a recent economic history of the Great Migration, and an overview of previous
work on the topic. Black, et al. (2015) and Aaronson, et al. (2017) study selection into migration during
the Great Migration.

51See Appendix Table B14 for a regression analysis showing that the relationship between the two variables
is actually negative, though far from statistically significant.

52In viewing these graphs it is useful to note that the number of black teachers per county was typically

26



Additional Results—White Families

The primary focus of our cross-border design is black families. This focus makes sense
in our context because of the very large differences in state policies as they pertained to
black students in the South. Nonetheless, as a final exercise we repeat our border county
analysis using data for white sons and daughters. Table 9 presents a replication of the
specifications in Tables 8 for white families, with one key modification. In our analysis of
black children we include all families, regardless of parental education, which is sensible
given that estimated effects are found to be similar across parental education breakdowns
for black families (see Table 4). For white children, in contrast, the estimated effects of
school quality in our cross state models are much larger for families with poorly educated
parents, so we estimate our cross-border models for families with parental education 0–4
and 5–8. As with black families we estimate models for the county pairs in general (our
“baseline”) and also for a subset of families living in rural areas.

Our OLS estimated teacher salary effects are positive (and statistically significant),
but are somewhat smaller than those estimated at the state level (Table 2). Consistent
with the pattern in Table 2, we find that the effects of higher teacher wages are larger
for children of parents with only 0–4 years of schooling versus those with 5–8 years of
schooling. Turning to the 2SLS estimates, for families with poorly-educated parents, we
note two things. First, the first stage effect of minimum teacher salaries on white teacher
average salaries (0.48) is substantially lower than the corresponding first stage effect for
black teachers (0.80 from row 1 of Table 8). Second, for whites the 2SLS point estimate
is substantially larger than the corresponding OLS estimate, and is closer in magnitude to
the OLS and 2SLS estimates for black students. As with our estimates for black families,
it appears that any upward biases in the OLS specification caused by endogeneity of local
teacher wages may be small, and indeed OLS estimates may be downward biased due to
measurement error.

On the basis of the 2SLS estimates, it appears that the impacts of teacher wages in the
border counties were only moderately lower for white children of poorly-educated parents
than for black children.

With regard to 9th grade attainment, for white families we restrict attention to fam-
ilies with parental education 5–8. Our border analysis is consistent with our state-level
analysis for families in the middle of the parental education distribution; higher teacher
salaries substantially improve the prospects of children moving up the educational ladder
by completing at least grade 9.

much lower than the number of white teachers. This partially explains the race-specific differences in the
number of counties in which the share of college-educated teachers was exactly 0 or 1.
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6 Conclusion

This paper provides the most comprehensive evaluation to date of the intergenerational
transmission of human capital during the “golden age” of upward mobility in the United
States. We find systematic variation in upward mobility in education by race and by loca-
tion. A plausible explanation for observed patterns relates to location-specific differences
is the quality of educational opportunities. In a state-level analysis we find that educa-
tional outcomes for children in white families with poorly-educated parents are strongly
tied to school quality measures, more so than for children in families with well-educated
parents. Our state-level analysis similarly finds a strong relationship between upward mo-
bility and school quality metrics for black families. Finally, an investigation of adjacent
counties across state borders reinforces this basic message, and increases our confidence in
an interpretation that assigns a causal role to school quality.

Our work shows that there were important consequences of inequalities in public school-
ing in the U.S., especially disparities due to racial segregation in education. In many
Southern states, black public school teachers earned less than half of what white teachers
earned—a disparity that is all the more striking given that white teachers in the South
were relatively poorly paid. In 1940 a substantial majority of black children were educated
in the South, and thus the median black child lived in a state in which the cost-of-living ad-
justed salary of black teachers was only $649 (in Virginia), while the corresponding median
white student had a teacher with cost-of-living adjusted salary of $1727 (in Wisconsin).53

Taking our baseline IV estimate for black children at face value (0.33 from row 1 of Ta-
ble 8), this gap translates to a disadvantage in completed schooling of approximately 3.5
years. Assuming a 7% return to each year of education, an increase in resources allocated
to the median black child (to the median level of white children) would have resulted in
27% higher earnings per year of work. But this calculation may well understate the dis-
advantage to black cohorts born in the 1920s because, as Card and Krueger (1992a) show,
low schooling quality also reduces the return to schooling. A rough calculation that incor-
porates their estimate suggests that our counter-factual increase in schooling quality for
black students might have increased annual earnings by approximately 35%.54

Of course, in addition to higher earnings, increased education has many other potential
benefits, including a longer work life, lower lifetime unemployment, higher status and
gains in education for the grandchildren’s generation. The low upward mobility in human

53In calculating these statistics, we assigned state average teacher wages from administrative records for
all children aged 6–18 in the state in which the child lived, making adjustments as described in footnote 28.
Given that more than half of black children lived in the South, the median teacher salary for black students
was in a segregated state, Virginia, which paid lower salaries to black public school teachers than their
white public school teachers.

54Card and Krueger (1992a) find that a 10% increase in teachers’ pay is associated with a 0.1 percentage
point increase in the return to schooling. So a doubling of teacher pay is associated with a one point increase
in the return to schooling. If we evaluate this gap for an individual with eight years of years of schooling,
this amounts to differential in annual earnings on the order of 8%.
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capital experienced by black children during the first half of the twentieth century was
likely an important precursor to the persistence of racial inequality in labor markets over
the remainder of the century (Bayer and Charles, 2018), and the similarly disadvantageous
patterns of income mobility experienced by African Americans in the late 20th century
(Chetty et al., 2018).

On a more positive note, in our paper’s introduction we reflected on the potential role
of rapidly rising levels of human capital during the first half of the twentieth century for
general prosperity and declining inequality in the decades following World War II. As an
empirical matter, we then document that especially among children in poorly-educated
white families, but also for many black families (especially those outside of the South),
educational quality appears to be a key factor driving upward mobility. In general terms
our findings thus draws attention to high-quality public education as a viable means of
improving equality of opportunities across generations.
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Table 1: Characteristics of Individuals Aged 14–18, Living with a Parent in 1940

White Female White Male Black Female Black Male

Med. Med. Med. Med.
Age Home Sch. Gr. Home Sch. Gr. Home Sch. Gr. Home Sch. Gr.

14 0.92 0.92 8 0.93 0.92 7 0.82 0.88 6 0.82 0.84 5
15 0.91 0.88 9 0.92 0.87 8 0.80 0.81 7 0.82 0.76 6
16 0.88 0.80 10 0.91 0.76 9 0.77 0.69 7 0.81 0.60 6
17 0.82 0.69 11 0.90 0.63 10 0.70 0.53 8 0.80 0.42 7
18 0.71 0.45 11 0.87 0.42 11 0.60 0.36 8 0.77 0.27 7

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. “Home” reports the proportion of all children (of the given
age) living with at least one parent, “Sch.” reports the proportion of children in school among those living with
a parent, and “Med. Gr.” gives the median grade attained among these same children.

30



Table 2: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment—White Families

Models (1) and (2) Model (3) Model (3) with Covariates

Parental Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary Ratio Salary

A. Daughters

0–4 -0.189*** 0.307*** -0.113*** 0.273*** -0.063* 0.231***
(0.039) (0.030) (0.034) (0.029) (0.033) (0.059)

5–8 -0.117*** 0.180*** -0.084*** 0.160*** -0.036* 0.137***
(0.034) (0.025) (0.025) (0.019) (0.021) (0.031)

9–12 -0.050*** 0.071*** -0.041*** 0.066*** -0.018 0.047**
(0.017) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013) (0.017)

> 12 -0.007 0.018 -0.005 0.018 0.002 0.004
(0.016) (0.014) (0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.020)

B. Sons

0–4 -0.232*** 0.303*** -0.155*** 0.254*** -0.107*** 0.259***
(0.033) (0.034) (0.027) (0.032) (0.030) (0.057)

5–8 -0.152*** 0.190*** -0.116*** 0.162*** -0.068*** 0.169***
(0.026) (0.027) (0.016) (0.023) (0.016) (0.031)

9–12 -0.060*** 0.087*** -0.050*** 0.080*** -0.019** 0.082***
(0.014) (0.016) (0.010) (0.014) (0.009) (0.014)

> 12 0.006 0.020** 0.008 0.021** 0.020** 0.015
(0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.015)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state fixed effect from equation (7),
and reflects years of child schooling. (1) and (2) are bivariate regressions; (3) are multiple regression. For
regression (3) we have two versions, the second of which adds the following state-level covariates: education
(white adults), income (whites), and housing values. n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table 3: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment—Black Families

Model (1) and (2) Model (3) Model (3) with Covariates

Parental Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary Ratio Salary

A. Daughters

0–4 -0.131*** 0.211*** -0.072*** 0.121*** -0.068** 0.186**
(0.021) (0.037) (0.028) (0.031) (0.028) (0.070)

5–8 -0.107*** 0.208*** -0.072*** 0.068* -0.067* 0.112*
(0.017) (0.031) (0.027) (0.036) (0.032) (0.057)

> 8 -0.104*** 0.129*** -0.082** 0.040 -0.076* 0.061
(0.016) (0.028) (0.027) (0.027) (0.036) (0.067)

All -0.145*** 0.211*** -0.091** 0.105** -0.085* 0.181*
(0.023) (0.037) (0.036) (0.042) (0.039) (0.084)

B. Sons

0–4 -0.132*** 0.211*** -0.070** 0.125** -0.061** 0.220**
(0.022) (0.038) (0.029) (0.040) (0.024) (0.080)

5–8 -0.116*** 0.168*** -0.072** 0.084** -0.056** 0.179**
(0.019) (0.038) (0.026) (0.027) (0.024) (0.069)

> 8 -0.116*** 0.151*** -0.078** 0.067* -0.066 0.126
(0.018) (0.031) (0.029) (0.035) (0.042) (0.087)

All -0.150*** 0.223*** -0.086** 0.122** -0.071* 0.234**
(0.026) (0.042) (0.036) (0.045) (0.036) (0.096)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state fixed effect from equation (7),
and reflects years of child schooling. (1) and (2) are bivariate regressions; (3) are multiple regression. For
regression (3) we have two versions, the second of which adds the following state-level covariates: education
(white adults), income (whites), and housing values. n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table 4: The Relationship between Teacher Salaries and Educational Attainment: Bivari-
ate 2SLS Analyses (with Minimum Teacher Salary as Instrument)

Parental First Reduced
Education OLS Stage Form 2SLS F-Stat n

A. White Daughters

Grades 0–4 0.300*** 1.365*** 0.401*** 0.293*** 111.7 23
(0.036) (0.129) (0.076) (0.040)

Grades 5–8 0.196*** 1.365*** 0.273*** 0.200*** 100.4 23
(0.032) (0.136) (0.061) (0.033)

Grades 9–12 0.089*** 1.324*** 0.135*** 0.102*** 88.8 23
(0.018) (0.140) (0.030) (0.021)

> 12 Grades 0.031** 1.312*** 0.047*** 0.035*** 87.5 23
(0.019) (0.140) (0.024) (0.016)

B. White Sons

Grades 0–4 0.287*** 1.367*** 0.394*** 0.288*** 118.7 23
(0.036) (0.125) (0.072) (0.040)

Grades 5–8 0.192*** 1.345*** 0.282*** 0.209*** 96.6 23
(0.030) (0.136) (0.058) (0.033)

Grades 9–12 0.093*** 1.286*** 0.146*** 0.114*** 77.2 23
(0.019) (0.146) (0.031) (0.021)

> 12 Grades 0.029** 1.277*** 0.043*** 0.033*** 78.0 23
(0.012) (0.144) (0.021) (0.016)

C. Black Daughters

0–4 Grades 0.220** 1.329*** 0.336*** 0.253*** 32.2 10
(0.065) (0.234) (0.098) (0.068)

5–8 Grades 0.170** 1.342*** 0.298*** 0.222*** 33.3 10
(0.072) (0.232) (0.072) (0.061)

> 8 Grades 0.179** 1.359*** 0.307*** 0.226*** 35.5 10
(0.081) (0.228) (0.070) (0.058)

D. Black Sons

Grades 0–4 0.249*** 1.328*** 0.372*** 0.282*** 28.9 10
(0.070) (0.238) (0.094) (0.064)

Grades 5–8 0.211*** 1.328*** 0.338*** 0.255*** 30.8 10
(0.075) (0.238) (0.086) (0.054)

> 8 Grades 0.192* 1.328*** 0.354*** 0.262*** 35.9 10
(0.081) (0.238) (0.080) (0.067)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p <
0.10. 33



Table 5: The Relationship between Teacher Salaries and Educational Attainment: Multi-
variate 2SLS Analyses (with Minimum Teacher Salary as Instrument)

Parental OLS 2SLS
Education PT Ratio Teacher Salary PT Ratio Teacher Salary F-Stat n

A. White Daughters

Grades 0–4 -0.101* 0.265*** -0.094* 0.282*** 111.9 23
(0.054) (0.034) (.052) (0.037)

Grades 5–8 -0.067 0.176*** -0.060 0.196*** 109.2 23
(0.039) (0.025) (0.039) (0.029)

Grades 9–12 -0.030 0.082*** -0.024 0.101*** 103.8 23
(0.021) (0.015) (0.023) (0.017)

> 12 Grades -0.010 0.029* -0.008 0.035** 105.7 23
(0.023) (0.015) (0.022) (0.016)

B. White Sons

Grades 0–4 -0.131** 0.237*** -0.116** 0.267*** 110.1 23
(0.046) (0.039) (.047) (0.037)

Grades 5–8 -0.099*** 0.161*** -0.084*** 0.209*** 102.8 23
(0.026) (0.028) (0.031) (0.026)

Grades 9–12 -0.041*** 0.083*** -0.031* 0.113*** 91.2 23
(0.014) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

> 12 Grades 0.006 0.030** 0.007 0.033** 97.2 23
(0.013) (0.011) (0.012) (0.016)

C. Black Daughters

Grades 0–4 -0.064 0.139 – – 3.9 10
(0.048) (0.087)

Grades 5–8 -0.083 0.051 – – 3.5 10
(0.055) (0.107)

> 8 Grades -0.100** 0.021 – – 3.1 10
(0.039) (0.053)

D. Black Sons

Grades 0–4 -0.064 0.161 – – 3.4 10
(0.053) (0.110)

Grades 5–8 -0.076 0.103 – – 3.2 10
(0.049) (0.111)

> 8 Grades -0.118** 0.011 – – 3.1 10
(0.043) (0.097)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Results not reported for 2SLS when first-stage F < 10.
Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. 34



Table 6: Teacher Wages and State Minimum Wages in Southern States

Black Teachers White Teachers

Census Earnings: Admin. Minimum/ Census Earnings: Admin. Minimum/
Border State Salary 10th per.† Border State Salary 10th per.†

Alabama 412 457 412 262.5 784 864 878 350

Arkansas 374 416 375 210† 678 644 636 320†

Delaware 1003 1223 1500 1000 1189 1388 1715 1000

Florida 489 548 585 360† 849 1023 1148 640†

Georgia 458 438 404 175 831 879 924 280

Kentucky 628 835 522 525 737 902 853 525

Louisiana 413 522 509 245† 947 1063 1197 670†

Maryland 776 1185 1446 585 1208 1471 1689 1000

Mississippi 280 295 232 80 751 769 776 392†

Missouri 551 1130 1153 450† 831 997 1153 530†

N. Carolina 687 670 737 504 911 968 1027 656

Oklahoma 704 787 993 585 847 940 1016 585

S. Carolina 438 464 371 260† 885 923 953 657†

Tennessee 676 676 580 320 859 873 909 320

Texas 567 584 705 330† 967 1035 1138 640†

Virginia 547 635 605 400† 806 992 987 540†

W. Virginia 982 1048 1170 585 1024 1056 1170 585

Note: Authors’ analysis. “Census earnings” are from the 1940 Census (with averages given for border counties only
and for the state); state average are also reported from administrative sources; and minimum statutory salaries,
for states with minimum mandated teacher salaries are described in Appendix A. †These states have no statutory
minim salary. Instead we give the 10th percentile of the race-specific statewide earnings among public school
teachers working at least 16 weeks the previous year.
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Table 7: Comparisons of Cross-Border Counties, State with the Lower Minimum Black Teacher
Salary (or 10th Percentile) Listed First

State Education Mean Upward Coun- Blacks
Border of Adults Farm Urban Income Mobility ties 16–18

White Black White Black White Black

A. Borders between a Deep South State and a Peripheral South State

Alabama 7.68 4.63 0.55 0.13 619 310 0.44 0.17 4 439
Florida 7.44 4.82 0.45 0.12 642 330 0.47 0.31 5 249
AL-FL Gap 0.24 -0.19 0.09 0.01 -23 -20 -0.03 -0.14

Alabama 7.57 4.34 0.68 0.17 635 257 0.37 0.19 2 546
Tennessee 7.77 5.31 0.72 0.12 688 351 0.40 0.21 3 271
AL-TN Gap -0.20 -0.97 -0.04 0.06 -53 -94 -0.03 -0.01

Arkansas 8.72 5.08 0.63 0.14 930 332 0.51 0.22 4 970
Louisiana 8.71 4.42 0.73 0.10 1004 355 0.62 0.22 5 830
AR-LA Gap 0.01 0.65 -0.10 0.04 -74 -23 -0.11 -0.00

Georgia 8.10 4.15 0.51 0.14 796 319 0.49 0.21 8 508
Florida 8.09 4.15 0.58 0.13 773 323 0.49 0.20 6 431
GA-FL Gap 0.01 0.00 -0.07 0.01 23 -4 0.00 0.01

Louisiana 8.43 4.47 0.50 0.23 971 404 0.61 0.23 6 1096
Texas 8.36 5.51 0.63 0.16 812 348 0.59 0.32 6 685
LA-TX Gap 0.07 -1.04 -0.13 0.07 159 56 0.02 -0.07

Mississippi 8.58 4.14 0.88 0.00 1007 264 0.38 0.05 3 1810
Arkansas 8.05 4.72 0.77 0.10 870 300 0.38 0.15 4 1241
MS-AR Gap 0.53 -0.58 0.11 -0.10 137 -35 0.05 -0.10

Mississippi 8.25 5.06 0.81 0.06 480 230 0.43 0.11 5 466
Tennessee 8.32 5.46 0.65 0.15 769 301 0.46 0.26 5 2031
MS-TN Gap -0.07 -0.40 0.17 -0.09 -290 -72 -0.03 -0.15

S. Carolina 7.77 4.64 0.57 0.14 887 384 0.46 0.24 9 1240
N. Carolina 7.84 5.12 0.61 0.13 872 405 0.54 0.33 12 749
SC-NC Gap -0.06 -0.48 -0.04 0.01 15 -21 -0.08 -0.09

Note: Table continues on the next page.
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Table 7: Comparisons of Cross-Border Counties, State with the Lower Minimum Black Teacher
Salary (or 10th Percentile) Listed First—Table Continued

State Education Mean Upward Coun- Blacks
Border of Adults Farm Urban Income Mobility ties 16–18

White Black White Black White Black

B. Borders Not between a Deep South State and a Peripheral South State

Arkansas 7.73 6.06 0.62 0.09 545 373 0.42 0.28 4 141
Oklahoma 7.14 5.57 0.55 0.03 509 280 0.43 0.23 2 326
AR-OK Gap 0.58 0.49 0.07 0.05 36 93 0.00 0.05

Arkansas 8.53 5.36 0.54 0.29 835 354 0.49 0.21 1 608
Texas 8.85 6.12 0.62 0.14 833 332 0.55 0.34 2 924
AR-TX Gap -0.32 -0.76 -0.08 0.15 2 22 -0.06 -0.13

Georgia 7.78 4.56 0.57 0.21 792 351 0.47 0.21 13 453
Alabama 7.54 4.50 0.69 0.12 778 295 0.40 0.17 9 593
GA-AL Gap 0.24 0.06 -0.12 0.09 14 56 0.07 0.04

Georgia 8.37 4.52 0.60 0.21 865 322 0.50 0.20 11 816
S. Carolina 8.61 4.30 0.64 0.07 902 299 0.55 0.18 9 978
GA-SC Gap -0.25 0.22 -0.04 0.15 -37 22 -0.05 0.02

Maryland 8.09 5.67 0.40 0.16 857 455 0.60 0.51 4 333
Delaware 8.90 5.66 0.48 0.15 1078 472 0.57 0.42 2 443
MD-DE Gap -0.81 0.01 -0.08 0.01 -221 -17 0.03 0.09

Mississippi 8.61 5.10 0.65 0.11 627 293 0.51 0.18 8 548
Alabama 7.92 4.99 0.57 0.16 693 360 0.41 0.23 6 794
MS-AL Gap 0.69 0.11 0.09 -0.05 -65 -67 0.10 -0.05

Mississippi 9.14 4.74 0.74 0.12 804 307 0.53 0.13 9 638
Louisiana 8.92 3.94 0.72 0.12 941 291 0.58 0.15 8 572
MS-LA Gap 0.22 0.80 0.02 0.00 -137 17 -0.05 -0.02

Tennessee 7.31 5.40 0.68 0.11 619 366 0.37 0.23 11 193
Kentucky 7.42 5.68 0.66 0.11 568 300 0.37 0.24 15 134
TN-KY Gap -0.11 -0.27 0.02 -0.01 51 66 0.00 -0.01

Tennessee 6.94 4.12 0.63 0.00 406 236 0.25 0.02 1 171
Missouri 6.96 4.94 0.70 0.00 528 281 0.35 0.18 1 415
TN-MO Gap -0.02 -0.83 -0.07 0.00 -122 -46 -0.10 -0.15

Virginia 8.17 4.81 0.54 0.01 981 476 0.58 0.26 7 346
Maryland 8.16 5.31 0.41 0.22 973 402 0.59 0.49 4 419
VA-MD Gap 0.01 -0.51 0.14 -0.21 8 73 -0.00 -0.23

Virginia 7.47 4.54 0.75 0.04 856 383 0.46 0.21 10 779
N. Carolina 8.05 5.11 0.69 0.07 938 409 0.58 0.28 11 745
VA-NC Gap -0.59 -0.57 0.05 -0.03 -87 -26 -0.12 -0.06

Note: Authors’ analysis, 1940 U.S. Census. Summary statistics are displayed for border county pairs for which the
difference in the average educational attainment of whites aged 25–55 is less than one year. We list cases with at least
100 black 16–18 year olds on each side of the border. “Upward mobility” is the fraction of 16–18 year olds attaining
9th grade in families with parental education 5–8. 37



Table 8: Effect of Teacher Salaries on Educational Attainment among Black Children,
Border County Analysis

First Reduced
OLS Stage Form 2SLS F-Stat n nc

A. Effects on Years of Schooling

1. Baseline 0.285*** 0.800*** 0.265*** 0.331*** 66.8 207 28
(0.057) (0.097) (0.061) (0.064)

2. Rural Areas 0.327*** 0.814*** 0.295*** 0.362*** 65.9 206 28
(0.074) (0.100) (0.076) (0.080)

B. Effects on 9th Grade Attainment

1. Baseline 0.012** 0.845*** 0.012 0.014* 69.0 208 28
(0.005) (0.102) (0.008) (0.009)

2. Rural Areas 0.010 0.860*** 0.016* 0.018** 66.4 207 28
(0.007) (0.105) (0.008) (0.009)

Note: Author’s analysis, 1940 Census and state administrative records. The sample is restricted
to county border pairs for which the difference in the education of whites is less than one year,
there are at least five black individuals aged 16–18 in each county, and at least one black teacher
in each county in the 1940 Census. Our instrument is the mandated minimum salary (or the
10th percentile of earnings for states with no minimum salary). Teacher salaries are measured
from the Census. Controls include differences between counties in high schools, Rosenwald Fund
exposure, fraction urban, fraction living on farm, average black parental income and education,
and average education of whites. n gives the number of border pairs; nc is the number of
borders. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the border level; ***p < 0.01,
**p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table 9: Effect of Teacher Salaries on Years of Education among White Children, Border
County Analysis

First Reduced
OLS Stage Form 2SLS F-Stat n nc

A. Effects on Years of Schooling (Parental Education 0-4 Grades)

1. Baseline 0.149** 0.477*** 0.114** 0.238** 31.4 269 32
(0.059) (0.085) (0.053) (0.110)

2. Rural Areas 0.138*** 0.483*** 0.111** 0.231** 32.3 269 32
(0.059) (0.085) (0.053) (0.103)

B. Effects on Years of Schooling (Parental Education 5-8 Grades)

1. Baseline 0.098*** 0.483*** 0.054 0.112 30.1 269 32
(0.033) (0.088) (0.050) (0.095)

2. Rural Areas 0.102*** 0.488*** 0.060 0.123 30.8 269 32
(0.035) (0.087) (0.050) (0.092)

C. Effects on 9th Grade Attainment (Parental Education 5–8 Grades)

1. Baseline 0.009** 0.477*** 0.012** 0.027** 29.1 270 32
(0.004) (0.088) (0.005) (0.010)

2. Rural Areas 0.009* 0.486*** 0.014*** 0.029*** 31.2 269 32
(0.005) (0.087) (0.005) (0.010)

Note: Author’s analysis, 1940 Census. The sample is restricted to county border pairs for
which the difference in the education of whites is less than one year. Our instrument is the
mandated minimum salary (or the 10th percentile of earnings for states with no minimum
salary). Teacher salaries are measured from the Census. Controls include differences between
counties in fraction urban, fraction living on farm, average parental income of whites, and
average education of whites. n gives the number of border pairs; nc is the number of borders.
Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the border level; ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05,
*p < 0.10.
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Figure 1: Relationship between Parent and Child Education, Children Aged 16–18 in 1940,
by Race

Panel A. Differences among Black and White Children by Gender
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Panel B. Regional Differences for White Daughters

Panel C. Regional Differences for White Sons
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Panel D. Racial Differences in the South for Daughters

Panel E. Racial Differences in the South for Sons
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Panel F. Differences among Immigrants and Native-Born Families

Panel G. Differences among Immigrants by Region
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Figure 2: Upward Mobility for Children Aged 16–18 in 1940, by Region
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Figure 3: Proportion with 9+ Grades of Education, Children Aged 16–18 whose Parents
Have 5–8 Years of Education

Panel A. Upward Mobility for White Daughters by State

Panel B. Upward Mobility for White Sons by State
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Panel C. Upward Mobility for Black Daughters by State

Panel D. Upward Mobility for Black Sons by States
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Figure 4: The Geography of Upward Mobility at the County Level

A. Upward Mobility in Education, 1922-26 Birth Cohorts

B. Upward Mobility in Income, 1980-93 Birth Cohorts (Chetty et al., 2014a)
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C. Upward Mobility in Education, 1922-26 Birth Cohorts, Black Families

D. Upward Mobility in Education, 1922-26 Birth Cohorts, White Families
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Figure 5: Relationship between Upward Mobility in Education and School Quality Mea-
sures

Panel A. White Daughters
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Panel B. White Sons
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Panel C. Black Daughters in Southern States
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Panel D. Black Sons in Southern States
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Figure 6: Educational Choice as School Quality Increases—MR(E) Shifts Upward
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Figure 7: Proportion of Individuals Aged 5 to 20 Living with a Parent and Enrolled in
School

Panel A. White Daughters

Panel B. White Sons
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Panel C. Black Daughters

Panel D. Black Sons
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Figure 8: Observations about Teacher Wages in 1940 (Whites Only)

Panel A. Mean Teacher Wages and Adjusted Wages

Panel B. Mean Teacher Wages (1940 Administrative Records)
and the Fraction of Teachers with a College Degree (1940 Census)

Panel C. Teacher and Non-Teacher Annual Earnings in the
1940 Census, with One or More Years of College
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Figure 9: Relationship between Predicted Child Education and Parental Education

Panel A. White Families

Panel B. Black Families
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Figure 10: Border Counties Used in the County-Level Analysis
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Figure 11: County-Level Teacher Salaries in Border Counties, Deep South and Peripheral
South—Census Data and Administrative Records

Note: Administrative data collected for Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, North Car-
olina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas. Administrative data not available for Missis-
sippi and Arkansas.
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Figure 12: Earnings of Teachers Relative of Non-Teachers with Similar Education, Border
Counties
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Figure 13: Relationship between County Child-Cohort Population Changes 1930–1940 and
Teacher Earnings

Panel A. Black Children

Panel B. White Children

Note: Data from the 1930 and 1940 U.S. Census. Teacher earnings are from the 1940
Census. The sample is restricted to counties included in the border analysis, with more
than 20 children aged 14–18 in 1940.
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Figure 14: Relationship between Teacher Earnings and Teacher Education in Southern
Border Counties

Panel A. Black Teachers

Panel B. White Teachers
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Appendix A. Historical Backdrop, Data Description, and Data Sources

This appendix provides observations about our historical setting (A.1), and gives some
detail on our data (A.2 and A.3).

A.1. Historical Background: Educational Opportunities in the U.S. for the
“Parent Generation”

Our paper describes upward mobility in education for two generations—a children gener-
ation, born in the 1920s, and a parent generation, most of whom were born between 1880
and 1910. These parents were educated during a period of rapid evolution in American
education.

In 1880 the availability of public primary schooling was widespread in the U.S., but sec-
ondary schooling, public or private, was rare. In 1880 the number of high school graduates
equaled only 2.5% of the population aged 17, and the majority of these students attended
private academies.55 Individuals born around 1880 were then the beneficiaries the “first
great transformation” of American secondary education (Trow, 1961), which resulted in
the widespread establishment of public secondary schools across the country. By 1910 there
were 10,000 public high schools in the U.S., educating more than 900,000 students.56 As
Goldin and Katz (1999) discuss, a “second great transformation” in secondary education
then swept the country, and by 1950 the U.S. had widespread provision of public secondary
schools. The growth of public high schools, also known as the “high school movement,”
resulted in a rapid increase in graduation rates—from 8.6% in 1910 to 16.3% in 1920 and
28.8% in 1930.

Many individuals in the 1880–1910 birth cohorts worked as children. Child labor was
common in the U.S. during the first half of the 19th century; the first law limiting child
labor in the U.S. did not appear until 1842.57 Laws limiting child labor were strengthened
and became widespread during late 19th century; by 1914 all states had regulations limiting
child labor (Lleras-Muney, 2002). Thus, “gainful employment” of children aged 10 to 15
peaked at 1.75 million in 1900 and declined to 667,000 by 1930 (Bureau of the Census,
1975). Our analysis below indicates that reported employment of children aged 13 and
younger was rare in 1940 Census records.

More broadly, by 1940 the stage was set for post World War II American educational
norms—the emerging middle-class expectation of high school graduation and the real pos-

55All statistics are from Bureau of the Census (1975).
56In additional, approximately 100,000 students attended private school.
57The Massachusetts Act of 1842, chapter 60, limited children under age 12 to ten-hour work days, though

it appears that the law was not actively enforced. A memorandum book from a 19th century firm provides
evidence about the productivity of children for one family—a father who worked alongside his children at
a Massachusetts cotton mill. His weekly wage was $5.00; his 16 year old son Michael earned $2.00; 13 year
old son William, $1.50; 12 year old daughter Mary, $1.25; and 10 year old son, Robert Rier, $0.83. An 8
year old niece Sally had a weekly wage of $0.75 (Abbott, 1908).
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sibility of advancement to higher education.
While the U.S. was the first nation to provide widespread access to public primary

and secondary education, this broad access did not initially extend to all communities,
a point vividly illustrated by the experiences of black, Chinese, and Japanese Americans
born 1880–1910.

Black Americans

In 1900 literacy among native-born white Americans (aged 10 and above) was more than
95%, a result no doubt of the widespread accessibility of public primary schooling in the
19th century. The corresponding literacy rate among black Americans was less than 55%.
Of course, in 1900 black individuals over age 35 had been born prior to the 13th Amend-
ment, which abolished slavery in the U.S., and the vast majority of black Americans lived
in Southern states, where segregation was enforced as a matter of public policy.

After the Civil War, a series of federal actions granted and then strengthened the
rights of black Americans—most notably the 1868 ratification of the 14th Amendment,
which granted citizenship to all persons born in the U.S., and the Civil Rights Act of 1875.
Nonetheless, in 1881 Southern states began to issues laws that scaled back civil rights for
black Americans—initiating a period of increasingly rigid state-sponsored segregation. The
first of these Jim Crow laws was a 1881 Tennessee law that segregated railroad cars. The
flood of similar laws that followed was made possible by the 1883 Civil Rights Cases, an 8-1
ruling by the Supreme Court overturning key provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1875.58

As for educational institutions, the Plessy v. Feguson decision of 1896 declared racial seg-
regation in schools to be constitutional, and the 1899 Supreme Court’s ruling in Cumming
v. Richmond County Board of Education clarified that the resulting “separate but equal”
doctrine did not necessitate equality of resources devoted to racially segregated schools.
Segregation in education thus became a permanent feature in the South for generations; it
was not declared unconstitutional until 1954, with Brown v. Board of Education.

A large majority of black Americans lived in the South at the turn of the century,
but millions were then part of the Great Migration—the flow of migrants leaving the
South in hopes of building a better life elsewhere. Among those born 1900–1909 in Deep
South States, for example, fully one third lived outside the South as adults (Black, et al.,
2015). A large literature documents the daunting circumstances these migrants faced in
their destination locations, in terms our employment and housing (Smith and Welch, 1989;
Margo, 1995; Maloney, 1995; and Eichenlaub, et al., 2010). In the Northern, Midwestern,
and Western urban areas to which these black Americans largely migrated, most public

58The court ruled that while the state could not discriminate on the basis of race, individual citizens
could. As Justice Joseph P. Bradley argued, “ . . . it would be running the slavery argument into the ground
to make it apply to every act of discrimination which a person may see fit to make as to guests he will
entertain, or as to the people he will take into his coach or cab or car; or admit to his concert or theater,
or deal with in other matters of intercourse or business.”
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school districts were not segregated as a matter of official policy, but de facto segregation
in schooling was common.

Given the historical context, it is not surprising that levels of educational attainment of
these parents was much lower than their white counterparts, as we document in Table A1
(at the end of this appendix).

Chinese Americans

The first sizable flow of immigrants from China was in 1854, a year in which 13,100 Chinese
immigrants arrived in the U.S. By 1882 approximately 275,000 immigrants had come from
China to the U.S.59 The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 reduced this flow substantially;60

from 1882 through 1943, the annual number of immigrants from China was often less than
1000, and never greater than 6,992 (in 1924). Thus the Chinese American children we
study in 1940 were mostly native born, and indeed many were third or fourth generation
Americans. Most lived in California, but there were significant Chinese populations in
other states.

As Kuo (1998) documents, in 1880 discrimination targeting Chinese Americans and
Chinese immigrants was enshrined in the California constitution.61 State laws passed in the
late 19th century imposed restrictions for Chinese in land ownership, interracial marriage,
and naturalization. Chinese American children faced barriers in access to public education.
In 1885 the parents of an eight-year-old Chinese American girl, Mamie Tape, challenged
her exclusion from San Francisco’s public schools, and the ruling in Tape v. Hurley favored
the Tape family. In response, state legislation was passed allowing school districts to offer
segregated schools under the “separate but equal” doctrine, and in 1885 the San Francisco
School Board thus opened the Chinese Primary School. Segregation in schooling remained
a feature in the city for the next 40 years. Kou (1998) indicates that elsewhere in California
the experience of Chinese Americans students varied. In some communities student were
admitted to white public schools, while in others students were educated in segregated
schools or in missionary schools set up for Chinese American students. Strict segregation
policies waned by the 1920s and in 1940 local school policies no longer segregated Chinese
students, though legislation establishing de jure segregation was not repealed until 1947.

Chinese students living in the U.S. South also experienced exclusion from white public
schools in many cases, as was highlighted by the 1927 Supreme Court case, Lum v. Rice.
The issue involved a nine-year-old girl, Martha Lum, who had been excluded from an all-
white public school in Mississippi. The Court ruled that the exclusion was permissible
on the grounds that Martha could instead attend the school intended for black children.

59Statistics on immigration are from Bureau of Census (1975).
60The Act was signed by the President Chester Arthur over the objections of only a few statesmen,

including Senator George Frisbie Hoar of Massachusetts, who characterized the Act as “the legalization of
racial discrimination.” The Act was not repealed until 1943.

61The 1879 California Constitution denied voting rights to “idiots, insane persons, and ‘natives of China’.”
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In general in the South, there were Chinese American students in both white and black
schools, and also some in missionary schools.

Japanese Americans

The annual level of immigration to the U.S. from Japan first exceeded 1000 in 1891, and
from that year through 1924, approximately 270,000 Japanese immigrants arrived in the
U.S. There was then a cessation in immigration as President Calvin Coolidge signed the
Immigration Act of 1924, which included the Asian Exclusion Act; from 1925 through 1940
only a few hundred immigrants per year arrived in the U.S. from Japan. Thus, like Chinese
American students, in 1940 nearly all Japanese American primary and secondary students
were native born.

As with Chinese American students, school segregation policies targeted Japanese
American students in California, but the extent of this segregation was substantially less
for Japanese American children.62 The most prominent attempt at segregation, in the
Fall of 1906, created an international crisis. When the School Board of San Francisco
resolved to send Japanese American children to the Chinese School (which it renamed the
Oriental School), nearly all Japanese parents refused, and the Japanese Consulate issued
a strong letter of protest. The issue created a stir in the Japanese press, and American
ambassador in Tokyo alerted President Theodore Roosevelt to the matter. In a Decem-
ber 1906 address to Congress, President Roosevelt condemned the exclusion of Japanese
students from general public schools in San Francisco, and the School Board eventually
backed down. Sacramento eventually enacted legislation allowing school districts to place
Japanese American students into segregated schools, in 1921, but by that point only a
small number of districts elected to do so.63

Educational Attainment in the Parent Generation (1880–1909 Birth Cohorts)

Against this historical backdrop, the appendix table below provides statistics about educa-
tional attainment among white, black, Japanese, and Chinese Americans aged 30 to 60 in
1940, i.e., men and women in the typical age range to be parents heading the households we
study below. We provides rates of 8th grade completion and 12th grade completion across
three cohort groupings, 1880–1889, 1890–1899, and 1900–1909, for four Census regions.

62This paragraph draws on the account of Wollenberg (1995).
63Wollenberg (1995) suggests that as of 1929 only 575 Japanese American students were in segregated

schools (some of them with Chinese American classmates), compared with approximately 30,000 students
who attended integrated schools.
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Table A1: Proportion Graduating 8th and 12th Grades

Japanese Chinese
White Black American American

8th 12th 8th 12th 8th 12th 8th 12th

Northeast
Born 1880–89 0.635 0.171 0.380 0.080
Born 1890–99 0.692 0.212 0.440 0.098
Born 1900–09 0.808 0.293 0.521 0.124

Midwest
Born 1880–89 0.678 0.162 0.376 0.085
Born 1890–99 0.750 0.218 0.445 0.102
Born 1900–09 0.852 0.323 0.552 0.135

South
Born 1880–89 0.502 0.191 0.136 0.039
Born 1890–99 0.570 0.225 0.170 0.047
Born 1900–09 0.633 0.273 0.220 0.061

West
Born 1880–89 0.746 0.267 0.487 0.140 0.428 0.147 0.215 0.056
Born 1890–99 0.800 0.320 0.581 0.179 0.508 0.167 0.325 0.100
Born 1900–09 0.864 0.412 0.684 0.240 0.615 0.235 0.515 0.219

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Sample sizes are as follows.

White: nNE = 13, 312, 182, nMW = 13, 388, 867, nS = 10, 332, 791, and nW = 5, 220, 229.

Black: nNE = 532, 354, nMW = 569, 100, nS = 2, 884, 876, and nW = 72, 144.

Japanese American: nW = 79, 729. Chinese American: nW = 26, 392. Only a small number of
Chinese and Japanese Americans live outside the West. We do not provide statistics because of
concerns about measurement error in the 1940 Census in areas where there were few Chinese and
Japanese Americans.
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A.2. Schooling Resources for the Child Generation

Card and Krueger (1992a, 1992b) document large differences across states in simple mea-
sures of school quality—the pupil-teacher ratio and average annual teacher wages. See
those papers for original data sources. The following graphs summarize, using quality
measures for white schools in the case of segregated states:

Figure A1: Characteristics of School Quality Measures in 1940 (White Schools)

Panel A. Distribution of Pupil-Teacher Ratio

Panel B. Distribution of Teacher Salaries
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A.3. Historical Observations about Teacher Salaries in the South

Cross-state variation in teacher salaries—for both black and white teachers—was in part
the consequence of differences in state policy. In 1940 minimum teacher salaries were set
according to administrative schedules in 27 states nationwide, including 11 of the South-
ern states in our analysis.64 Minimum salary provisions were generally part of broader
legislation through which State Boards of Education provided funds to counties to supple-
ment local expenditure for schooling. The supplementary funding was generally intended
to finance the lengthening of the school term and increases in teacher pay. In exchange
for state funds, counties were required to abide by state standards. Such minimum salary
standards also aimed to reduce inequalities in teacher pay that resulted from differences in
local tax revenues.

As shown in Table 6 (in the main text) in most Southern states, salary schedules set
minimum salaries that were lower for black teachers, even for comparable levels of educa-
tion, experience, and teacher certification. Such practices had not yet been successfully
challenged in court as of 1939.65 Outside the Deep South, several states with segregated
schools set minimum salary standards that were the same for black and white teachers, in-
cluding Delaware, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Tennessee and West Virginia. We briefly describe
below the minimum salary standards in the Southern states included in our analysis:

� Alabama. In 1919 Alabama passed legislation mandating that the State Board of
Education establish a standardized salary schedule in counties benefiting from state
funds. An explicit minimum salary schedule appears in subsequent regulation, e.g.,
the 1927 School Code (Davis, 1927). By 1940 all counties receiving state fund-
ing under the “Minimum Program Fund” were required to comply with the teacher
minimum salary schedule and were required to provide a seven-month school term.
Salaries of black teachers were set to be 75% of the minimum for white teacher. The
minimum for whites for a Class E Certificate (one year of college or less) was $50 per
month, or $350 for the seven-month required term. For black teachers, this trans-
lated to $262.50 for the seven-month term. All counties in Alabama received funding
under the Minimum Program in 1940 and were therefore required to comply with the
minimum salary schedule.66

64Much of our discussion draws from a research report of the National Educational Association, State
Minimum-Salary Standards for Teachers (1940).

65As discussed in Coleman (1947), black teachers and the National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People challenged race-based salaries for teachers; the first case to reach Federal courts was
Mills v. Anne Arundel County Board of Education. In 1939, Walter Mills, a teaching principal in Anne
Arundel County, sued the Maryland State Board of Education for providing lower minimum salaries for
black teachers. The Federal Court ruled the practice discriminatory, and in 1941 the Maryland legislature
responded by equalizing minimum salaries for black teachers. Similar lawsuits were filed during the 1940s
in what came to be known as the “salary equalization movement.”

66See the Alabama Department of Education 1939 Report, pages 96-197.
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� Delaware. In 1917 Delaware established a commission that surveyed its educational
system and recommended a new school code, subsequently adopted. The report found
that high teacher turnover and poor training were due to the low annual salaries.
The new school code set the lowest minimum salary for a provisional elementary
third grade certificate at $400. This minimum strongly binding for black teachers, as
the median salary of black teachers was only $315 dollars (General Education Board,
1919).

� Georgia. Georgia’s 1926 Equalization Act disbursed education funding to counties
according to a formula developed by the State Board. While there was considerable
support for a minimum salary schedule, Governor Eugene Talmadge stood in active
opposition.67 However, his successor, Governor E. D. Rivers, endorsed a minimum
salary schedule for teachers, and in 1937 the state passed legislation funding coun-
ties so that they could provide a minimum school term of seven months and meet
a minimum salary schedule for teachers. Minimum salaries were set lower for black
teachers than for white teachers. As of 1940 all counties in our analysis were re-
ceiving equalization funding and were thus required to comply with minimum salary
schedules.

� Kentucky. Legislation introduced in 1912 ended the practice of paying teachers based
on the number of students in the district, and instead made pay conditional on the
number of students in attendance. The law set wages at a minimum of $35 a month.
Conditioning pay on the number of students in attendance provided incentives for
teachers to keep students in attendance, but the law also provided a cap of $70 per
month on salaries.

� Maryland. The first minimum wage for teachers was introduced in Maryland in 1904,
but it pertained only to white teachers. A minimum standard for blacks was later
introduced in 1918, at $280 per year (while the minimum for whites that year stood
at $600 per year). Over the 1920s and 1930s, the minimum standards for black
teachers remained lower than those for whites, for teachers holding the same level
of education and experience. Under court order, the Maryland legislature eventually
equalized minimum salaries for black and white teachers in 1941.

� Mississippi. In 1924 Mississippi passed legislation mandating an $80 minimum salary
for all teachers—$20 per month for a four-month minimal school term required by
the state constitution. As a practical matter this minimum pertained only for black
teachers. Counties which received state equalization funds were required to pay
white teachers a minimum of $532 for an eight-month term (and a minimum for
blacks of $161.50 for a six-month term). However, these higher minimum standards

67Governor Talmadge also vehemently opposed any form of racial integration, and opposed activities of
the Rosenwald Fund.
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did not apply to school districts independent of county boards. Thus, we consider
the constitutional minimum standard of $80 to be applicable for black teachers, and
consider Mississippi to a state for which there was no binding minimum annual salary
for white teachers.68

� North Carolina. Legislation in North Carolina established a Teacher’s Salary Fund
in 1919. This legislation extended the constitutional minimum term length from four
months to six months and fixed a minimum teacher salary. By 1940 North Carolina
provided funds for an eight-month school term and set teacher salaries according to
a statewide schedule. The requirement for counties to abide by the minimum teacher
salary schedule was clarified in communication between the State Superintendent and
the Attorney General.69 In 1940 the minimum salary was a relatively generous $504
for black teachers and $656 for white teachers.

� Oklahoma. Under its 1939 equalization program, the state of Oklahoma disbursed
state funds to local districts maintaining an eight month school term. In exchange,
districts were required to comply with a teacher pay schedule that set the minimum
at $50 per month for a first grade elementary certificate.

� Tennessee. Tennessee established a state education equalization funding program in
1925. In order to receive state funding, local school districts were required to pro-
vide an eight-month term and had to meet a minimum teacher salary schedule. In
elementary schools the salary schedule was the same for white and black teachers.
According to Bergeron, et al. (1999), the 1925 General Education Bill was hotly con-
tested by conservatives, especially rural politicians who opposed state intervention at
the local level and opposed also taxes to support the state system of higher education.
Teachers, on the other hand, very much favored the law, to such extent that State
Teacher’s Association lobbyists, who had packed the State capitol building, were or-
dered off the floor of the senate. It seems that Governor Austin Peay achieved the
necessary political support for this Bill through a political compromise, gaining favor
with fundamentalists by agreeing to not veto the Butler Act—legislation banning the
teaching of evolution in public schools (Fitzgerald, 2007).

� West Virginia. In 1882 West Virginia became the first state to adopt a minimum
salary law for teachers. The minimum for the lowest certificate was set at $18 per

68Because salaries of black teachers in Mississippi were so low, teachers often resorted sought out other
earnings opportunities. In a survey conducted by Wilson (1947), Mississippi teachers indicated that they
also held the following jobs: “beautician, dental assistant, farming, hotel maid, insurance collector, kinder-
garten work, laundress, merchant, ministry, nurse’s aid, ... and seamstress.”

69The Biennial Report of the Attorney-General of the State of North Carolina (Department of Justice,
Edwards & Broughton and E.M. Uzzell, state printers, 1922) provides the following quote from the Honor-
able E. C. Brooks, State Superintendent Public Instruction, Raleigh, N.C.: “Dear Sir: You ask whether or
not a county board of education may adopt a salary schedule for the teachers in the county less than that
adopted by the State Board of Education. We think not. . . .”
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month. Local boards of education were compelled to pay black teachers the same as
white teachers with the same training, experience and credentials. In 1909 West Vir-
ginian Superintendent Thomas Miller commented on the minimum wage legislation
in response to an inquiry from Illinois educators: “The minimum salary law has pro-
duced good results in the state and while the average salary is considerably above the
minimum, our enactment has prevented many districts from reducing wages below a
respectable standard” (Illinois Educational Commission, 1909).

During an era of expanding state equalization funding plans, a number of Southern
states did not establish minimum salaries as part of state educational policy. For example,
legislation in South Carolina in 1924 established maximum amounts the state would allow
counties to pay teachers (but no minimum) under the equalization funding as part of a
plan meant to ensure a six month term. Florida adopted an equalization plan in 1927
through which part of the revenue in the “Public Free School Fund” was to be disbursed to
poorer counties to ensure a 120-day school term, but the revenue quickly proved insufficient
(Shiver, 1983). In 1939 Florida revamped this plan and instituted a “State Teachers Salary
Fund,” requiring counties for the first time to provide written contracts to teachers and
adopt a salary schedule. Teacher salaries continued to vary widely, e.g., average annual
black teacher salaries in 1939 administrative data in Florida range from $209 to $800 (for
equal term lengths). A minimum statewide salary was not introduced in Florida until
1955.70 Similarly, a number of other Southern states failed to introduce minimum salary
standards for teachers until after World War II, including Texas (1945), South Carolina
(1945), Virginia (1946), Louisiana (1948), Arkansas (1957) and Missouri (1985). Table A2
summarizes minimum salary legislation for several Southern states.

We use the minimum teacher salary—as it pertained in 1940—as an instrument in our
2SLS border-county regressions. As a statistical matter minimum salaries are strongly
predictive of county-level teacher earnings. Figures A2 and A3 illustrate. In these figures
the solid dots refer to county observations in states that have minimum salary standards.
If there were no measurement error in teachers’ earnings (which we take from the 1940
Census) and if all teachers were paid the state minimum or more, all dots would lie on the
red line (which has slope 1) or above above that line. Dots below the line suggest some
combination of measurement error in earnings and/or lax enforcement of state teacher
salary standards. In any event, county average salaries are obviously strongly related to
state minimum standards. In these figures, we use hollow dots for observations in states
that do not have statutory minimum salary laws, and we set the de facto minimum salary
to be the 10th percentile of observed teacher earnings.

Figures A4 and A5 provide additional evidence about the impact of state minimum
teacher salaries on teacher earnings in our border counties. We show the complete distri-
bution of teacher earnings (from the Census), along with a line representing the minimum

70National Education Association of the United States (1968). State Minimum-Salary Standards for
Teachers, Washington, DC.
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salary or 10th percentile (as applicable) for a subset of our states—the Deep South states
and state border the Deep South. The figures show that minimum teacher salaries appear
to be pushing up the lower tail of teacher wages for black teachers in a number of Southern
states, including Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, and Mississippi. Similarly, it appears that
minimum standards is pushing up the lower tail of wages for white teachers in such states
as Alabama, Kentucky, Missouri, and North Carolina.
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Table A2: Minimum Salary for Teachers, Southern States

Year
State Introduced Legislative Reference

West Virginia 1882 West Virginia 15th Legislature, Adjourned Session
3(ii), Ch. 101

Maryland 1904 Maryland General Assembly 1904, Ch. 584

Kentucky 1912 Kentucky General Assembly, Regular Session,
Ch. 139

Delaware 1919 97th Session, General Assembly, School Code, Art. 9

North Carolina 1919 North Carolina Public Laws and Resolutions,
General Assembly 37–604, Ch. 114

Mississippi 1924 Mississippi Regular Session Appropriations, General
Legislation and Resolutions 1–627

Tennessee 1925 Tennessee 64th General Assembly, Public Acts 1–708

Alabama 1927 1927 School Code, “Minimum Program Fund”

Georgia 1937 Acts and Resolutions 7-2244, 1937, Title VII, p. 882,
“Equalizing Opportunities”

Oklahoma 1939 Oklahoma 17th Legislature, Regular Session, Ch. 34,
Art. 14

South Carolina 1945 South Carolina General Assembly, Regular Session
1–1302, Part II, No. 223, Sec. 76

Virginia 1946 Virginia General Assembly, Extraordinary Session
3-126, House Committee Substitute for Senate Joint
Resolution No. 6

Louisiana 1948 Louisiana Regular Session, Act No. 155

Texas 1949 Minimum Foundation School Laws (Gilmer-Aikin
Laws): Senate Bills 115, 116, and 117

Florida 1955 Florida 35th Regular Session, General Acts 186–187,
Ch. 29, 698

Arkansas 1957 Act 39 of 1957

Missouri 1985 “Excellence in Education Act”
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Figure A2: Minimum Wages and County-Average Earnings of Black Teachers, Southern
Border Counties

Figure A3: Minimum Wages and County-Average Earnings of White Teachers, Southern
Border Counties

In Figures A2 and A3, teacher earnings are calculated for Southern state border counties
using 1940 U.S. Census data. Hollow dots are observations from states for which there is
no state minimum teacher salary. For these states we use the 10th percentile of teacher
earnings as the de facto minimum.
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Figure A4: Distribution of Black Teacher Earnings, Border Counties
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Figure A5: Distribution of White Teacher Earnings, Border Counties
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Appendix B. Additional Tables

This appendix provides a sequence of tables that provide supplemental statistics for anal-
yses in our paper, and tables that evaluate robustness of key findings.

Summary Statistics for Samples Used in our Analyses

Table B1 provides summary statistics about schooling attainment, by parental education,
for samples used in our analyses. These tables show a striking relationship between parental
education and educational progress among children. The column providing “proportion in
school” is useful for assessing the extent of censoring in our Tobit models.

Coefficients for the Tobit Model (White Families)

Table B2 gives estimated coefficients for selected examples of the Tobit model (7), i.e.,
censored regression model, for white families. For some of our analyses we estimated this
model for 22 parental education groups (see Tables B3, B4, and B5 below). In Table B2
we provide first-state Tobit coefficients for three of these parental education groups (grades
3–4, grade 8, and grade 12), for sons and daughters.

Estimated School Quality Effects in Models with Narrowly-Defined Parental
Education Groups

Table B3 and B4 provides estimates for models that are comparable to Table 2 but with very
narrowly-defined parental education groups. Importantly, we find that school quality effects
decline as parental education increases. Figure B1 (at the very end of this appendix) plots
coefficients—showing a near-monotonic decline in the absolute value of estimate school
quality effects.

Unweighted State-Level Regressions (White Families)

Some analysts prefer unweighted regressions. Table B5 provides estimates for unweighted
versions of regressions from Table B3 and B4. Estimated coefficients are very similar for
weighted and unweighted regressions.

Adding Covariates to State-Level Regressions (White Families)

In Tables B6 and B7 we add some covariates to our state-level regressions—average edu-
cation among whites aged 25–55, the state-level unemployment among white males aged
16 and older, average income among whites (in hundreds), and average housing values (in
thousands). School quality coefficients are reported in Table 2. Here we also show esti-
mates of coefficients on our covariates. Note that the effects of the pupil-teacher ratio is
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somewhat attenuated when we add covariates; the effects of teacher salaries are affected
very little.

Analysis of Ninth Grade Attainment in White Families with Parental Education
5–8 Grades

As an alternative to our main design, which has educational attainment as the dependent
variable, we re-estimated our first stage models using an ordered probit specification, and
then analyzed the statewide marginal effects for “having completed at least ninth grade”
in families where parental education is 5–8 grades. Notice that this is a measure of upward
mobility in education because children will have exceeded parental education. Remarkably,
these estimated effects have a 0.95 correlation with the estimated statewide effects from
the Tobit regression (7). When we use these as our dependent variables, results are as
reported in Table B8.

Coefficients for the Tobit Model (Black Families)

Table B9 gives estimated coefficients for the Tobit model (7), i.e., censored regression
model, for black families.

Unweighted State-Level Regressions (Black Families)

Table B10 provides estimates for unweighted versions of regression (3), which are reported
in the middle two columns of Tables 3. Estimated coefficients are quite similar for weighted
and unweighted regressions.

Adding Covariates to State-Level Regressions (Black Families)

In Table B11 and B12 we add some covariates to our state-level regressions. Estimated
coefficients do not change much when we do so, but many key coefficients are not statis-
tically significant at convention levels; this is not surprising for multiple regressions when
n = 18.

Analysis of Ninth Grade Attainment in Black Families

As with white sons and daughters, we use an alternative to our baseline design (which
has educational attainment as the dependent regression); we re-estimated our first stage
models using an ordered probit specification, and then analyze the statewide marginal
effects for having completed at least ninth grade. When we use these as our dependent
variables, results are as reported in Table B13. Results are consistent with baseline analyses
reported in Table 3.
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Out-Migration of Families with School Age Children, 1930–1940, and County
Teacher Salaries

Some black families likely migrated out of the South because of poor educational prospects,
and as we discuss above such migration was plausibly largest in counties with poor schools.
If so this could lead to complications in interpretation of results. For each county we mea-
sure out-migration among families with school age children by constructing the ratio of
black 14–18 year olds in 1940 relative to 4–8 year olds in 1930—and looking for a rela-
tionship between out-migration and black teacher wages. See Panel A of Figure 13, which
shows that there was no relationship between our measure of out-migration and teacher
earnings (Panel B does the same for whites.) Table B14 gives corresponding regressions,
showing no statistically significant relationship between out-migration and teach wage in
the cross section of our counties or in the border-pair counties.
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Table B1: Summary Statistics for Samples Used in Tables 2–5

A. White Families
Sons Aged 14–18 Daughters Aged 14–16

Parental Years of Schooling Proportion Years of Schooling Proportion
Education Mean Median Mode in School Mean Median Mode in School

≤ 2 5.30 5 4 0.39 5.67 6 7 0.57
3–4 6.33 6 7 0.46 6.67 7 7 0.66
5 6.93 7 8 0.52 7.19 7 8 0.72
6 7.47 8 8 0.58 7.59 8 8 0.78
7 7.86 8 7 0.64 7.92 8 9 0.82
8 8.64 9 8 0.71 8.39 8 8 0.87
9 8.78 9 9 0.77 8.54 9 9 0.91
10 9.07 9 9 0.80 8.71 9 9 0.93
11 9.21 9 9 0.83 8.82 9 9 0.94
12 9.43 10 9 0.85 8.91 9 9 0.94
> 12 9.71 10 9 0.89 9.08 9 9 0.96

B. Black Families
Sons Aged 14–18 Daughters Aged 14–16

Parental Years of Schooling Proportion Years of Schooling Proportion
Education Mean Median Mode in School Mean Median Mode in School

≤ 4 4.72 4 4 0.47 5.36 5 4 0.71
5–8 6.37 6 6 0.62 6.79 7 7 0.82
> 8 8.07 8 9 0.75 8.10 8 9 0.90

Note: Authors’ analysis, 1940 Census.
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Table B2: Tobit Model (White Families), Dependent Variable is Educational Attainment

Estimates for Sons Estimates for Daughters
by Parental Education by Parental Education

Grade 3–4 Grade 8 Grade 12 Grade 3–4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Urban 0.978 0.716 0.324 1.036 0.858 0.394
(0.035) (0.019) (0.019) (0.056) (0.033) (0.041)

Farm -0.600 -0.746 -0.766 -0.769 -0.851 -0.859
(0.032) (0.020) (0.023) (0.047) (0.032) (0.046)

Mother Only 0.554 0.587 -0.125 0.610 0.504 -0.262
(0.042) (0.021) (0.024) (0.062) (0.035) (0.053)

Father Only 0.610 0.545 -0.219 0.582 0.476 -0.396
(0.047) (0.025) (0.046) (0.070) (0.042) (0.099)

Moved within State -0.818 -0.685 -0.509 -0.791 -0.662 -0.436
Since 1935 (0.027) (0.015) (0.016) (0.040) (0.025) (0.034)

Moved to a New -1.401 -1.018 -0.592 -1.302 -0.975 -0.553
State Since 1935 (0.077) (0.041) (0.038) (0.120) (0.069) (0.077)

One Parent Born 0.261 0.172 -0.044 0.280 0.274 -0.022
in a Different State (0.044) (0.024) (0.020) (0.066) (0.038) (0.042)

Both Parents Born 0.486 0.130 -0.060 0.514 0.223 0.010
in a Different State (0.049) (0.026) (0.023) (0.074) (0.043) (0.049)

Age 15 -0.219 0.094 0.534 -0.282 0.035 0.448
(0.050) (0.032) (0.035) (0.052) (0.034) (0.043)

Age 16 -0.878 -0.446 0.525 -1.022 -0.615 0.204
(0.046) (0.029) (0.033) (0.048) (0.032) (0.043)

Age 17 -1.226 -0.783 0.304 – – –
(0.046) (0.029) (0.032)

Age 18 -1.493 -1.134 -0.367 – – –
(0.045) (0.028) (0.033)

Constant 7.232 9.695 10.113 7.468 9.984 10.780
(0.251) (0.159) (0.157) (0.331) (0.242) (0.243)

ln(sigma) 1.092 1.017 1.043 1.147 1.104 1.329
(0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.010)

Observations 75,178 250,652 360,574 43,445 145,553 224,646

Note: Authors’ analysis, 1940 Census. Sons included are aged 14–18 and daughters are aged 14–16. All
regressions also include controls for parental age. Finally the Tobit regression include state dummies; these
estimates are used for subsequent analysis.
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Table B3: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment—White Daughters

Regressions (1) and (2) Regression (3)

Parent’s Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher Percent in
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary Population

Grades <=2 -0.226*** 0.371*** -0.121*** 0.333*** 1.60
(0.046) (0.048) (0.043) (0.050)

Grades 3-4 -0.180*** 0.281*** -0.115*** 0.247*** 4.64
(0.038) (0.026) (0.031) (0.023)

Grade 5 -0.109*** 0.205*** -0.067** 0.186*** 4.33
(0.036) (0.026) (0.027) (0.023)

Grade 6 -0.109*** 0.183*** -0.071** 0.165*** 6.04
(0.037) (0.024) (0.028) (0.019)

Grade 7 -0.084** 0.156*** -0.051* 0.143*** 8.62
(0.036) (0.025) (0.028) (0.020)

Grade 8 -0.085** 0.126*** -0.071*** 0.117*** 30.23
(0.033) (0.025) (0.024) (0.018)

Grade 9 -0.063*** 0.107*** -0.046*** 0.099*** 8.00
(0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014)

Grade 10 -0.050*** 0.071*** -0.042*** 0.065*** 8.42
(0.018) (0.014) (0.015) (0.012)

Grade 11 -0.019 0.041*** -0.013 0.034*** 4.25
(0.015) (0.012) (0.015) (0.011)

Grade 12 -0.031* 0.048*** -0.026 0.046*** 13.11
(0.017) (0.014) (0.016) (0.012)

Grade >12 -0.008 0.019 -0.005 0.019 8.41
(0.016) (0.013) (0.015) (0.012)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state fixed effect from
equation (7), and reflects years of child schooling. (1) and (2) are bivariate regressions; (3) are
multiple regression. n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table B4: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment—White Sons

Regressions (1) and (2) Regression (3)

Parent’s Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher Percent in
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary Population

Grades <=2 -0.259*** 0.352*** -0.160*** 0.299*** 1.75
(0.038) (0.035) (0.035) (0.036)

Grades 3-4 -0.213*** 0.269*** -0.148*** 0.223*** 4.93
(0.031) (0.033) (0.023) (0.030)

Grade 5 -0.160*** 0.216*** -0.112*** 0.181*** 4.54
(0.026) (0.027) (0.019) (0.024)

Grade 6 -0.138*** 0.175*** -0.101*** 0.148*** 6.21
(0.025) (0.025) (0.017) (0.022)

Grade 7 -0.118*** 0.149*** -0.087*** 0.126*** 8.67
(0.026) (0.023) (0.020) (0.020)

Grade 8 -0.102*** 0.133*** -0.087*** 0.121*** 30.43
(0.025) (0.025) (0.016) (0.020)

Grade 9 -0.074*** 0.117*** -0.057*** 0.108*** 7.79
(0.018) (0.020) (0.012) (0.018)

Grade 10 -0.058*** 0.082*** -0.048*** 0.076*** 8.15
(0.013) (0.015) (0.010) (0.014)

Grade 11 -0.032** 0.061*** -0.024** 0.057*** 4.09
(0.013) (0.014) (0.011) (0.014)

Grade 12 -0.035*** 0.054*** -0.030*** 0.051*** 12.8
(0.012) (0.011) (0.009) (0.011)

Grade >12 0.007 0.020** 0.008 0.021** 8.31
(0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.009)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state fixed effect from
equation (7), and reflects years of child schooling. (1) and (2) are bivariate regressions; (3) are
multiple regression. n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table B5: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment—White Families, Unweighted Estimates

White Sons White Daughters

Parental Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary

Grades ≤ 2 -0.202*** 0.294*** -0.131*** 0.325***
(0.031) (0.038) (0.037) (0.054)

Grades 3-4 -0.176*** 0.223*** -0.119*** 0.219***
(0.023) (0.032) (0.027) (0.024)

Grade 5 -0.110*** 0.174*** -0.065** 0.184***
(0.022) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Grade 6 -0.104*** 0.145*** -0.065*** 0.160***
(0.016) (0.021) (0.022) (0.019)

Grade 7 -0.099*** 0.135*** -0.039* 0.134***
(0.020) (0.022) (0.022) (0.023)

Grade 8 -0.087*** 0.127*** -0.057*** 0.100***
(0.013) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016)

Grade 9 -0.059*** 0.123*** -0.051*** 0.101***
(0.013) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015)

Grade 10 -0.048*** 0.084*** -0.043*** 0.066***
(0.010) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013)

Grade 11 -0.023* 0.060*** -0.003 0.029*
(0.012) (0.013) (0.018) (0.016)

Grade 12 -0.030*** 0.055*** -0.021 0.050***
(0.008) (0.010) (0.015) (0.013)

Grade > 12 0.013 0.021** -0.000 0.018
(0.009) (0.009) (0.013) (0.013)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state
fixed effect from regression (7). These regressions correspond to regression (3) in
Tables 2 and 3. n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B6: Relationship between School Quality Measures and Educational Attainment,
with Additional Covariates, White Daughters

Parental Education
Grades 0–4 Grades 5–8 Grades 9–12 Grades >12

A. Baseline Model

Pupil-TeacherRatio -0.113*** -0.084*** -0.041*** -0.005
(0.034) (0.025) (0.014) (0.015)

Teacher Salary 0.273*** 0.160*** 0.066*** 0.018
(0.029) (0.019) (0.012) (0.013)

B. Model with Additional Covariates

Pupil-TeacherRatio -0.063** -0.036* -0.018 0.002
(0.033) (0.021) (0.013) (0.014)

Teacher Salary 0.231*** 0.137*** 0.047** 0.004
(0.059) (0.031) (0.017) (0.020)

Education (Whites) 0.753*** 0.599*** 0.277*** 0.115
(0.218) (0.157) (0.094) (0.099)

Income (Whites) -0.185 0.108 0.112 0.091
(0.186) (0.109) (0.063) (0.077)

House Values 0.022 -0.024* -0.016** -0.014
(0.024) (0.014) (0.008) (0.007)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B7: Relationship between School Quality Measures and Educational Attainment,
with Additional Covariates, White Sons

Parental Education
Grades 0–4 Grades 5–8 Grades 9–12 Grades >12

A. Baseline Model

Pupil-TeacherRatio -0.155*** -0.116*** -0.050*** 0.008
(0.027) (0.016) (0.010) (0.010)

Teacher Salary 0.254*** 0.162*** 0.080*** 0.021**
(0.032) (0.023) (0.014) (0.009)

B. Model with Additional Covariates

Pupil-TeacherRatio -0.107*** -0.068*** -0.019** 0.020**
(0.030) (0.016) (0.009) (0.009)

Teacher Salary 0.259*** 0.169*** 0.082*** 0.015
(0.057) (0.031) (0.014) (0.017)

Education (Whites) 0.630*** 0.554*** 0.345*** 0.149
(0.213) (0.122) (0.064) (0.072)

Income (Whites) -0.109 0.085 0.111* 0.036
(0.141) (0.082) (0.059) (0.052)

House Values -0.007 -0.031*** -0.026*** -0.007
(0.005) (0.010) (0.007) (0.005)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B8: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment, Probit Model Estimates

White Sons White Daughters

Parental Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary

Grades 0–2 -0.063*** 0.080*** -0.042*** 0.062***
(0.008) (0.012) (0.009) (0.012)

Grades 3–4 -0.051*** 0.067*** -0.036*** 0.048***
(0.005) (-0.010) (0.008) (0.007)

Grade 5 -0.043*** 0.051*** -0.023*** 0.038***
(0.007) (0.008) (0.006) (0.007)

Grade 6 -0.037*** 0.045*** -0.028*** 0.033***
(0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006)

Grade 7 -0.032*** 0.042*** -0.021*** 0.026***
(0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006)

Grade 8 -0.033*** 0.045*** -0.026*** 0.031***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)

Grade 9 -0.024*** 0.037*** -0.016*** 0.022***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)

Grade 10 -0.019*** 0.027*** -0.011*** 0.015***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)

Grade 11 -0.011*** 0.023*** -0.001 0.007**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)

Grade 12 -0.013*** 0.018*** -0.004 0.007*
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

Grade > 12 -0.004 0.008* 0.002 0.000
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state fixed
effect from a probit regression. These are multiple regressions (which include both
covariates). n = 49. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B9: Tobit Model (Black Families), Dependent Variable is Educational Attainment

Estimates for Sons by Estimates for Daughters by
Parental Education (Grades) Parental Education (Grades)

0–4 5–8 > 8 All 0–4 5–8 > 8 All

Urban 1.285 1.219 1.161 1.642 0.916 1.241 0.949 1.470
(0.038) (0.034) (0.076) (0.025) (0.127) (0.062) (0.055) (0.041)

Farm -0.821 -0.863 -1.262 -1.075 -0.862 -0.498 -0.525 -0.727
(0.032) (0.030) (0.079) (0.023) (0.136) (0.056) (0.051) (0.039)

Mother Only -0.216 -0.269 -0.915 -1.267 -0.728 -0.529 -0.356 -1.550
(0.045) (0.035) (0.080) (0.027) (0.138) (0.079) (0.060) (0.045)

Father Only 0.114 0.240 -0.372 -0.961 -0.753 -0.215 -0.189 -1.405
(0.051) (0.054) (0.149) (0.035) (0.266) (0.090) (0.091) (0.060)

Moved within State -0.602 -0.782 -1.172 -0.950 -1.240 -0.671 -0.820 -1.004
Since 1935 (0.024) (0.022) (0.053) (0.017) (0.092) (0.044) (0.039) (0.030)

Moved to a New -1.194 -1.466 -1.284 -1.420 -1.629 -1.698 -1.752 -1.843
State Since 1935 (0.103) (0.088) (0.193) (0.069) (0.287) (0.154) (0.133) (0.103)

One Parent Born 0.017 -0.075 -0.133 -0.034 -0.357 0.003 -0.122 -0.122
in a Different State (0.046) (0.036) (0.078) (0.028) (0.133) (0.081) (0.061) (0.048)

Both Parents Born 0.181 0.078 0.000 0.019 -0.196 0.186 -0.058 -0.094
in a Different State (0.055) (0.042) (0.088) (0.033) (0.154) (0.096) (0.070) (0.056)

Age 15 -0.378 -0.441 -0.247 -0.451 -0.400 -0.494 -0.433 -0.497
(0.044) (0.040) (0.104) (0.030) (0.120) (0.055) (0.048) (0.037)

Age 16 -0.835 -1.062 -1.054 -1.077 -1.041 -1.057 -1.004 -1.144
(0.041) (0.037) (0.096) (0.029) (0.116) (0.052) (0.046) (0.035)

Age 17 -1.205 -1.589 -1.845 -1.597 – – – –
(0.041) (0.036) (0.093) (0.028)

Age 18 -1.506 -1.876 -2.299 -1.945 – – – –
(0.039) (0.036) (0.092) (0.027)

Constant 6.600 8.245 10.709 8.676 11.532 8.332 9.493 10.005
(0.206) (0.147) (0.333) (0.120) (0.537) (0.333) (0.239) (0.195)

ln(sigma) 1.060 1.131 1.368 1.212 1.473 1.258 1.288 1.375
(0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.002) (0.014) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

N 77,913 131,700 43,819 253,432 28,343 46,307 83,036 157,686

Note: Authors’ analysis, 1940 Census. Sons included are aged 14–18, and daughters are aged 14–16. All regressions
also include controls for parental age. Finally the Tobit regression include state dummies; these estimates are used
for subsequent analysis.
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Table B10: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educa-
tional Attainment—Black Families, Unweighted Estimates

Black Sons Black Daughters

Parental Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary

Grades 0–4 -0.109*** 0.100** -0.100** 0.100**
(0.034) (0.036) (0.035) (0.036)

Grades 5–8 -0.103*** 0.086** -0.089** 0.102***
(0.0288) (0.032) (0.037) (0.033)

Grades > 8 -0.082*** 0.083** -0.074** 0.060**
(0.0271) (0.032) (0.026) (0.025)

All -0.085** 0.068* -0.082*** 0.046*
(0.029) (0.035) (0.025) (0.026)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state
fixed effect from regression (7). These regressions correspond to weighted versions
of regression (3), without covariates, in Table 3. n = 18. Significance: ***p < 0.01;
**p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B11: Relationship between School Quality Measures and Educational Attainment,
with Additional Covariates, Black Daughters

Parental Education
Grades 0–4 Grades 5–8 Grades > 8 All

Pupil-Teacher Ratio -0.068** -0.067** -0.076* -0.085*
(0.028) (0.032) (0.030) (0.039)

Teacher Salary 0.186** 0.112* 0.061 0.181*
(0.070) (0.057) (0.067) (0.077)

Education (Whites) 0.397 0.168 0.068 0.419
(0.300) (0.250) (0.361) (0.386)

Income (Whites) -0.099 -0.050 0.122 -0.155
(0.152) (0.190) (0.163) (0.230)

House Values -0.023 -0.014 -0.023 -0.021
(0.031) (0.031) (0.026) (0.039)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
n = 18. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B12: Relationship between School Quality Measures and Educational Attainment,
with Additional Covariates, Black Sons

Parental Education
Grades 0–4 Grades 5–8 Grades > 8 All

Pupil-Teacher Ratio -0.061** -0.056** -0.066 -0.071*
(0.024) (0.024) (0.042) (0.036)

Teacher Salary 0.220** 0.179** 0.126 0.234**
(0.080) (0.069) (0.087) (0.096)

Education (Whites) 0.296 0.185 0.087 0.377
(0.245) (0.220) (0.390) (0.340)

Income (Whites) -0.106 -0.033 -0.115 -0.169
(0.193) (0.150) (.170) (0.219)

House Values -0.030 -0.034 -0.005 -0.028
(0.031) (0.026) (0.027) (0.036)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
n = 18. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B13: The Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educa-
tional Attainment, Probit Model Estimates

Black Sons Black Daughters

Parental Pupil-Teacher Teacher Pupil-Teacher Teacher
Education Ratio Salary Ratio Salary

Grades 0–4 -0.034*** 0.029*** -0.030*** 0.031***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Grades 5–8 -0.035*** 0.027*** -0.031*** 0.034***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007)

Grade > 8 -0.032*** 0.021** -0.027*** 0.025***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007)

All -0.027*** 0.019** -0.020** 0.020**
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1940 U.S. Census. Dependent variable is the state
fixed effect from a probit regression. These are multiple regressions (which include
both covariates). n = 18. Significance: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.
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Table B14: Effect of County Teacher Pay on County-Level Ratio of 14–18 Year Olds in
1940 to 4–8 Year Olds in 1930, Southern Border Counties

All
Counties n

County Pair
Differences n nc

Black Population -0.002 284 -0.001 185 28
(0.003) (0.004)

White Population 0.000 377 -0.001 272 32
(0.003) (0.006)

Note: Authors’ calculations, 1930 an 1940 Census. The first set of regressions treats

all border counties as individual observations. The second set is for border county

pairs. For whites controls include fraction urban, fraction farm, parental income of

whites, parental education of whites. Controls for blacks additionally include Rosen-

wald exposure and parental education of blacks. Sample is restricted to counties with

a sample size of 14 to 18 year olds larger than 5, and a border pair difference in the

educational attainment of whites of less than one year. Observations are weighted us-

ing the sample size of 14-18 year olds, or difference in sample sizes for the county pair

analysis. Robust standard error in parentheses for the analysis including all counties,

and clustered standard errors at the state pair level for the border pair analysis.
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Figure B1: Relationship between State-Level School Quality Measures and Educational
Attainment—Parameter Estimates for Bivariate Regression Models

Panel A. Pupil-Teacher Ratio Effects, White Daughters

Panel B. Teacher Wage Effects, White Daughters
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Panel C. Pupil-Teacher Ratio Effects, White Sons

Panel D. Teacher Wage Effects, White Sons
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