
Appendix. Summary Statistics 

 Mean SD Min Max 

Ego Rank 5.43 3.08 0 10 

Ego Sex 0.38 0.49 0 1 

Parent Rank 6.73 3.35 0 10 

Grandparent Rank 6.94 3.23 0 10 

Ego Firstborn 0.06 0.24 0 1 

Parent Firstborn 0.33 0.47 0 1 

Grandparent Firstborn 0.38 0.49 0 1 

Sibling Number 5.05 2.4 1 11 

Children Number 3.21 2.03 1 14 

Children Number R ≥2 1.92 1.93 0 10 

Children Number R ≥5 1.67 1.77 0 10 

Children Number R ≥8 0.63 1.02 0 9 

 

Table 10. Seonghwabo 

 
 Mean SD Min Max 

Ego Rank 3.05 3.35 0 10 

Ego Sex 0.22 0.41 0 1 

Parent Rank 6.1 2.86 0 10 

Grandparent Rank 6.02 2.95 0 10 

Ego Firstborn 0.07 0.26 0 1 

Parent Firstborn 0.36 0.48 0 1 

Grandparent Firstborn 0.36 0.48 0 1 

Sibling Number 4.57 2.3 1 25 

Children Number 2.95 1.88 1 30 

Children Number R ≥2 0.84 1.27 0 11 

Children Number R ≥5 0.7 1.14 0 11 

Children Number R ≥8 0.25 0.58 0 6 

 

Table 11. Gajeongbo 
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S1. The Number of jokbo Members by Generation 

Table 1 shows the number of elite family members in Sunghwabo and Gajeongbo by generation. 

The shaded cells indicate the subset of data we used in our analysis. As we have discussed in the 

manuscript, the portion of the data before the shaded cells (generation 1 to 15 in Sunghwabo and 

generation 1 to 16 in Gajeongbo) contain many recall biases and missing data as these records 

preceded original jokbo compliers. The portion of jokbo data after the shaded cells (generation 

20 to 22 in Sunghwabo and generation 21 to 25 in Gajeongbo) is not included in the analysis 

because the information on their children and grandchildren are incompletely available in jokbo.  

 

 
Generation Sunghwabo Gajeongbo 

1 1 1 

2 1 1 

3 1 1 

4 1 1 

5 1 1 

6 1 1 

7 1 1 

8 1 3 

9 3 3 

10 6 10 

11 9 26 

12 18 73 

13 39 210 

14 60 578 

15 153 1429 

16 363 2800 

17 958 5202 

18 2019 8438 

19 3327 11313 

20 2547 10905 

21 728 6458 

22 5 1732 

23  142 

24  17 

25  15 

Total 10243 49362 

 

Table 1. The Number of jokbo Members by Generation. Shaded cells indicate the prospective subset data used in the 

analysis.  

  

 

 



S2. Replication R codes for the Synthetic Example 
 

This R code will create the synthetic mobility data in the manuscript and replicate the regression 

analysis.  
 

require(stargazer) 

## generate data 

data <- data.frame(y = c(10, 2, 2, 1, 2, 3, 1, 2, 3, 3, 4, 5, 4, 5, 6, 6, 5, 7),  

                   x1 = c(rep(10, 3), rep(2, 3), rep(2, 3), rep(3, 3), rep(5, 3), rep(6, 3)),  

                   x2 = c(rep(8, 9), rep(5, 9))) 

data$group <- c(rep(1, 9), rep(2, 9)) 

 

## R print  

a1 <- with(subset(data, group==1), lm(y ~ x1)) 

a2 <- with(subset(data, group==2), lm(y ~ x1)) 

a3 <- with(data, lm(y ~ x1 + x2)) 

 

stargazer(a1, a2, a3, type="text", star.cutoffs = 0.05,  dep.var.labels=c("Individual Social Ranks"), out 

“models.htm”) 

 

S3. Replication R codes for Mobility Tables 

 
This R code will create the mobility tables of Sunghwabo in the manuscript. 

library(corrplot) 

(t11 <- with(Sunghwabo, table(GrandparentRank, ParentRank ))) 

r1 <- prop.table(t11, 1) 

 

(t13 <- with(Sunghwabo, table(ParentRank, NumberOfChildrenOver8))) 

r3 <- prop.table(t13, 1) 

 

write.table(round(r1, digits=2), file = "mobtab1.txt", sep = ",", quote = FALSE, row.names = T) 

write.table(round(r3, digits=2), file = "mobtab3.txt", sep = ",", quote = FALSE, row.names = T) 

 

S4. Additional Regression Analysis Results 

Table 3 shows the results of the Poisson mixed-effects analysis for parents without siblings. 

Unlike the results in the manuscript, here we used the number of children as a control variable. 

The results do not change much from Table 6 in the manuscript and Children Number is 



statistically significant and positive as we expected. That is, parents with a large number of 

children tend to have a larger number of successful children than parents with a small number of 

children on average. The positive sign of Children Number could be simply due to the truncation: 

parents with k number of children could not have more than k number of successful children. Or, 

it could be due to a larger probability of having successful children by parents with a large 

number of children. Another interesting path is an interaction of fertility and social status: 

parents with high social status tend to have more children, many of whom are very successful 

thanks to many factors such as superior genes, their parent’s social connections and reputation, 

peer competition/cooperation among their siblings, and parents’ inputs to their education and 

social success.  

 

 
 

Table 3. Children Number as a Control Variable. Parents without sibling are included in this analysis. Random 

effects are added at the parent level and at the grandparent level. Generation fixed effects are not reported to save 

space. Continuous variables are centered for the analysis. * indicates p < 0.05. 

 

Table 4 shows regression results of models with an interaction term between Parent Rank and 

Grandparent Rank. The intuition is that the parent effect on children’s social status may have a 

multiplicative effect with the grandparent effect and ignoring this multiplicative effect could 

generate a bias in our analysis. However, when we introduce the interaction term, we could not 

find a statistically significant sign from them. Across all measures and specifications, the 

interaction term is not statistically different from zero.  



 
Table 4. Interaction Analysis. Parents without sibling are included in this analysis. Generation fixed effects are not 

reported to save space. Random effects are added at the parent level and at the grandparent level. Continuous 

variables are centered for the analysis. * indicates p < 0.05. 

 
We also tried different summary measures of children’s social status at the parent level. The first 

one is the average social status of all children by a parent and the next one is the maximum social 

status of all children by a parent. For easy comparison between the two dependent variables, we 

use a linear model with generation fixed-effects with a log transformed children number as a 

covariate.  

 

Table 5 shows that Parent Rank has a positive and statistically significant effect on the average 

and the maximum rank of children in both lineages. However, we could not find the grandparent 

effect from these dependent variables. One possibility is that the grandparent effect may work at 

a lower level (R < 8) as we found in the manuscript using the number of successful children and 

this mechanism could not be identified by the average or the maximum rank of children.  



 
 

Table 5. Average Children Rank and Maximum Children Rank as a Dependent Variable. Parents without sibling are 

included in this analysis. Generation fixed effects are not reported to save space. Random effects are added at the 

parent level and at the grandparent level. Continuous variables are centered for the analysis. * indicates p < 0.05. 

 

Table 6 shows the same results for parents with sibling. We can see similar results with Table 5. 

Parent Rank is positive and statistically significant but Grandparent Rank is not statistically 

different from zero.  

 
 

Table 6. Average Children Rank and Maximum Children Rank as a Dependent Variable. Only parents with sibling 

are included in this analysis. Generation fixed effects are not reported to save space. Random effects are added at the 

parent level and at the grandparent level. Continuous variables are centered for the analysis. * indicates p < 0.05.  


