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by Anna Laura Mancini*, Chiara Monfardini§ and Silvia Pasqua# 

 

Abstract 

We use the last two waves of the Italian Time Use Survey to analyse the 
intergenerational transmission of reading habits. This can be explained by both cultural and 
educational transfers from parents to children and by imitative behaviour. Imitation is of 
particular interest, since it suggests the direct influence parents can have on a child’s 
preference and habit formation, and opens the way for active policies promoting good 
parenting behaviour. We investigate the imitative behaviour of children using a household 
fixed-effects model, where we identify the impact of the parents’ role by exploiting the 
different exposure of siblings to parents’ example within the same household. We find robust 
evidence on the existence of an imitation effect: on the day of the survey children are more 
likely to read after seeing either the mother or the father reading. 

 
JEL Classification: J13, J22, J24, C21. 
Keywords: intergenerational transmission of preferences, parental role model, imitation, 
household fixed effects. 

 
Contents 

1. Introduction .......................................................................................................................... 5 
2. Background literature .......................................................................................................... 7 
3. Sample selection and definition of time use variables ....................................................... 10 
4. Empirical strategy .............................................................................................................. 12 
5. Results ................................................................................................................................ 14 
 5.1 Estimated imitation effects ......................................................................................... 14 
 5.2 Robustness exercises .................................................................................................. 15 
6. Conclusions ........................................................................................................................ 16 
References .............................................................................................................................. 19 
Tables ..................................................................................................................................... 22 
Appendices ............................................................................................................................. 26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

* Bank of Italy, Economic Research Unit, Turin Branch. 
§ 

University of Bologna, CHILD and IZA. 
# University of Turin, CHILD and Collegio Carlo Alberto 





5 

 

 1. Introduction 

 

Intergenerational transmission has been the object of extensive attention in the economic literature, 

mainly owing to its effect on mobility across generations. In fact, most research has focused on the 

intergenerational transmission of education and income
1
 and, more recently, on the transmission of 

cognitive abilities.
2
 

A new stream of literature studies the intergenerational transmission of preferences, habits and 

attitudes. Lindbeck and Nyberg (2006) analyse the transmission of norms related to work; Alvarez 

and Miles (2008) look at children’s attitude to women’s work and domestic tasks while Dohmen et 

al. (2011) show how parents transmit risk and trust attitudes to their children.  

The recent development of time use data makes it possible to look at the transmission across 

generations of, for example, time use choices, a topic on which the existing research is scarce and 

mainly concentrated on labour supply decisions (Del Boca et al., 2000; Fernández et al., 2004; 

Kawaguchi and Miyazaki, 2009; Blau et al. 2013). 

In this paper, we look at a particular channel of intergenerational transmission: the child’s imitation 

of parents’ reading activity. Reading is a crucial activity in the process of human capital 

accumulation and is important for its positive links with educational outcomes and subsequent 

earnings (Connolly et al., 1992). Cunningham and Stanovich (2001) show, in fact, that reading has 

accumulated effects over time with profound implications for the development of a wide range of 

cognitive abilities, verbal skills and declarative knowledge, while Stanovich (1986) emphasizes the 

role of reading for increasing the efficiency of the cognitive process. Therefore, stimulating young 

people to read is a concern for educators and policy makers, and parents may transmit preferences 

and habits to their children by acting as good role models in promoting reading (Mullan, 2010). 

While reading is clearly not the only human capital building activity, early acquisition of reading 

skills appears to help the development of a lifetime habit of reading (Cunningham and Stanovich, 

1997), and therefore to have long-term and multiplying effects. As shown by research on habits 

formation (Neal et al., 2006; Wood and Neal, 2007), much of everyday actions are characterised by 

habitual repetition. Therefore, when parents read in the presence of their children, imitation by the 

child might be a channel contributing to the formation of the child’s reading habit.  

                                                           
1
 For a survey on the intergenerational transmission of education and earnings, see Black and Devereux (2010). 

2
 Brown et al. (2010) and Anger and Heineck (2010). 
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Our analysis relies on the Italian Time Use Survey (2002-2003 and 2008-2009 pooled waves) 

conducted by ISTAT. While most time use surveys only consider one member of the household, 

and rarely children of primary school age, the Italian dataset conveys detailed information on the 

time devoted to reading by both parents and their children, including when, with whom, and in the 

presence of whom the activity is performed. This makes it possible to investigate if children are 

more likely to allocate time to reading when they observe their parents engaged in this activity on 

the same day. We are in fact able to look at the time children aged between 6 and 15 devote to 

reading on their own.  

The intergenerational transmission of habitual reading presents several novel and interesting 

features. Indeed, it seems more important to study the transmission of a habit that produces human 

capital accumulation than to only look at the transmission of IQ, because behaviour is a matter of 

choice while intelligence is not. Even more so when one considers that, compared to the 

transmission of education, the intergenerational transmission of the habit to read is less affected by 

the economic status of the family, but is crucial for its consequences on the continuous investment 

in human capital throughout an individual’s life. A further advantage of our analysis is the objective 

measure of behaviour we use (the time parents and children devote to reading) as opposed to 

research based on qualitative issues such as the willingness to take risks and to trust other people 

(Dohmen et al., 2011).  

The intergenerational transmission of attitudes to reading can be explained by both cultural and 

educational transmission from parents to children and by imitative behaviour. Parents teach their 

children the importance of reading and provide them with books, but Teale and Sulzby (1986) 

recognise the importance of children observing adults’ reading habits. Imitation is therefore a 

channel of transmission of particular interest, since it entails the direct influence parents can have 

on the formation of children’s preferences by their being a role model, and it opens the way for 

active policies aimed at promoting good parenting behaviour.  

In a recent study, Cardoso et al. (2010) document a positive association between parents’ and 

children’s time allocations in human capital building activities in France, Germany and Italy. In this 

paper, we extend their analysis by concentrating our attention on the imitation channel. Taking 

advantage of the presence of a large number of siblings in the data, we identify the imitation effect 

using a family fixed-effects approach. In so doing, we exploit the variation that occurs among 

siblings: different children, for exogenous reasons, may have been exposed differently to parents’ 

reading activities on the survey day. This within-family variation allows us to isolate the causal 

effect of imitation from the effects of the household environment and education received from the 
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parents, which are common to the siblings. Our identification strategy is validated by a number of 

robustness checks which prove that the spotted relationship between reading and witnessing the 

parent reading is neither spurious nor mechanical. 

We find new and clear-cut evidence on the existence of an imitation effect that confirms the saying 

“a good example is the best sermon”. On the day of the survey, the probability of children reading 

increases significantly after they have seen their parents reading. We look separately at mothers and 

fathers, since past research has shown that each parent can affect her or his children’s decisions and 

behaviour differently
3
. A mother’s imitation effect increases the probability that the child reads 

from about 4% to about 34%. The father’s imitation effect is similar, raising the probability from 

about 5% to about 36%.   

This research can be useful for the analysis of intergenerational transmission and, in particular, the 

effects of parents’ role. Are parents able to influence their children’s preferences and choices 

through their behaviour? Do policies targeted at adults therefore also produce effects on individuals 

in the next generation and are they, for this reason, more productive? Our findings suggest that role 

modelling by parents is one channel through which parental time use may affect children’s 

behaviour and time allocation decisions, and, thereafter, future child outcomes. 

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 presents a review of the main literature. Section 3 

describes the dataset used and the sample selection made for our empirical analysis. Section 4 

presents the empirical strategy. The results and robustness checks are discussed in Section 5. 

Section 6 concludes. 

2. Background literature 

There is a vast literature on intergenerational transmission and research on the topic can be divided 

into three main streams: studies that look at the transmission of education and income, analyses of 

the transmission of cognitive abilities and those that consider the transmission of behavioural 

patterns, habits and attitudes. 

The literature on the intergenerational transmission of education and income shows that the positive 

correlation between parents and children is the result of both “nature” (genetic endowment) and 

“nurture”, i.e., better educated parents invest more in their children’s education (for a complete 

review, see Black and Devereux, 2010). Moreover, in households where parents are more highly 

                                                           
3
 See for example Anger S. and Heineck G., 2010; Ermisch and Francesconi, 2001; Louriero et al., 2006; Bjorklund et 

al., 2006; Farré et al., 2009; Mullan, 2010 and Dohmen et al., 2011. 
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educated, a better family environment and a higher quality of child/parent relationships contribute 

to the persistence of education and income across generations. 

The transmission of cognitive abilities from parents to children has been less investigated. Brown et 

al. (2011) for the U.K. and Anger and Heineck (2010) for Germany consider correlations in test 

scores, finding a strong transmission effect that is largely explained by the investments that parents 

make in their children. In particular, parents with better reading skills are better able to help their 

children in learning to read at home with positive effects on word fluency (see also Sénéchal and 

LeFevre, 2002). This is not true for the transmission of math abilities, which seems to be more the 

result of genetic transmission. 

The last stream of the literature focuses on the transmission of preferences, habits and attitudes. In 

1976, Robert Pollak discussed how preferences, especially in the short run, are influenced by other 

people’s past consumption behaviour: individuals’ preferences are such that they want to consume a 

given good when they observe other people around them already consuming that good. Waldkirch 

et al. (2004) analyse the transmission of consumption preferences and behaviour, while Booth and 

Kee (2006) and Blau et al. (2013) consider the intergenerational cultural transmission of norms 

regarding fertility. Jackson et al. (1997) and Louriero et al. (2006) look at smoking habits and 

Lindbeck and Nyberg (2006) at the intergenerational transmission of norms related to hard work, 

while Wilhelm et al. (2008) study the intergenerational transmission of generosity and Dohmen et 

al. (2011) discuss the transmission of risk and trust attitudes. All these analyses, designed to 

understand how habits are transmitted across generations, and therefore which policies may be put 

into action to promote “good” habits and attitudes and to curb “bad” ones, find that parents 

influence their children’s preferences through role modelling, educational choices and their 

behaviour.  

The literature on the intergenerational transmission of time use preferences and time allocation is 

certainly more scant and, as already mentioned, focuses more on labour supply (Del Boca et al., 

2000; Fernández et al., 2004; Kawaguchi and Miyazaki, 2009; Blau et al., 2013) and on domestic 

work time (Alvarez and Miles, 2008). Only Mullan (2010) and Cardoso et al. (2010) study the time 

allocation of parents and children in human capital accumulating activities. In particular, Mullan 

(2010), using a time use dataset for the U.K., found a positive correlation between the reading time 

of parents and children aged between 13 and 18 years. Cardoso et al. (2010) investigate the 

association between parents and children’s time allocations in France, Germany and Italy. In their 

paper, they use the Multinational Time Use Study and focus on how adolescents in the 15-19 age 

bracket allocate their time into three different activities (reading and studying, socialising and 
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watching TV) and how this time is affected by parents’ time use decisions. Due to data limitation, 

none of these studies are able to identify the imitation effect. The social learning theory of Bandura 

(1977) states that behaviours is learned through a process of observation that seems to be the most 

essential form of learning through which a variety of behavioural patterns are acquired (Bandura 

and Walters, 1963). Consequently, parents act as an (unintentional) model for their children. Notten 

et al. (2012) analyse the intergenerational transmission of book reading and television watching 

behaviour, trying to distinguish between imitation, parents’ guidance and cultural transmission 

channels. They find that parents set a specific reading or TV watching example that children tend to 

imitate and this socialisation effect remains influential for the rest of their children’s lives. 

However, the Dutch data they use are not very suitable for identify the imitation effect since they 

are based on retrospective questions about childhood in-the home and present media experience of a 

sample of adult individuals. 

By considering children between 6 and 15 years of age, we also extend Cardoso et al.’s (2010) 

analysis to younger children. This extension to young children is particularly important in the light 

of recent theories and results on the importance of early investment in children (Cunha and 

Heckman, 2007). The Italian dataset, in fact, is one of the few Time Use datasets that provides a 

time diary for children older than three. Furthermore, our dataset allows us to study which activities 

both parents and children engage in on the selected day, where they perform these activities and 

which family member is present. Compared to the harmonised dataset used by Cardoso et al. 

(2010), the Italian dataset contains a richer set of information and a large sample of siblings in the 

age range of interest, allowing us to identify a short run imitation effect. 

All the studies on intergenerational transmission share the methodological problem of how to 

separate “nurture” from “nature”, i.e., of how to isolate the effect of the parents’ variable of interest 

on the children’s variable from that of a more general family effect, including common genetic 

traits between parents and children. This problem has been solved in different ways: Loureiro et al. 

(2006) and Brown et al. (2011) use instrumental variables, Akee et al. (2008), Black et al., 2005 and 

Holmlund et al. (2008) use a difference-in-differences approach when changes and reforms occur. 

Other authors exploit datasets in which either twins or adopted children are present to use a fixed-

effects approach. The presence in a dataset of individuals that share the same genetic traits but 

living in different families (for example, the children of twins, as in Behrman and Rosenzweig, 

2002, and in Pronzato, 2012), or that have a common family background but did not receive the 

same genetic transmission (for example natural and adopted children as in Plug, 2004) or, finally, 

individuals for whom information is available for both natural and adoptive parents (as in Bjorklund 
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et al., 2006) allows disaggregation of the effects of genetic transmission from the effects of the 

family environment. 

In our dataset, the number of twins is too small and we are unable to isolate nature from nurture. By 

exploiting the presence of a large number of siblings, however, we can disentangle the effect of 

imitation from the overall effect of nature and nurture, comparing the reading decisions of children 

who saw their parents reading with those of their siblings not exposed to the same parental example. 

Our focus on reading activities is due to the proven positive effects that reading has on cognitive 

development. Reading, in fact, increases the efficiency of the learning process (Stranovich, 1986) 

and individuals that read habitually during childhood read more over the years and this helps them 

to compensate for modest levels of innate cognitive abilities (Cunningham and Stranovich, 2001).  

According to Teale and Sulzby (1986) the home environment can be an important source of literacy 

experience through interaction between parents and children in reading situations, through 

children’s own experience with books and through children’s observation of adults’ reading 

behaviour (e.g. reading the newspaper), while McKool (2007) shows how having parents that read 

for recreational purposes increases children’s reading. In our dataset we only have information on a 

single day. However, we select our sample in order to exclude households that filled the diary on a 

non-standard day, and the literature on habits emphasises that most of the everyday actions are 

characterised by habitual repetition (Neal et al., 2006). We therefore believe that if a parent reads on 

the survey day, he or she is likely to read during the rest of the week too. Moreover, if they read 

where their children can see them during the survey day, they are likely to do the same also on the 

others days. If an imitation effect exists, the repetition of an imitated behaviour can produce a habit 

for the child. 

3. Sample selection and definition of time use variables 

Our analysis of the reading activities builds on two pooled waves (2002-2003 and 2008-2009) of 

the Time Use Survey conducted by ISTAT. The survey covers 39,325 households (21,075 in the 

2002-2003 wave and 18,250 in the 2008-2009 wave) and reports information on each household 

member. 

An individual questionnaire containing socio-demographic information and a time diary were 

collected. All household members older than three completed the time diary on a selected day
4
. In 

each municipality covered by the survey, households were divided into three groups and each group 

                                                           
4
 Parents completed the time diaries of very young children. 
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was asked to fill in the daily diary on a different day: a weekday, Saturday or Sunday.
5
 Our analysis 

is based on diaries completed both during weekdays and during weekend days. We selected a 

sample of children ranging in age from 6-15,
6
 with at least one sibling in the same age range and 

living in a household where both parents were present. We excluded households in which any of the 

members (children, siblings or parents) filled in the diary on a “special” day (for example a day on 

which they, their siblings or their parents were ill) and those for whom either a parent or any 

siblings in the relevant age bracket failed to complete the diary. We also excluded all children for 

whom one or more variables used in the econometric analysis of Section 4 were missing. Our final 

sample consists of 2,640 children (1,427 from the first wave and 1,213 from the second one) 

belonging to 1,261 households (681 from the 2002-2003 wave and 580 from the 2008-2009 wave)
7
.  

The diary reports the time spent on a large number of tasks. Activities are coded by the respondent 

as main or secondary activities
8
. Information about where, when and with whom the activities were 

performed was crucial for defining the content of the reading activities for children and parents as 

follows:  

 For the child: time spent reading on her or his own, with no adult taking part in the activity, 

declared as the primary activity;  

 For the parents: time spent reading, or talking or reading
9
 to child’s siblings in the presence 

of the child, when the latter is not sleeping, declared either as a primary or secondary 

activity
10

.  

Table 1 reports the basic descriptives of the allocation of time into reading activities in our sample. 

Looking at participation rates, on the sample day, we observe about 17% of the mothers and 14% of 

the fathers engaged in reading while their children observe them. Only about 8% of the children 

were reported as reading.
 
A number of reasons explains these low values. First, the collection of 

time use information is such that only episodes lasting more than ten minutes are recorded. Second, 

we excluded homework and all reading activities done at school (23% of our children spent more 

than five hours at school on the survey day). Finally, we consider only the reading activities of 

parents in the presence of the child and therefore the time spent by family members in the same 

                                                           
5
 The oversampling of weekend diaries was a deliberate choice of the data collector. 

6
 Given our focus on activities children can do on their own, we exclude very young children from our sample because 

it is highly likely that all their reading activities are done together with the parents. 
7
 We checked that the sample of households with at least two children in age from 6-15 does not systematically differ 

from the sample we select for our analysis. 
8
 For example, someone may be cooking and watching television or cooking and looking after the children. In these 

cases, the respondent chooses which of the activities is the main one and which is the secondary one. 
9
 Notice that “talking or reading to...” is an unique category in the dataset from which we cannot separate out the talking 

component. 
10

 Notice that for the children we consider the reading activity only when it is the primary activity. Instead, for parents, 

we also include the reading activity when it is declared as a secondary one, since we do not want to exclude those 

situations in which a parent is, for example, listening to music (primary activity) while reading.  
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place (typically home) is reduced by the number of hours the child stays at school. The 

corresponding observed unconditional average times (including the observations with reading time 

equal to zero) are also very low, especially for the parents: about six minutes for mothers and four 

for fathers and children. The figures increase considerably when evaluated on the subsamples of the 

few readers, with both parents dedicating to reading activities, on average, about half an hour and 

children about 50 minutes. 

4. Empirical strategy 

We identify the causal impact of the role model exerted by parents by means of a household fixed-

effects model, exploiting sibling variations in the exposure to the treatment, represented by 

observing parental reading behaviour. Participation rather than time spent reading (duration) is 

chosen as the relevant time use variable. This choice is motivated by the large number of zero 

values highlighted in the previous section, which rules out any meaningful modelling of the amount 

of time devoted to reading activities through either tobit or double-hurdle specifications. Given the 

way time use is collected in our data, participation captures the event of “reading for at least ten 

minutes”, and also conveys some information on the duration of the activity. This definition of 

participation makes it an adequate measure for representing the example set by parents on the one 

hand, and behaviour compatible with the formation of children’s reading habits on the other. 

Since we are interested in the imitation effect, we only consider the child’s reading episodes that 

occurred after having seen the parents reading. The dependent variable, say ijafterreadingchild __ , 

is a binary measure indicating whether child i in household j engages in reading after her or his 

parent. The treatment variable we rely on to prove the existence of an intergenerational transmission 

through imitation is a child-specific measure of parental reading activity that occurred in the 

presence of each child, say ijreadingparent . The latter measure is child-specific because siblings 

may or may not have seen their parents reading on the survey day. The useful cases for 

identification come from families where parents are seen reading by at least one – but not all – of 

their children. In these families, we restrict the observation period for all siblings from the first 

moment the parent is seen reading by one child to the end of the day.  
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In Table 2 we cross-tabulate the observed reading activity of children after the reading activity of 

their parents for the sample of all children (Full sample)
11

. The probability of the child reading 

increases sharply when exposed to the parental example, both for the mother and for the father.  

Our identification strategy relies on within-family variability. In Table 3 we present the same cross-

tabulation as Table 2, restricted to what we define the Fixed Effects samples. We have 353 children 

belonging to families there is within-siblings variation in exposure to parental reading only through 

the mother (Mother Fixed Effects sample) and 279 children belonging to families where variation in 

exposure occurs only through the father (Father Fixed Effect sample). It is interesting to note that 

the pattern for both parents is similar to that of Table 2, providing preliminary descriptive evidence 

of the existence of the imitation effect we want to estimate. 

In order to account for unobserved heterogeneity at the household level, estimation is performed 

with a household fixed-effects linear model explaining the probability that a child engages in 

reading after observing her or his parent reading: 

ijjiijij Zreadingparentafterreadingchild    210__
 

The intergenerational parameter 1  captures the short-run imitation effect (the parents’ example), 

and can be estimated net of the whole set of unobservable confounders at the family level ( j ). 

These include unobserved environmental and genetic factors, influencing both the parents’ and 

children’s preference for reading, parental attitudes, such as pressure to read put by parents on 

children, and the parents’ educational message relative to the importance of reading (the parents’ 

sermon). On the right hand side, we control for a number of exogenous child characteristics ( iZ ).  

The child’s age is proxied through a dummy equal to one if the child attends middle or high school 

(Middle/High school), since in terms of differences in time use and school habits the major change 

comes at the transition from primary to middle school (and less at middle to high school). We allow 

the imitation effect to vary according to the school level by interacting this dummy and the parents’ 

reading time. The gender dummy Girl captures possible systematic differences in time use habits 

linked to the gender of the child. This dummy is interacted with parents’ reading time to account for 

differences in the transmission of time use habits from parents to children related to the gender of 

the child. We also control for child’s birth order (dummies Birth order: second and Birth order: 

                                                           
11

 For families in which parents did not read at all in the presence of their children, we look at the participation into 

reading activity by the child during the whole day. This implies that the observational period for children in families 

where one of the parent was observed reading in the sampled day is shorter. 
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third or more), for the time spent at school by the child (dummy More than 5 hours at school) and 

for the self-reported General health status of the child
12

.  

In Appendix 1 we present the summary statistics of the regressors used in the empirical analysis 

splitting the sample in “treated” and “untreated” children, where the former are those exposed to the 

mother/father example. In most cases, the averages do not statistically differ by treatment status. 

This is not true for gender, school level and some birth order indicators, confirming the importance 

of including these variables as controls. It is worth to note that child’s preferences are also not 

statistically different for treated and not treated children: we build in fact two indicators of child’s 

preferences for non-physical activities, typically performed at home, and for spending time 

outdoors
13

, that we will use to perform a robustness check of our main specification. The marginal 

significance of the variable measuring “Time spent at home” calls for a particular attention. Since 

this is a choice variable, we do not insert it in our main specification, but we will check that the 

estimated imitation effect is robust to its inclusion.  

 5. Results 

5.1 Estimated imitation effects  

We report in Table 4 the estimated intergenerational coefficients capturing the causal effect of the 

parent’s example
14

, which are found to be significant and of considerable magnitude. In the next 

section, we corroborate this finding with several robustness. 

We look at three separate specifications including as regressors: a) an indicator for the mother’s 

reading activity (upper part of the table); b) an indicator for the father’s reading activity (central part 

of the table); c) two separate indicators for the reading activities of mother and father (lower part of 

the table). For each of these three specifications we start by inserting no further control than the 

intergenerational transmission  variables (first column), then we condition to the child’s 

                                                           
12

 In our data the health status is a categorical variable that ranges from 1 (excellent health status) to 5 (very bad health 

status).  
13

 The survey questionnaire asks the children if they would like to engage more or less (or if they are satisfied with their 

engagement) in several typical child activities. For each item we create a dummy equal to 1 if the child wants to spend 

more time on that activity. We then create two indicators that capture the preferences over non-physical activities and 

over outdoor activities by grouping and summing up the corresponding dummies. The activities included in 2002 and 

2008 are coded differently and in 2008 a residual category “other” was also introduced. In 2002 for non-physical 

activities we consider homework, computer courses, language courses and theater, dance or music, assuming that for 

physical activities children have to spend time outdoor and to play outdoors (opposed to playing inside). In 2008 for 

non-physical activities we consider homework and general cultural activities (like theater, dance, music and so on), 

while for physical activities we have only “preferring to play outdoor” (opposed to playing inside). 
14

 In the longer version of the paper (Mancini et al., 2011) we estimate the intergenerational association in the reading 

habit without distinguishing between “sermon” and “example” (“long run” model). We find a positive association 

between parents’ and children’s reading habits that is stronger for the mother. This association persists and remains 

sizable even after controlling for a set of observable child’s and family characteristics. Despite the conditioning on a 

large set of covariates, this positive association is not likely to capture the causal effect of the role model played by 

parents. 
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characteristics X (second column) and, finally, we extend the specification to the interactions of 

parental time with child gender and the school level dummy (third column). 

We take column 2 as the preferred specification, since interactions of mother time variable with the 

child’s school level turns out to be not significant. Having observed the mother reading raises the 

estimated reading probability from about 4%  (reference probability) to about 34%. Direct imitation 

of the father alone leads to a similar increase in the probability that a child will read: from about 5% 

if the child does not observe the father reading, to about 36% if the child does. In the bottom part of 

Table 4 we show that the imitation effect remains significant and large when we disentangle the 

effect of each parent, and evaluate the effect of imitating the mother (father) while controlling for 

the possible imitation of the father (mother). The mother’s imitation effect, net of the exposure to 

the father’s example, makes the probability of the child reading increases from about 5% to about 

29%, i.e. the probability is almost six times bigger. The father’s imitation effect turns out to be very 

similar: the probability of the child reading following the father’s example increases from about 6% 

to about 28%. In Tables A2.1 to A2.3 in Appendix 2 we report the full estimation results.  

5.2 Robustness exercises 

 

In this sub-section we provide evidence supporting our identification strategy and validating our 

findings on the existence of an imitation effect. The detailed outputs are contained in Appendix 3. 

We start by including in our preferred specification (column 2 of Table 4)  two indicators of child’s 

preferences for physical and outdoors activities. In fact, sibling variation in exposure to the parents’ 

example could be correlated to individual unobserved determinants of the reading patterns, such as 

preferences. By controlling for these, we reduce the risk of overestimating the imitation effect. In 

Table A3.1 we report the results showing that child's preferences variables are not significant both 

for the mother and for the father. 

Next, we show that the spotted relationship between reading and witnessing the parent reading is 

not spurious. It is worth remembering that, despite the fact that we record reading activity wherever 

it occurs, most of it takes place at home for both parents and children. Under the circumstance that 

the presence at home of a child explains both her or his reading activity and her or his witnessing 

the parent’s reading, our estimated imitation effect could just be capturing some “presence at home” 

factors. In Table A3.2 we control for both the time spent at school (as in the main regression) and 

the time spent at home by the child. We do not observe a decreased imitation coefficient, as we 

would expect in case of spurious correlation induced by presence at home. 
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We also perform some sensitivity on the sample selection criteria. We run the estimation on two 

new samples to ensure that our sample selection requirement (both parents having filled the daily 

diary) does not produce biased results. In the first sample, we include all child/mother pairs for 

which we have both the time diaries, and in this sample, we test the mother’s estimates. In the 

second sample, we do the same for the child/father pairs. The results remain the same, with only 

marginal changes in the coefficients (see Table A3.3).  

Next, we repeat our estimation controlling for the fact that the child reads before having seen either 

parents reading. The aim of this exercise is to make sure that we are isolating a short-run imitation 

effect and not just capturing habits or other mechanisms. Table A3.4 shows that the main 

coefficients associated with the parents’ reading activities keep sizeable and significant, despite 

diminished with respect to the corresponding figures obtained above, confirming that a substantial 

component of our estimated effect is indeed imitation.  

In Table A3.5 we show that our results are not driven by the miscellaneous “Reading and talking to 

the children” category included in the definition of the reading activity of parents. While excluding 

this category is certainly diminishing the number of useful cases for identification, the imitation 

effect is substantially confirmed. 

Finally, we address the fact that the observation window for the child varies with the reading 

activity of the parent, and it is equal to the whole day if the parent did not read. Since the 

observation period is larger for children not observing the reading activity of the parent, this makes 

it more likely to observe the reading activity of children who do not imitate their parents. This 

implies that the estimated imitation coefficient is attenuated. Nevertheless, in Table A3.6 we display 

the results of an alternative identification strategy, based on the same observation windows for all 

children. Here we fix different points in time (4.30 p.m., 5.30 p.m., 6.30 p.m.) before which the 

parents can be observed by their children reading or not, while the behaviour of children is observed 

after that point in time (we allow activity to overlap for a 30 minute span). This strategy is much 

more stringent than the one used to derive the main results presented above. Interestingly, we still 

spot significant imitation effects, with magnitude varying across the considered cases. 

6. Conclusions 

We exploit the presence of households with more than one child in the Italian time use dataset to 

learn about the intergenerational transmission of preferences for human capital building activities, 

such as reading, between parents and their children aged 6-15. In particular, we investigate whether 
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children are more likely to read when they observe their parents engaged in the same activity on the 

day of the survey (short run imitation effect). 

With our identification strategy, the estimated intergenerational coefficient captures the causal 

effect of the parents’ example. We find new evidence of a short-run imitation effect: children are 

much more likely to read after seeing their parents reading. The imitation of the mother increases 

the probability of the child reading from about 4% to about 34%. The imitation of the father is very 

similar, raising the probability that the child will read from about 5% to about 36%. 

These results rely on a family fixed-effects approach and, therefore, disentangle what the parents 

teach by their example (experienced differently by the siblings of the same family on the survey 

day) from what they tell their children to do (the unobserved parents’ educational attitude shared by 

siblings). 

Since children imitate the observed parents’ behaviours, we corroborate the saying “a good example 

is the best sermon” and conclude that the parental role model is a channel through which parents’ 

time use may affect children’s behaviour and time allocation decisions, and thereafter future 

outcomes for children. 

Our results shed new light on the mechanisms of intergenerational transmission of preferences and 

attitudes that are essential for targeting human capital accumulation policies. The imitation 

mechanism would be particularly important for children with low-educated parents, who provide 

less stimula to the reading habits of their children, but who might act as an example when they 

engage in reading at home. Further research is needed to study the imitation of both “positive” 

behaviour, like socializing, engaging in physical activities, diet habits
15

 and “negative” behaviour, 

like smoking and alcohol consumption, watching TV and being violent.  

If it is true that parents influence children’s actions by example, more attention should be paid to 

adults’ habits. Programs for parents may in fact contribute to improving children’s life-course 

trajectories and to reducing health and developmental problems that are associated with higher costs 

for the government and for the society as a whole.  
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Tables  

 

 Table 1 

Reading activity of  

children and of parents in the presence of their children 

Participation rates 

  Child Mother* Father* 

Mean 8.30 16.94 13.58 

Sd 27.58 37.53 34.28 

Median 0 0 0 

Obs 2,640 1,251 1,251 

Reading time – Unconditional 

  Child Mother* Father* 

Mean   4.43   5.63   4.09 

Sd 19.42 22.58 16.72 

Median 0 0 0 

Obs 2,640 1,251 1,251 

Reading time – Conditional on reading 

  Child Mother* Father* 

Mean 53.42 33.24 30.12 

Sd 44.01 45.81 35.78 

Median   40   15   20 

Obs 219 212 170 

     * in the presence of one of their children 

      Selected sample. Source: Time Use 2002-2008, Istat 
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Table 2 

Sample distribution of child’s reading activity  

after having observed parental reading activity – Full sample 

Mother 

 Not reading Reading Obs 

Child does not read after 2,273 179 2,452 

% 96.1% 65.1% 92.9% 

Child reads after 92 96 188 

%   3.9% 34.9%   7.1% 

Obs (number of children) 2,365 275 2,640 

% 100% 100% 100% 

Father 

 Not reading Reading Obs 

Child does not read after 2,297 152 2,449 

% 94.8% 70.0% 92.8% 

Child reads after 126 65 191 

%   5.2% 30.0%   7.2% 

Obs (number of children) 2,423 217 2,640 

% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: Time Use 2002-2008, Istat 

Table 3 

Sample distribution of child’s reading activity 

after having observed parental reading activity – Fixed Effects Samples 

Mother 

 Not reading Reading Obs 

Child does not read 171 105 276 

% 93.4% 61.8% 78.2% 

Child reads 12 65 77 

%   6.6% 38.2% 21.8% 

Obs 183 170 353 

Father 

 Not reading Reading Obs 

Child does not read 139 94 233 

% 96.5% 69.6% 83.5% 

Child reads 5 41 46 

%   3.5% 30.4% 16.5% 

Obs 144 135 279 

 Source: Time Use 2002-2008, Istat 
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Table 4  

Estimated imitation effect.  Linear probability model, family fixed effects 

Dependent variable:  
child_reading_after (= 1 if child reads after observing the parent reading) 
Treatment variables:  
mother_reading  (= 1 if mother observed reading by the child) 
father_reading    (= 1 if father observed reading by the child) 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) 

  Raw (FE) Child (FE) 

Inter 

(FE) 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
§ 

0.040 0.039 0.038 

       

Mother_reading 0.302*** 0.301*** 0.316*** 

  (0.055) (0.055) (0.080) 

Mother_reading *Wave 2008 0.021 0.018 0.016 

  (0.084) (0.084) (0.085) 

Middle / High school  0.006 0.007 

   (0.017) (0.016) 

Girl  -0.002 -0.000 

   (0.013) (0.012) 

Mother_reading*middle/high 

school     -0.011 

      (0.067) 

Mother_reading*Girl     -0.014 

      (0.067) 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
# 

0,047 0,048 0,047 

       

Father_reading 0.314*** 0.310*** 0.303*** 

  (0.056) (0.055) (0.071) 

Father_reading*Wave 2008 -0.086 -0.088 -0.092 

  (0.084) (0.084) (0.085) 

Middle / High school   -0.001 0.001 

    (0.017) (0.017) 

Girl   0.020 0.016 

    (0.013) (0.013) 

Father_reading*Middle/High 

school     -0.023 

      (0.063) 

Father_reading*Girl     0.044 

      (0.065) 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to 

mother_reading = 0. 
# 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to father_reading 

= 0. 

Columns 2 and 3 include as controls: birth order, child health, time spent at school. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4 (cont’d) 

Estimated imitation effect.  Linear probability model, family fixed effects 

Dependent variable:  
child_reading_after (= 1 if child reads after observing the parent reading) 
Treatment variables:  
mother_reading  (= 1 if mother observed reading by the child) 
father_reading    (= 1 if father observed reading by the child) 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) 

  Raw (FE) Child (FE) 

Inter 

(FE) 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
§ 

0.047 0.050 0.049 

Reference Prob(child_ 

reading_after =1)
# 

0.054 0.057 0.056 

        

Mother_reading 0.239*** 0.240*** 0.242*** 

 (0.065) (0.065) (0.090) 

Mother_reading*Wave 2008 0.078 0.075 0.072 

 (0.098) (0.098) (0.099) 

Father_reading 0.220*** 0.217*** 0.241*** 

 (0.069) (0.068) (0.089) 

Father_reading*Wave 2008 -0.095 -0.094 -0.096 

 (0.101) (0.101) (0.101) 

Middle / High school  -0.001 0.003 

  (0.016) (0.016) 

Girl  0.003 0.001 

  (0.012) (0.012) 

Mother_reading*Middle/High 

school   -0.028 

   (0.081) 

Mother_reading*Girl   0.023 

   (0.085) 

Father_reading*Middle/High 

school   -0.028 

   (0.087) 

Father_reading*Girl   -0.008 

      (0.087) 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to 

mother_reading = 0. 
# 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to 

father_reading = 0. 

Columns 2 and 3 include as controls: birth order, child health, time spent 

at school. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Appendix 1 

 Table A1.1 

Summary statistics by treatment status  

in the full sample and in the mother and father fixed-effects samples.  

Treated = having observed the mother/father reading (parent_reading=1) 

 

 
Full 

sample Mother FE sample Father FE sample 

Variables   Non treated Treated Non treated Treated 

Middle / High school 0.476 0.448 0.547* 0.458 0.607*** 

 (0.500) (0.499) (0.499) (0.500) (0.490) 

Girl 0.478 0.459 0.582** 0.451 0.526 

 (0.500) (0.500) (0.495) (0.499) (0.501) 

Birth order: first 0.412 0.377 0.441 0.361 0.481** 

 (0.492) (0.486) (0.498) (0.482) (0.502) 

Birth order: second 0.460 0.432 0.435 0.479 0.400 

 (0.499) (0.497) (0.497) (0.501) (0.492) 

Birth order: third or 

more 
0.128 0.191 0.124* 0.160 0.119 

 (0.334) (0.394) (0.330) (0.368) (0.324) 

General health status 1.502 1.519 1.518 1.521 1.496 

 (0.569) (0.563) (0.655) (0.554) (0.645) 

Child’s time at home 

(hours) 
7.580 7.697 8.230* 8.012 8.432 

 (2.627) (2.510) (2.645) (2.756) (2.718) 

More than 5 hours at 

school 
0.228 0.224 0.200 0.208 0.178 

 (0.419) (0.418) (0.401) (0.408) (0.384) 

Non-physical activities 0.574 0.601 0.559   0.597 0.481 

 (0.900) (0.858) (0.835) (0.895) (0.771) 

Outdoor 0.462 0.514 0.429 0.472 0.407 

 (0.499) (0.501) (0.496) (0.501) (0.493) 

Wave 2008 0.459 0.415 0.447 0.444 0.452 

  (0.498) (0.494) (0.499) (0.499) (0.500) 

Number of observations 2,640 183 170 144 135 

*,**,***: t-test for the difference of means across treated and untreated groups 

significant at 10%, 5%, 1% level. 
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Appendix 2 

 

Table A2.1  

Family fixed effects results. Mother 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  FE raw FE child 

OLS FE 

sample FE inter 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after =1)
§ 

0.04 0.039 0.103 0.038 

     
Mother_reading 0.302*** 0.301*** 0.285*** 0.316*** 

 (0.055) (0.055) (0.057) (0.080) 

Mother_reading*Wave 2008 0.021 0.018 0.060 0.016 

 (0.084) (0.084) (0.081) (0.085) 

Middle / High school  0.006 -0.041 0.007 

  (0.017) (0.051) (0.016) 

Girl  -0.002 0.008 -0.000 

  (0.013) (0.038) (0.012) 

Birth order: second  -0.020 -0.082 -0.020 

  (0.013) (0.052) (0.013) 

Birth order: third or more  -0.035 -0.090 -0.035 

  (0.027) (0.061) (0.027) 

General health status  0.003 -0.019 0.003 

  (0.018) (0.032) (0.018) 

More than 5 hours at school  0.018 -0.016 0.018 

  (0.020) (0.048) (0.020) 

Mother_reading*Middle/High 

school    -0.011 

    (0.067) 

Mother_reading*Girl    -0.014 

    (0.067) 

Constant 0.039*** 0.042 0.167** 0.041 

 (0.004) (0.034) (0.068) (0.035) 

     
Observations 2,640 2,640 353 2,640 

R-squared 0.107 0.114 0.158 0.114 

Number of families 1,251 1,251   1,251 

 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to 

mother_reading =0 
   

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table A2.2 

Family fixed effects results. Father 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  FE raw FE child 

OLS FE 

sample FE inter 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
# 

0.047 0.048 0.046 0.047 

     
Father_reading 0.314*** 0.310*** 0.276*** 0.303*** 

 (0.056) (0.055) (0.055) (0.071) 

Father_reading*Wave 2008 -0.086 -0.088 -0.020 -0.092 

 (0.084) (0.084) (0.081) (0.085) 

Middle / High school  -0.001 -0.023 0.001 

  (0.017) (0.052) (0.017) 

Girl  0.020 0.008 0.016 

  (0.013) (0.041) (0.013) 

Birth order: second  -0.024* -0.047 -0.025* 

  (0.013) (0.056) (0.013) 

Birth order: third or more  -0.061** -0.056 -0.062** 

  (0.025) (0.076) (0.025) 

General health status  -0.012 0.014 -0.012 

  (0.019) (0.037) (0.019) 

More than 5 hours at school  0.014 0.066 0.014 

  (0.020) (0.054) (0.020) 

Father_reading*Middle/High 

school    -0.023 

    (0.063) 

Father_reading*Girl    0.044 

    (0.065) 

Constant 0.050*** 0.076** 0.039 0.076** 

 (0.003) (0.035) (0.082) (0.035) 

     
Observations 2,640 2,640 279 2,640 

R-squared 0.071 0.081 0.139 0.082 

Number of families 1,251 1,251   1,251 
 # 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to 

father_reading =0 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A2.3 

Family fixed effects  results. Mother and Father 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  FE raw FE child 

OLS FE 

sample FE inter 

Reference Prob(child_reading=1)
$
  0.047 0.05 0.13 0.049 

Reference Prob(child_reading=1)
# 

0.054 0.057 0.188 0.056 

       
Mother_reading 0.239*** 0.240*** 0.261*** 0.242*** 

  (0.065) (0.065) (0.064) (0.090) 

Mother_reading*Wave 2008 0.078 0.075 0.076 0.072 

  (0.098) (0.098) (0.094) (0.099) 

Father_reading 0.220*** 0.217*** 0.127* 0.241*** 

  (0.069) (0.068) (0.068) (0.089) 

Father_reading*Wave 2008 -0.095 -0.094 0.016 -0.096 

  (0.101) (0.101) (0.100) (0.101) 

Middle / High school  -0.001 -0.025 0.003 

   (0.016) (0.045) (0.016) 

Girl  0.003 -0.007 0.001 

   (0.012) (0.034) (0.012) 

Birth order: second  -0.019 -0.031 -0.019 

   (0.012) (0.047) (0.012) 

Birth order: third or more  -0.046* -0.017 -0.046* 

   (0.026) (0.058) (0.026) 

General health status  -0.004 0.006 -0.003 

   (0.018) (0.031) (0.018) 

More than 5 hours at school  0.013 0.016 0.011 

   (0.019) (0.043) (0.019) 

Mother_reading*Middle/High school    -0.028 

     (0.081) 

Mother_reading*Girl    0.023 

     (0.085) 

Father_reading*Middle/High school    -0.028 

     (0.087) 

Father_reading*Girl    -0.008 

     (0.087) 

       

Constant 0.029*** 0.046 0.083 0.043 

  (0.005) (0.034) (0.065) (0.034) 

       
Observations 2,640 2,640 460 2,640 

R-squared 0.157 0.162 0.172 0.163 

Number of families 1,251 1,251   1,251 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to mother_reading = 0. 
# 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional to father_reading = 0. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Appendix 3 

Table A3.1 

Robustness check: child’s preferences. Family FE. 

 VARIABLES FE child 

  Mother Father 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after =1) 0.036
§ 

0.046
# 

      

Parent_reading 0.301*** 0.310*** 

  (0.055) (0.055) 

Parent_reading*Wave 2008 0.018 -0.089 

  (0.085) (0.084) 

Middle / High school 0.008 0.001 

  (0.017) (0.017) 

Girl -0.001 0.022* 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Birth order: second -0.019 -0.024* 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Birth order: third or more -0.033 -0.061** 

  (0.027) (0.025) 

General health 0.003 -0.011 

  (0.018) (0.019) 

More than 5 hours at school 0.018 0.015 

  (0.020) (0.020) 

Physical activities -0.010 -0.014 

  (0.009) (0.009) 

Outdoor activities 0.003 0.016 

  (0.017) (0.017) 

Constant 0.044 0.073** 

  (0.035) (0.036) 

      

Observations 2,640 2,640 

R-squared 0.115 0.083 

Number of families 1,251 1,251 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional 

to mother_reading = 0. 
# 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional 

to father_reading = 0. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3.2 

Robustness check: control for time spent at home by the child. Family FE. 

VARIABLES FE child 

  Mother Father 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
 0.039

§ 
0.048

# 

    
Parent_reading 0.299*** 0.306*** 

  (0.055) (0.055) 

Parent_reading*Wave 2008 0.019 -0.086 

  (0.084) (0.085) 

Middle / High school 0.002 -0.003 

  (0.017) (0.017) 

Girl -0.003 0.018 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Birth order: second -0.023* -0.026** 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Birth order: third or more -0.045* -0.064** 

  (0.027) (0.025) 

General health status 0.003 -0.012 

  (0.018) (0.019) 

More than 5 hours at school 0.021 0.020 

  (0.020) (0.020) 

Child’s time at home 0.003 0.006 

  (0.004) (0.004) 

Constant 0.021 0.033 

  (0.046) (0.047) 

    
Observations 2,640 2,640 

R-squared 0.115 0.083 

Number of families 1,251 1,251 
      § 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on 

mother_reading = 0. 
      # 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on 

father_reading = 0. 

     Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3.3 

Robustness check: sample selected on all mother/child pairs and  

father/child pairs with no missing. Family FE. 

VARIABLES FE child 

  Mother Father 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)    0.06
§ 

0.10
#
  

     

Parent_reading 0.249*** 0.298*** 

  (0.075) (0.053) 

Parent_reading * Wave 2009 0.034 -0.076 

  (0.122) (0.095) 

Middle / High school 0.000 -0.005 

  (0.017) (0.017) 

Girl 0.007 0.024* 

  (0.012) (0.013) 

Birth order: second -0.026** -0.030** 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Birth order: third or more -0.051* -0.073*** 

  (0.026) (0.026) 

General health status -0.005 -0.013 

  (0.019) (0.019) 

More than 5 hours at school 0.006 0.012 

  (0.021) (0.020) 

Constant 0.081** 0.088** 

  (0.034) (0.035) 

     

Observations 2,804 2,728 

R-squared 0.042 0.071 

Number of families 1,327 1,294 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on 

mother_reading = 0. 
 # 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on 

father_reading = 0. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3.4   

Robustness check: child’s previous reading activities. Family FE. 

VARIABLES FE child 

  Mother Father 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after =1) 0.047
§ 

0.054
# 

     

Parent_reading 0.237*** 0.249*** 

  (0.057) (0.067) 

Parent_reading*Wave 2008 -0.048 -0.167 

  (0.094) (0.105) 

Middle / High school -0.000 -0.005 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Girl -0.003 0.015* 

  (0.010) (0.009) 

Birth order: second -0.014 -0.016 

  (0.010) (0.009) 

Birth order: third or more -0.022 -0.032 

  (0.022) (0.020) 

General health status 0.005 -0.014 

  (0.017) (0.015) 

More than 5 hours at school 0.016 0.011 

  (0.014) (0.015) 

Previous reading activity 0.688*** 0.747*** 

  (0.052) (0.044) 

Constant 0.017 0.041 

  (0.028) (0.027) 

     
Observations 2,640 2,640 

R-squared 0.433 0.544 

Number of familes 1,251 1,251 
       § 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional  

 on mother_reading = 0. 
       # 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional 

 on father_reading = 0. 

     Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3.5   

Robustness check: parental reading without the category  

“Talking and reading to the child”. Family FE. 

VARIABLES FE child 

  Mother Father 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after =1) 
0.060

§ 
0.095

# 

    
Parent_reading 0.238*** 0.256*** 

  (0.076) (0.064) 

Parent reading* Wave 2008 0.045 -0.038 

  (0.123) (0.105) 

Middle / High school -0.003 -0.009 

  (0.017) (0.018) 

Girl 0.006 0.023* 

  (0.013) (0.013) 

Birth order: second -0.026* -0.029** 

  (0.013) (0.014) 

Birth order: third or more -0.054** -0.074*** 

  (0.027) (0.027) 

General health status -0.000 -0.009 

  (0.019) (0.020) 

More than 5 hours at school 0.012 0.017 

  (0.022) (0.020) 

Constant 0.075** 0.078** 

  (0.035) (0.035) 

    
Observations 2,640 2,640 

R-squared 0.040 0.081 

Number of families 1,251 1,251 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on 

mother_reading = 0. 
 # 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on 

father_reading = 0. 

 Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3.6   

Alternative estimation strategy: same observation period for all children. 

Estimated imitation effect. Linear probability model. family FE. 

Dependent variable:  
child_reading_after (= 1 if child reads after 4 (5) (6)) 
Treatment variables:  
mother_reading (= 1 if mother observed reading by the child before 4.30 (5.30) 

(6.30)) 
father_reading  (= 1 if father observed reading by the child before 4.30 (5.30) 

(6.30)) 

VARIABLES 4 -4.30 pm 5 -5.30 pm 6 – 6.30 pm 

  FE raw FE child FE raw FE child FE raw FE child 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
 §
 

0.055 0.051 0.044 0.044 0.033 0.029 

          
Mother_reading 0.150** 0.153** 0.135** 0.135** 

0.173**

* 

0.175**

* 

  (0.061) (0.061) (0.055) (0.055) (0.053) (0.053) 

Mother_reading*Wave 2008 0.210** 0.208** 0.144 0.145 0.017 0.017 

  (0.096) (0.095) (0.091) (0.090) (0.087) (0.087) 

Middle / High school  0.006  0.000  0.007 

   (0.016)  (0.015)  (0.014) 

Girl  0.002  0.002  0.008 

    (0.012)   (0.012)  (0.011) 

Reference 

Prob(child_reading_after=1)
 #
 

0.051 0.048 0.041 0.04 0.037 0.034 

          

Father_reading 
0.292**

* 
0.289*** 

0.263**

* 

0.260**

* 

0.183**

* 

0.181**

* 

  (0.066) (0.065) (0.063) (0.062) (0.053) (0.053) 

Father_reading*Wave 2008 -0.188* -0.186* -0.168* -0.168* -0.076 -0.074 

  (0.104) (0.104) (0.097) (0.096) (0.088) (0.088) 

Middle / High school  0.009  0.003  0.007 

   (0.016)  (0.015)  (0.014) 

Girl  0.006  0.005  0.012 

    (0.012)   (0.012)  (0.011) 
§ 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on mother_reading = 0. 
# 

Sample average estimated probability for a young child conditional on father_reading = 0. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 



(*) Requests for copies should be sent to: 
Banca d’Italia – Servizio Struttura economica e finanziaria – Divisione Biblioteca e Archivio storico –  
Via Nazionale, 91 – 00184 Rome – (fax 0039 06 47922059). They are available on the Internet www.bancaditalia.it.

RECENTLY PUBLISHED “TEMI” (*)

N. 933 – The management of interest rate risk during the crisis: evidence from Italian banks, 
by Lucia Esposito, Andrea Nobili and Tiziano Ropele (September 2013).

N. 934 – Central bank and government in a speculative attack model, by Giuseppe 
Cappelletti and Lucia Esposito (September 2013).

N. 935 – Ita-coin: a new coincident indicator for the Italian economy, by Valentina 
Aprigliano and Lorenzo Bencivelli (October 2013).

N. 936 – The Italian financial cycle: 1861-2011, by Riccardo De Bonis and Andrea 
Silvestrini (October 2013).

N. 937 – The effect of tax enforcement on tax morale, by Antonio Filippin, Carlo V. Fiorio 
and Eliana Viviano (October 2013).

N. 938 – Tax deferral and mutual fund inflows: evidence from a quasi-natural experiment, by 
Giuseppe Cappelletti, Giovanni Guazzarotti and Pietro Tommasino (November 2013).

N. 939 – Shadow banks and macroeconomic instability, by Roland Meeks, Benjamin Nelson 
and Piergiorgio Alessandri (November 2013).

N. 940 – Heterogeneous firms and credit frictions: a general equilibrium analysis of market 
entry decisions, by Sara Formai (November 2013). 

N. 941 – The trend-cycle decomposition of output and the Phillips curve: Bayesian estimates 
for Italy, by Fabio Busetti and Michele Caivano (November 2013).

N. 942 – Supply tightening or lack of demand? An analysis of credit developments during 
the Lehman Brothers and the sovereign debt crises, by Paolo Del Giovane, Andrea 
Nobili and Federico Maria Signoretti (November 2013).

N. 943 – Sovereign risk, monetary policy and fiscal multipliers: a structural model-based 
assessment, by Alberto Locarno, Alessandro Notarpietro and Massimiliano Pisani 
(November 2013).

N. 944 – Calibrating the Italian smile with time-varying volatility and heavy-tailed models, by 
Michele Leonardo Bianchi, Frank J. Fabozzi and Svetlozar T. Rachev (January 2014).

N. 945 – Simple banking: profitability and the yield curve, by Piergiorgio Alessandri and 
Benjamin Nelson (January 2014).

N. 946 – Information acquisition and learning from prices over the business cycle, by Taneli 
Mäkinen and Björn Ohl (January 2014).

N. 947 – Time series models with an EGB2 conditional distribution, by Michele Caivano 
and Andrew Harvey (January 2014).

N. 948 – Trade and finance: is there more than just ‘trade finance’? Evidence from matched 
bank-firm data, by Silvia Del Prete and Stefano Federico (January 2014).

N. 949 – Natural disasters, growth and institutions: a tale of two earthquakes, by Guglielmo 
Barone and Sauro Mocetti (January 2014).

N. 950 – The cost of firms’ debt financing and the global financial crisis, by Daniele 
Pianeselli and Andrea Zaghini (February 2014).

N. 951 – On bank credit risk: systemic or bank-specific? Evidence from the US and UK, by 
Junye Li and Gabriele Zinna (February 2014).

N. 952 – School cheating and social capital, by Marco Paccagnella and Paolo Sestito 
(February 2014).

N. 953 – The impact of local minimum wages on employment: evidence from Italy in the 
1950s, by Guido de Blasio and Samuele Poy (March 2014).

N. 954 – Two EGARCH models and one fat tail, by Michele Caivano and Andrew Harvey 
(March 2014).

N. 955 – My parents taught me. Evidence on the family transmission of values, by Giuseppe 
Albanese, Guido de Blasio and Paolo Sestito (March 2014).

N. 956 – Political selection in the skilled city, by Antonio Accetturo (March 2014).



"TEMI" LATER PUBLISHED ELSEWHERE 
 

 

2011 

 

S. DI ADDARIO, Job search in thick markets, Journal of Urban Economics, v. 69, 3, pp. 303-318, TD No. 
605 (December 2006). 

F. SCHIVARDI and E. VIVIANO, Entry barriers in retail trade, Economic Journal, v. 121, 551, pp. 145-170, TD 
No. 616 (February 2007). 

G. FERRERO, A. NOBILI and P. PASSIGLIA, Assessing excess liquidity in the Euro Area: the role of sectoral 
distribution of money, Applied Economics, v. 43, 23, pp. 3213-3230, TD No. 627 (April 2007). 

P. E. MISTRULLI, Assessing financial contagion in the interbank market: maximun entropy versus observed 
interbank lending patterns, Journal of Banking & Finance, v. 35, 5, pp. 1114-1127, TD No. 641 
(September 2007). 

E. CIAPANNA, Directed matching with endogenous markov probability: clients or competitors?, The 
RAND Journal of Economics, v. 42, 1, pp. 92-120, TD No. 665 (April 2008). 

M. BUGAMELLI and F. PATERNÒ, Output growth volatility and remittances, Economica, v. 78, 311, pp. 
480-500, TD No. 673 (June 2008). 

V. DI GIACINTO e M. PAGNINI, Local and global agglomeration patterns: two econometrics-based  
indicators, Regional Science and Urban Economics, v. 41, 3, pp. 266-280, TD No. 674 (June 2008). 

G. BARONE and F. CINGANO, Service regulation and growth: evidence from OECD countries, Economic 
Journal, v. 121, 555, pp. 931-957,  TD No. 675 (June 2008). 

P. SESTITO and E. VIVIANO, Reservation wages: explaining some puzzling regional patterns, Labour, v. 25, 
1, pp. 63-88, TD No. 696 (December 2008). 

R. GIORDANO and P. TOMMASINO, What determines debt intolerance? The role of political and monetary 
institutions, European Journal of Political Economy, v. 27, 3, pp. 471-484, TD No. 700 (January 2009). 

P. ANGELINI, A. NOBILI e C. PICILLO, The interbank market after August 2007: What has changed, and 
why?, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, v. 43, 5, pp. 923-958, TD No. 731 (October 2009). 

G. BARONE and S. MOCETTI, Tax morale and public spending inefficiency, International Tax and Public 
Finance, v. 18, 6, pp. 724-49, TD No. 732 (November 2009). 

L. FORNI, A. GERALI and M. PISANI, The Macroeconomics of Fiscal Consolidation in a Monetary Union: 
the Case of Italy, in Luigi Paganetto (ed.), Recovery after the crisis. Perspectives and policies, 
VDM Verlag Dr. Muller, TD No. 747 (March 2010). 

A. DI CESARE and G. GUAZZAROTTI, An analysis of the determinants of credit default swap changes before 
and during the subprime financial turmoil, in Barbara L. Campos and Janet P. Wilkins (eds.), The 
Financial Crisis: Issues in Business, Finance and Global Economics, New York, Nova Science 
Publishers, Inc., TD No. 749 (March 2010). 

A. LEVY and A. ZAGHINI, The pricing of government guaranteed bank bonds, Banks and Bank Systems, v. 
6, 3, pp. 16-24,  TD No. 753 (March 2010). 

G. BARONE, R. FELICI and M. PAGNINI, Switching costs in local credit markets, International Journal of 
Industrial Organization, v. 29, 6, pp. 694-704,  TD No. 760 (June 2010). 

G. BARBIERI, C. ROSSETTI e P. SESTITO, The determinants of teacher mobility: evidence using Italian 
teachers' transfer applications, Economics of Education Review, v. 30, 6, pp. 1430-1444,  
TD No. 761 (marzo 2010). 

G. GRANDE and I. VISCO, A public guarantee of a minimum return to defined contribution pension scheme 
members, The Journal of Risk, v. 13, 3, pp. 3-43, TD No. 762 (June 2010). 

P. DEL GIOVANE, G. ERAMO and A. NOBILI, Disentangling demand and supply in credit developments: a 
survey-based analysis for Italy, Journal of Banking and Finance, v. 35, 10, pp. 2719-2732, TD No. 
764 (June 2010). 

G. BARONE and S. MOCETTI, With a little help from abroad: the effect of low-skilled immigration on the 
female labour supply, Labour Economics, v. 18, 5, pp. 664-675, TD No. 766 (July 2010). 

S. FEDERICO and A. FELETTIGH, Measuring the price elasticity of import demand in the destination markets of 
italian exports, Economia e Politica Industriale, v. 38, 1, pp. 127-162, TD No. 776 (October 2010). 

S. MAGRI and R. PICO, The rise of risk-based pricing of mortgage interest rates in Italy, Journal of 
Banking and Finance, v. 35, 5, pp. 1277-1290, TD No. 778 (October 2010). 



M. TABOGA, Under/over-valuation of the stock market and cyclically adjusted earnings, International 
Finance, v. 14, 1, pp. 135-164, TD No. 780 (December 2010). 

S. NERI, Housing, consumption and monetary policy: how different are the U.S. and the Euro area?, Journal 
of Banking and Finance, v.35, 11, pp. 3019-3041, TD No. 807 (April 2011). 

V. CUCINIELLO, The welfare effect of foreign monetary conservatism with non-atomistic wage setters, Journal 
of Money, Credit and Banking, v. 43, 8, pp. 1719-1734, TD No. 810 (June 2011). 

A. CALZA and A. ZAGHINI, welfare costs of inflation and the circulation of US currency abroad, The B.E. 
Journal of Macroeconomics, v. 11, 1, Art. 12, TD No. 812 (June 2011). 

I. FAIELLA, La spesa energetica delle famiglie italiane, Energia, v. 32, 4, pp. 40-46, TD No. 822 (September 
2011). 

R. DE BONIS and A. SILVESTRINI, The effects of financial and real wealth on consumption: new evidence from 
OECD countries, Applied Financial Economics, v. 21, 5, pp. 409–425, TD No. 837 (November 2011). 

F. CAPRIOLI, P. RIZZA and P. TOMMASINO, Optimal fiscal policy when agents fear government default, Revue 
Economique, v. 62, 6, pp. 1031-1043, TD No. 859 (March 2012). 

 

2012 

 

F. CINGANO and A. ROSOLIA, People I know: job search and social networks, Journal of Labor Economics, v. 
30, 2, pp. 291-332,  TD No. 600 (September 2006). 

G. GOBBI and R. ZIZZA, Does the underground economy hold back financial deepening? Evidence from the 
italian credit market, Economia Marche, Review of Regional Studies, v. 31, 1, pp. 1-29, TD No. 646 
(November 2006). 

S. MOCETTI, Educational choices and the selection process before and after compulsory school, Education 
Economics, v. 20, 2, pp. 189-209, TD No. 691 (September 2008). 

P. PINOTTI, M. BIANCHI and P. BUONANNO, Do immigrants cause crime?, Journal of the European 
Economic Association , v. 10, 6, pp. 1318–1347, TD No. 698 (December 2008). 

M. PERICOLI and M. TABOGA, Bond risk premia, macroeconomic fundamentals and the exchange rate, 
International Review of Economics and Finance, v. 22, 1, pp. 42-65, TD No. 699 (January 2009). 

F. LIPPI and A. NOBILI, Oil and the macroeconomy: a quantitative structural analysis, Journal of European 
Economic Association, v. 10, 5, pp. 1059-1083, TD No. 704 (March 2009). 

G. ASCARI and T. ROPELE, Disinflation in a DSGE perspective: sacrifice ratio or welfare gain ratio?, 
Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, v. 36, 2, pp. 169-182, TD No. 736 (January 2010). 

S. FEDERICO, Headquarter intensity and the choice between outsourcing versus integration at home or 
abroad, Industrial and Corporate Chang, v. 21, 6, pp. 1337-1358, TD No. 742 (February 2010). 

I. BUONO and G. LALANNE, The effect of the Uruguay Round on the intensive and extensive margins of 
trade, Journal of International Economics, v. 86, 2, pp. 269-283,  TD No. 743 (February 2010). 

A. BRANDOLINI, S. MAGRI and T. M SMEEDING, Asset-based measurement of poverty, In D. J. Besharov 
and K. A. Couch (eds), Counting the Poor: New Thinking About European Poverty Measures and 
Lessons for the United States, Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, TD No. 755 
(March 2010). 

S. GOMES, P. JACQUINOT and M. PISANI, The EAGLE. A model for policy analysis of macroeconomic 
interdependence in the euro area, Economic Modelling, v. 29, 5, pp. 1686-1714, TD No. 770 
(July 2010). 

A. ACCETTURO and G. DE BLASIO, Policies for local development: an evaluation of Italy’s “Patti 
Territoriali”, Regional Science and Urban Economics, v. 42, 1-2, pp. 15-26, TD No. 789 
(January 2006). 

F. BUSETTI and S. DI SANZO, Bootstrap LR tests of stationarity, common trends and cointegration, Journal 
of Statistical Computation and Simulation, v. 82, 9, pp. 1343-1355, TD No. 799 (March 2006). 

S. NERI and T. ROPELE, Imperfect information, real-time data and monetary policy in the Euro area, The 
Economic Journal, v. 122, 561, pp. 651-674,  TD No. 802 (March 2011). 

A. ANZUINI and F. FORNARI, Macroeconomic determinants of carry trade activity, Review of International 
Economics, v. 20, 3, pp. 468-488,  TD No. 817 (September 2011). 

M. AFFINITO, Do interbank customer relationships exist? And how did they function in the crisis? Learning 
from Italy, Journal of Banking and Finance, v. 36, 12, pp. 3163-3184, TD No. 826 (October 2011). 



P. GUERRIERI and F. VERGARA CAFFARELLI, Trade Openness and International Fragmentation of 
Production in the European Union: The New Divide?, Review of International Economics, v. 20, 3, 
pp. 535-551,  TD No. 855 (February 2012). 

V. DI GIACINTO, G. MICUCCI and P. MONTANARO, Network effects of public transposrt infrastructure: 
evidence on Italian regions, Papers in Regional Science, v. 91, 3, pp. 515-541, TD No. 869 (July 
2012). 

A. FILIPPIN and M. PACCAGNELLA, Family background, self-confidence and economic outcomes, 
Economics of Education Review, v. 31, 5, pp. 824-834,  TD No. 875 (July 2012). 

 

2013 

 

F. CINGANO and P. PINOTTI, Politicians at work. The private returns and social costs of political connections, 
Journal of the European Economic Association, v. 11, 2, pp. 433-465, TD No. 709 (May 2009). 

F. BUSETTI and J. MARCUCCI, Comparing forecast accuracy: a Monte Carlo investigation, International 
Journal of Forecasting, v. 29, 1, pp. 13-27, TD No. 723 (September 2009). 

D. DOTTORI, S. I-LING and F. ESTEVAN, Reshaping the schooling system: The role of immigration, Journal 
of Economic Theory, v. 148, 5, pp. 2124-2149, TD No. 726 (October 2009). 

A. FINICELLI, P. PAGANO and M. SBRACIA, Ricardian Selection, Journal of International Economics, v. 89, 
1, pp. 96-109, TD No. 728 (October 2009). 

L. MONTEFORTE and G. MORETTI, Real-time forecasts of inflation: the role of financial variables, Journal 
of Forecasting,  v. 32,  1, pp. 51-61, TD No. 767 (July 2010). 

E. GAIOTTI, Credit availablility and investment: lessons from the "Great Recession", European Economic 
Review, v. 59, pp. 212-227, TD No. 793 (February 2011). 

F. NUCCI and M. RIGGI, Performance pay and changes in U.S. labor market dynamics, Journal of 
Economic Dynamics and Control, v. 37, 12, pp. 2796-2813,  TD No. 800 (March 2011). 

G. CAPPELLETTI, G. GUAZZAROTTI and P. TOMMASINO, What determines annuity demand at retirement?, 
The Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance – Issues and Practice, pp. 1-26, TD No. 805 (April 2011). 

A. ACCETTURO e L. INFANTE, Skills or Culture? An analysis of the decision to work by immigrant women 
in Italy, IZA Journal of Migration, v. 2, 2, pp. 1-21, TD No. 815 (July 2011). 

A. DE SOCIO, Squeezing liquidity in a “lemons market” or asking liquidity “on tap”, Journal of Banking and 
Finance, v. 27, 5, pp. 1340-1358, TD No. 819 (September 2011). 

M. FRANCESE and R. MARZIA, is there Room for containing healthcare costs? An analysis of regional 
spending differentials in Italy, The European Journal of Health Economics (DOI 10.1007/s10198-
013-0457-4), TD No. 828 (October 2011). 

G. BARONE and G. DE BLASIO, Electoral rules and voter turnout, International Review of Law and 
Economics, v. 36, 1, pp. 25-35, TD No. 833 (November 2011). 

O. BLANCHARD and M. RIGGI, Why are the 2000s so different from the 1970s? A structural interpretation 
of changes in the macroeconomic effects of oil prices, Journal of the European Economic 
Association, v. 11, 5, pp. 1032-1052,  TD No. 835 (November 2011). 

R. CRISTADORO and D. MARCONI, Household savings in China, in G. Gomel, D. Marconi, I. Musu, B. 
Quintieri (eds), The Chinese Economy: Recent Trends and Policy Issues, Springer-Verlag, Berlin,  
TD No. 838 (November 2011). 

E. GENNARI and G. MESSINA, How sticky are local expenditures in Italy? Assessing the relevance of the 
flypaper effect through municipal data, International Tax and Public Finance (DOI: 
10.1007/s10797-013-9269-9), TD No. 844 (January 2012). 

A. ANZUINI, M. J.  LOMBARDI and P. PAGANO, The impact of monetary policy shocks on commodity prices, 
International Journal of Central Banking, v. 9, 3, pp. 119-144, TD No. 851 (February 2012). 

R. GAMBACORTA and M. IANNARIO, Measuring job satisfaction with CUB models, Labour, v. 27, 2, pp. 
198-224,  TD No. 852 (February 2012). 

S. FEDERICO, Industry dynamics and competition from low-wage countries: evidence on Italy, Oxford 
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics (DOI: 10.1111/obes.12023), TD No. 879 (September 2012). 

E. BERETTA and S. DEL PRETE, Banking consolidation and bank-firm credit relationships: the role of 
geographical features and relationship characteristics, Review of Economics and Institutions,  
v. 4, 3, pp. 1-46,  TD No. 901 (February 2013). 



G. SBRANA and A. SILVESTRINI, Forecasting aggregate demand: analytical comparison of top-down and 
bottom-up approaches in a multivariate exponential smoothing framework, International Journal of 
Production Economics, v. 146, 1, pp. 185-98, TD No. 929 (September 2013). 

A. FILIPPIN, C. V, FIORIO and E. VIVIANO, The effect of tax enforcement on tax morale, European Journal 
of Political Economy, v. 32, pp. 320-331,  TD No. 937 (October 2013). 

 

2014 

 

G. MICUCCI and P. ROSSI, Il ruolo delle tecnologie di prestito nella ristrutturazione dei debiti delle imprese in 
crisi, in A. Zazzaro (a cura di), Le banche e il credito alle imprese durante la crisi, Bologna, Il Mulino, 
TD No. 763 (June 2010). 

V. DI GACINTO, M. GOMELLINI, G. MICUCCI and M. PAGNINI, Mapping local productivity advantages in Italy: 
industrial districts, cities or both?, Journal of Economic Geography, v. 14, pp. 365–394, TD No. 850 
(January 2012). 

 

 

FORTHCOMING 

 

A. MERCATANTI, A likelihood-based analysis for relaxing the exclusion restriction in randomized 
experiments with imperfect compliance, Australian and New Zealand Journal of Statistics, TD No. 
683 (August 2008). 

M. TABOGA, The riskiness of corporate bonds, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, TD No. 730 (October 
2009). 

F. D’AMURI, Gli effetti della legge 133/2008 sulle assenze per malattia nel settore pubblico, Rivista di 
Politica Economica,  TD No. 787 (January 2011). 

E. COCOZZA and P. PISELLI, Testing for east-west contagion in the European banking sector during the 
financial crisis, in R. Matoušek; D. Stavárek (eds.), Financial Integration in the European Union, 
Taylor & Francis,  TD No. 790 (February 2011). 

R. BRONZINI and E. IACHINI, Are incentives for R&D effective? Evidence from a regression discontinuity 
approach, American Economic Journal : Economic Policy,  TD No. 791 (February 2011). 

L. GAMBACORTA and P. E. MISTRULLI, Bank heterogeneity and interest rate setting: what lessons have we 
learned since Lehman Brothers?, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking,  TD No. 829 (October 
2011). 

D. FANTINO, A. MORI and D. SCALISE, Collaboration between firms and universities in Italy: the role of a 
firm's proximity to top-rated departments, Rivista Italiana degli economisti,  TD No. 884 (October 
2012). 

F. D’AMURI and G. PERI, Immigration, jobs and employment protection: evidence from Europe before and 
during the Great Recession, Journal of the European Economic Association, TD No. 886 
(October 2012). 

M. TABOGA, What is a prime bank? A euribor-OIS spread perspective, International Finance,  TD No. 895 
(January 2013). 

L. GAMBACORTA and F. M. SIGNORETTI, Should monetary policy lean against the wind? An analysis based 
on a DSGE model with banking, Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control,  TD No. 921 (July 
2013). 

U. ALBERTAZZI and M. BOTTERO, Foreign bank lending: evidence from the global financial crisis, Journal 
of International Economics,  TD No. 926 (July 2013). 

R. DE BONIS and A. SILVESTRINI, The Italian financial cycle: 1861-2011, Cliometrica, TD No. 936 
(October  2013). 

 

 


	Pagina vuota



