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ABSTRACT

The intergenerational transmission of preferenakaititudes has been less investigated in thexlitex than
the intergenerational transmission of educationiaodme. Using the Italian Time Use Survey (200230
conducted by ISTAT, we analyse the intergeneratitr@smission of reading habits: are children more
likely to allocate time to studying and reading whibey observe their parents doing the same aQivit

The intergeneration transmission of attitudes towatudying and reading can be explained by bdthral
and educational transmission from parents to avildind by imitating behaviours. The latter chanseif
particular interest, since it entails a direct uefice parents may have on child’s preference féomat
through their role model, and it opens the scopeafdive policies aimed at promoting good parents’
behaviours. We follow two fundamental approachessiimation: a “long run” model, consisting of OLS
intergenerational type regressions for the readiabit, and “short run” household fixed effect maxlel
where we aim at identifying the impact of the noledel exerted by parents, exploiting different estpe of
sibling to parents’ example within the same houkkhOur long run results show that children are enor
likely to read and study when they live with pasetitat are used to read. Mothers seem to be mgartamt
than fathers in this type of intergenerational $raission. Moreover, the short run analysis showsttiere

is an imitation effect: in the day of the surveyildten are more likely to read after they saw eitties
mother or the father reading.
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1.Introduction

The intergenerational transmission has been thecbbf a great deal of attention in the econonégdiure,
mainly for its effect on mobility across generatioin fact, most of the research focused on intexgaional

transmission of education and incdraad, more recently, on the transmission of cogmitibilities.

Another stream of literature has studied the imeegational transmission of preferences, habits and
attitudes. Lindbeck and Nyberg (2006) analyse fhiesimission of norms related to work; Alvarez anite
(2008) look at children’s attitude to women worldadomestic tasks while Dohmenhal. (2011) show how

parents transmit to their children risk and trustuades.

The recent development of time use data makessgilple to look at the transmission across genersind
behaviours such as time use choices, a topic odhwvthe existing research is scarce and mainly curated
on labour supply decisions (Del Bogal., 2000; Fernande al., 2004; Kawaguchi and Miyazaki, 2010).

In this paper we look at intergenerational transiois of the time devoted to an activity that isotaliin the
production of human capital accumulation: the sioglyand reading activity. Reading is relevant fisr i
positive links with educational outcomes and subsat|earnings (Connollgt al., 1992). Therefore it is a
concern for educators and policy makers to stimulaiung people to read and study and parents may
transmit preferences and attitudes to their childabso acting as good role models in promoting irepd
behaviours (Mullan, 2010).

Our analysis relies on the Italian Time Use Sur{2802-2003) conducted by ISTAT. While most time use
surveys only consider one member of the houselaold,hardly children in primary school age, theidtal
dataset makes it possible to analyse the relatiprisiween the time parents devote to studyingraading
and the time children devote on their own to theesactivity in a given day. Certainly reading atutlging
are not the only human capital building activitibaf we want to focus on those activities that lbardone

on their own by children in the age range we cars{f-15).

Looking at attitudes in doing activities that predithuman capital accumulation is probably morevesie
than looking only at intergenerational transmissadriQ, because behaviours are matter of choicagewh
intelligence is not. Moreover, if compared to thensmission of education, intergenerational trassion of
attitudes for reading and studying is less affetigthe economic status of the family, but it isaial for its

consequences on the continuous investment in hgayatal along individual’s life.

A further advantage of our intergenerational trassman analysis is the objective measure of behgiwce
look at, that is the time parents’ and childrenatewto the activity, as opposed to research basethswers

to qualitative questions such as the willingnedsike risk and to trust other people (Dohreed ., 2011)

! For a survey on intergenerational transmissioadefcation and earnings see Black and Devereux 2010
2 Brown et al. (2010) and Anger and Heineck (2010)
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In a recent piece of research, Cardesal. (2010) document a positive association betweeenparand

children time allocations into human capital builgliactivities in France, Germany and lItaly.

The intergeneration transmission of attitudes towastudying, reading and socializing activities ¢emn
explained by both cultural and educational transioisfrom parents to children (parents teach ttfgidren
the importance of reading and studying and protheéen with books) and by imitating behaviours (ctelu
see their parents reading and decide to read ds Whk latter channel is of particular interestce it
entails a direct influence parents may have ordhjpreference formation through their role moadeid it

opens the scope for active policies aimed at primgaood parents’ behaviours.

In this paper we extend Cardosbal. (2010) analysis by distinguishing between these itwazhanisms,
exploiting a larger and richer time use datasetclwhollects information about when, with whom andhe
presence of whom any particular activity is perfednas well as information on a large number dfrgib

that allow us to control for family fixed effects.

We investigate if children are more likely to alide time to studying and reading activities whesytlive
in families where they see their parents readiogglrun effect) and when they observe their paréoisg
this activity in the same day (short run or imiatieffect). We also look separately to the efféanothers
and fathers since past researches have shownattiapearent can affect differently her children’sidmens
and behaviour (Anger S. and Heineck G., 2010; Hrn@a Francesconi, 2002; Louriesb al. 2006;
Bjorklund et al., 2006; Farrét al., 2009; Dohmeret al., 2011; and Mullan, 2010).

In particular, we start by estimating a long rundalp in which we consider how the reading and sngly
activity of a child depends on whether the parantsused to read in the presence of their childrethis
long run analysis we insert variables at familyeleto control for the effects of observed family
characteristics and background. The intergeneraticoefficient of this model is not able to separtte
transmission that occurs through the parents’ maéel effect from the transmission that arises fg@mnetic
and environmental unobserved factors at the holgdbeel — including educational attitudes —  that
potentially associated with both parental and childdecisions to engage in human capital building
activities.

Then, taking advantage of the presence of siblinghe data, we improve upon the identificationtlod
effect of parental time use on children time usaiads and we identify the short run effect of inida using

a family fixed effect approach. In doing this wephoit the variation that occurs at the siblingsvdé
different children, for exogenous reasons, may Heeen exposed differently to parents’ reading &cts/in
the survey day. This within family variation allows to isolate the effect of imitation from theesffs of the

household environment and education received frenparents, which are shared by siblings.

Our results show that children are more likelygad and study when they live with parents thataesl to

read in their presence (long run effect): givenaating probability of about 20% that a child engagn the
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reading and studying activity, we estimate an iasecof about 10 percentage points when either paren
used to read in the presence of their childreme@entage points when we look at the mother’st lzddbine
and 4 percentage points when we look at the fathertherefore find a more relevant role of the reotn
the intergenerational transmission of the readialgith Moreover, with our short run analysis, wewshbe
existence of an imitation effect: in the day of twevey children are more likely to read after teay their
parents reading, with a probability of reading tdatibles. The direct imitation of the mother andthe
father are found very similar to each other, insieg the probability that their child reads fronoab15% to
about 30%. This seems to confirm the saying “a goa@mple is the best sermon”, since children imitae

observed parents behaviours.

This piece of research can be useful in the arsabfsintergenerational transmission and in parsicof the
effects of parental roleAre parents able to influence their children prefiees and choices? Do children
imitate what their parents do? Do therefore patidergeted to adults produce effects also on iddals of
the next generation and are, for that reason, fnoitéul? Our findings suggest that the role moplelyed by
parents is a channel through which parental timee may affect children behaviour and time allocation

decisions, and thereafter future children outcomes.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 1 ptesemneview of the relevant literature. Sectione2atibes
the dataset used and the sample selection maderf@mpirical analysis. In Section 3 the time uasgables
are presented, while Section 4 examines the emapisitategy used. Results are discussed in Sebtion

Conclusions follow.

2. Background literature

There is a vast literature on intergenerationalgmaission and the research on this topic can hdethinto
three main streams: studies that look at the tresssom of education and income, analyses of the
transmission of cognitive abilities and papers tbansider the transmission of behaviours, habit$ an

attitudes.

The literature on the intergenerational transmissid education and income shows that the positive
correlation between parents’ and children is thmilteof both “nature” (genetic endowment), and cksj

i.e. better educated parents invest more on their retmild education (for a complete review see Bladk an
Devereux, 2010). Moreover, better family environmand higher quality of child/parents relationsimp
household where parents are better educated, lootgrio persistency of education and income across

generations.

The transmission of cognitive abilities from paseid children has been less investigated. Bretval.
(2010) and Anger and Heineck (2010) consider theetation in test scores for a British and a German

sample respectively and find a strong transmisian is largely explained by the investments thatpts
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do on their children. In particular, parents witittbr reading skills are better able to help thbildren learn
to read at home with positive effects on word flte(see also Senéchal and LeFevre, 2002). The ipp®s

true for the transmission of math abilities, thegrm to be more the result of a genetic transmission

The last stream of the literature focuses on thesmission of preferences, habits and attitude4 96
Robert Pollak discussed how preferences, espednaliye short run, are influenced by other peoppeist
consumption behaviours: individuals’ preferences such that they want to consume a given good when
they observe other people around them already atinguthat good. Waldkirclet al. (2004) analyse the
transmission of consumption preferences and bebtis/ioBooth and Kee (2006) consider the
intergenerational cultural transmission of norntgareing fertility, Jacksomt al. (1997) and Lourieret al.
(2006) look at smoking habits, Lindbeck and NybgQ06) at the intergenerational transmission ofnsor
related to work hard, while Wilhelmt al. (2008) study the intergenerational transmissiogesferosity and
Dohmenet al. (2011) discuss the transmission of risk and trustudes. All these works, that aim at
understanding how habits are transmitted and thexefhich policies may be put into action to proeot
“good” habits and attitudes and to reduce “bad”spffied that parents’ influence their children greinces

with their parental role, educational choices aeldaviours.

The literature on the intergenerational transmissibtime use preference and time allocation isadely
more scant and, as already mentioned, focuses omolgbour supply (Del Bocet al., 2000; Fernandeet

al., 2004; Kawaguchi and Miyazaki, 2010) and on domesitick time (Alvarez and Miles, 2008). Only
Mullan (2010) and Cardoss al. (2010) study the time allocation of parents aniflodn in human capital
accumulating activities. Due to data limitationnemf these studies is able to identify the imiiagffect. In
particular, Mullan (2010), using a time use datdsetK, found a positive association between pex'eand
children’s reading, in the age range 13-18. Car@bsb (2010), investigate the association between psirent
and children time allocations in France, Germany &aly. In their paper they use the Multinatiof@ne
Use Study and focus on how adolescents in the agger15-19 allocate their time into three different
activities (reading and studying, socialising arateking TV) and how this time is affected by pasétitne

use decisions. By considering children betweend Hnyears of age, we therefore extend their arsatgs
younger children. The Italian dataset, in facpne of few Time Use dataset that provides a timaeydalso

for children older than three years. This allowsaistudy which activities both parents and chitdd® in

the selected day, where they perform these aeviind which family member is present. Moreover,
compared to the harmonised dataset used by Caedcao (2010), our dataset contains a richer set of
information and a large sample of siblings in tige ange of interest that allow us to identify iimiation

effect.

All the studies on intergenerational transmissibare the methodological problem of how to separate
“nurture” from “nature”,i.e. of how to isolate the effect of the parents’ vialdaof interest on the children’s
variable from the effect of a more general famiffeet, including common genetic traits between ptge

and children. This problem has been solved in wiffe ways: Loureirct al. (2006) and in Browret al.
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(2010) use instrumental variables, Aletal. (2008), Blacket al.., 2005 and Holmlunét al. (2008) use diff

in diff estimation when changes and reforms oc@iher authors exploit datasets in which either $won
adopted children are present to use a fixed effigptoach. The presence in a dataset of individbhatsshare
the same genetic traits but that live in differfarilies (for example the children of twins, asBehrman
and Rosezweig, 2002, in Currie and Moretti, 200 & Pronzato, 2011) or that have a common family
background, but did not receive the same genetitsinission (for example natural and adopted childse

in Plug, 2004) or, finally, individuals for whichfiormation is available for both natural and adepparents
(as in Bjorklundet al., 2006) allows to disaggregate the effects of derneinsmission form the effects of

family environment.

In our dataset the number of twins is too small eedare not able to isolate the effect of natuoenfthe
effect of nurture. By exploiting the presence ofasge number of siblings, however, we are able to
disentangle, in our short run model, the effecinotation from the overall effect of nature and toue,
comparing the reading decisions of a child who bawparents reading, with that of her brother stesinot

exposed to the same example from parents.

3. Data and sample selection

In order to spot the existence of intergeneratiarahsmission of preference for reading and stuglyin
activities we resort to the Time Use Survey (20023 conducted by ISTAT, that covers 21,075

households and reports information on each houdehember.

An individual questionnaire containing socio-denagric information and a time diary were collectad.
members older than three years completed the tiamg dn a selected daylin each municipality covered by
the survey, households were divided into three gg@nd each group was asked to fill in the daidyydon a
different day: a weekday, Saturday or Sufd&@ur analysis is based on diaries completed batingl
weekdays and weekend days. The diary reports idiiom on the time spent on a large number of tasks.

Activities are coded by the respondent as maireocoisdary activities

For our empirical analysis we selected a samplshitdiren in the age range 6-15, having at leastsilsleng
in the same age range and living in a householdevheth parents are present. We excluded childsen f
which the diary was filled in on a “special” dayw(o, sibling or parents’ vacation or sickness day] for

which not both parents or not all siblings in tledevant age range filled the diary. We also exdaludi

% The time diary of very young children was compdely parents.
* The oversampling of weekend diaries was a delibariaoice of the data collector (ISTAT).
® For example, someone may be cooking and watckiegision or cooking and looking after the childrémthese
cases the respondent chooses which of the agsivétithe main one and which is the secondary one.
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children for which one or more variables used i@ ¢étonometric analysis of Section 4 were missing. O
final sample consists of 1,447 children from 68Lis&holds.

3.1. Time use variables definition and sample dedptive statistics

The aim of our analysis is to run intergeneratiggpé regressions to investigate whether childrennaore
likely to allocate time to studying and readingiates when their parents have the habit of regdimtheir
presence and when they observe their parents dba@ctivity in the day of the survey. Crucial tost
purpose is the availability of information on whehe activities are performed, that allows us tovidea

measure of the time spent by parents reading dyisty in the presence of their kids.

We define the content of the reading activitiefotlews:

» For the children: we consider whether the child is studying, regaindoing homework on her own,

helping siblings in doing homework, talking anddieg to the siblings. Notice that this measure
only includes time autonomously spent by the chilthese activities (i.e. with no adult doing the
activity with her) and that is defined by the clalsl primary activity.

» For the parents: we consider whether the parent is studying odirgpin the presence of her

children or helping her siblings in doing their hemorkK , talking and reading to her siblings. The

above mentioned activities are included when dedlaoth as a primary or secondary 8nes

For simplicity, we refer to these activities asReading and Studying” activities hereafter.

Table 1 reports the basic description of the atiooaof time to reading and studying activities aar
sample. Looking at participation rates, we obsatveut 35% of the mothers and 30% of the fatherage)
in the reading activity under the eyes of theitdrein in the sampled day, and the percentage @drehi that
read is 30%. This low percentage is certainly aéfiéddy the fact that 24% of our children spentim survey
day more than 5 hours in schbaind we excluded reading and studying activitiesedat school. The
corresponding observed average times are verydspecially for the parents (about 12 minutes fothexs
and 10 for fathers).

® We checked that the sample of households witeaat lone child in the 6-15 age range does notragsieally differ
from the sample we select for our analysis.
" The exclusion of the time parents spend helpthgrochildren with homework would reduce too moein sample
size. Moreover, if we consider the perspectivehefehild under analysis, we argue that whenevemuther (or
father) helps her siblings in doing homework, shexposed to an example of engagement in readohgtadying
activity.
8 For the children we consider the reading actiwitly when it is the primary activity,e. when the child declares she is
doing it as principal activity. On the contraryr the parents we also include the reading activitgn it is a secondary
one, since we want to consider also those rea$igtiations in which a parent is, for example, égngKprimary
activity) while helping a child with her homework.
® Also, if children spend many hours at school theyless likely to see their parents reading.
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Reading and Studying activity

Time allocated — Minutes
Child | Mother*| Father*| Mother or
father*
Mean| 29,8 12,1 10,2 | 168
Sd| (56.90)| (27.41) | (23.92) (29.84)
Median 0 0 0 0
Obs 1447 1447 1447 1447
Participation rates
Child | Mother*| Father*| Mother or|
father*
Mean| 0,30 0,35 0,29 0,48
Sd| (0.46) | (0.48) | (0.45)| (0.50)
Median| 0 0 0 0
Obs 1447 1447 1447 1447

* in the presence of one of their children

Descriptive statistics reveal the association betwgarents’ and children use of time: Table 2awt,fshows
that children have a much higher probability ofdiag if at least one of the parents reads in thesence.
This is true also when we disaggregate by birtleovdthin the sample. The association seems strdioge

mothers than for fathers.



Table 2

Child reading probability conditional on parental reading in their presence

Overall
Mother Father Parent
Not reading Readind Not reading Readind Not reading Readind Total
Child doesn'tread 706 308 745 269 580 434 1014
%| 75,0% 60,9% 72,3% 64,5% 76,9% 62,1% 70}|1%
Child read 235 198 286 147 174 259 43B
%| 25,0% 39,1% 27,7% 35,5% 23,1% 37,49 29,9%
Obs 941 506 1033 414 754 693 1447
First child
Child doesn'tread 305 120 316 109 253 172 42b
%| 68,5% 50,9% 65,3% 55,3% 70,9% 53,1% 62|4%
Child read 140 116 168 88 104 152 25p
%| 31,5% 49,2% 34,7% 44, 7% 29,1% 46,99 37,6%
Obs 445 236 484 197 357 324 68[L
Second child
Child doesn'tread 357 160 374 143 291 226 51p
%| 80,2% 67,8% 77,3% 72,6% 81,5% 69,8% 75|9%
Child read 88 76 110 54 66 98 164
%] 19,8% 32,2% 22,7% 27,4% 18,5% 30,3% 24,1%
Obs 445 236 484 197 357 324 68[L

Table 3 shows parents’ probability of reading byieadional level. Education is certainly an impottan
variable in explaining reading habits, and in fact data show that more educated parents read Better
educated parents are more likely to teach theldmdr the importance of reading and studying amyige

them with books. By inserting parents’ educatiooum long run analysis we control for these assiaria.



Table 3

Parents’ reading probability in the presence of chdren by education

Mother education Father education| Obs | Mother reading | Father reading
Compulsory

Compulsory school school 640 28,9% 22,8%
High school 145 29,0% 43,4%
University 10 40,0% 20,0%
Compulsory

High school school 152 28,3% 22,4%
High school 335 43,9% 28,4%
University 64 46,9% 45,3%
Compulsory

University school 7 71,4% 28,6%
High school 48 52,1% 54.2%
University 46 54,3% 41,3%

In Appendix 1 the summary statistics of the vagablised in the empirical analysis are showed. Bie 6
families considered have on average 4.56 memhbegsarticular, we have 434 families with two childri@
the relevant age range and 247 families where tiregore children in the relevant age range arsgmte

Only 8% of fathers and 7% of mothers have a coleyecation, while 55% of both mothers and fatherseh
less that secondary education. 30% of mothers newgted, while only 23% has a full time job and 9%
works part time. Almost all fathers work: 7% as tehtcollars, and 10% as self employed. Only 6% ef th
fathers is unemployed. More than half of the sarfipés in the Southern regions (56%) while 31% dive
the North and 14% in the Centre.

4. Empirical strategy

We chose as relevant measure of time use varibbleadrticipation to the reading and studying afstiyin
the presence of the children as far as parentsareerned). This is motivated by the large proparof
zero values highlighted in the previous sectionictvhrules out any meaningful modeling of the amount
dedicated to the reading and studying activity ulgto either tobit or double hurdle specificatioms dbing
so, we also hope to mitigate measurement errorlgmab that typically affect diary based time use
information, since the observed participation deaisis likely to be a more reliable measure of the

underlying behavior, compared to the exact amofititne spent.

We follow two fundamental approaches to estimati@n:“long run” model, consisting of OLS

intergenerational type regressions for the readiabit, and a “short run” household fixed effect mipd
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where we aim at identifying the impact of the roledel exerted by parents, exploiting different esype of

sibling to parents’ example within the same hookih

In the long run approach we are interested in regressing an itaiéar the participation of the childof

household into reading and studying activities, sakild _rs; on a measure of reading habit at family

level capturing whether the child is used or nosée her parents reading. Therefore, we take asatru

regressor a variable, sagarent_rs;, indicating if one of the parents has been obsereading in the

sampled day by any of the children of houseljodguing that this captures the family habit.

We look at parents jointly and also to mother aattidr role separately, and we estimate three spenins

including: a) an aggregate measure of mother atheifgarticipation to the reading activity in theegence

of their children, (m+ f)_rsj , Which denotes participation of either the motbetthe father; b) mother

participation,m.rs; ; c) father p;;uticipationf_rs,j :

In order to isolate the partial effect of parentsie allocation choice, we control for a numbeegbgenous

characteristics of the childZ ), and of the householdX ).

The intergenerational regressions are estimatddayitooled linear probability model:

child_raj =6, + 05 parent_rs; + 6,2, +,8ng +U;

On the right handside we control for child’s ageserted inZ; through a dummy equal to one if the child

attends middle or high schoahiddle/high schoal) since in terms of differences in time use andethabits

the major change comes from the transition frormary school to middle school (and less from middle
school to high school). We allow also the intergatienal coefficient3, to vary across child’s age by

interacting the parents’ time variable with theldliage indicator. The gender dumigiyl capture possible
systematic differences in time use habits linketheogender of the child. Moreover, we interaatith the
parents’ reading and studying time, in order tooaot for differences in the transmission of time aabits
from parents to children related to the sex ofdhiéd (the literature emphasizes the relation betwearents
and same sex children). We also control for théddhirth order (dummie®irth order: second andbirth
order: third) and for the self-reportegkneral health status of the childf

Turning to characteristics at the household levé], they comprisefather (mother) age (linear and

guadratic term); and education, distinguished an®ggars of schooling (reference group), lower gpear
secondary schooling (2 to 5 year of secondary euundafather (mother) high school, some university
degree (2 or more yeardgther (mother) college. A further set of dummies captures heterogeneity i

preferences for work and possibly income acrossiliissn considering information about parents’

9 The health status is a categorical variable #nages from 1 (excellent health status) to 5 (vey health status).
11



occupational status, profession and working hiegriThese armother always housewife, that isolates the
effect of living in a household where the mothevarenvorked, neither when the children were younger,
currently; mother full time; father unemployed, including both unemployed and out of the labouncé;
father high professional position andfather self-employed. We also control for family size, given by theatot
number of components in the household, adults and children. Moreovee @ontrol for systematic
differences across different Italian regions, dudifferent unemployment rates, labour market ctomas,
childcare availability and living costs faced byuseholds (dummie€enter, South, while North is the
reference group). We also control for the type ahgled day using two different dummidane diary
completed during the week end, that is child specific since siblings may comghie diary in different days,
andtime diary completed during the summer that is household specific (since the month ofitherview is
the same for the whole family). The introductiontlis last variable has been motivated by the tlaat
during the summer children have no school and speov@ time in outdoor activities. Therefore, itikely

that they read and study less and that they aseebgqmsed to the reading example by their parents.

The core of oushort run empirical strategy for identification is to explogpeated observations on siblings
to purge out unobserved heterogeneity at the holdétvel. Therefore, the crucial regressor we aelyis a

child-specific measure of parents’ engagementtimoreading activity that occurred in the presesfoeach
child, say parent_rs; . The latter measure is child-specific becausergiblmay have or have not seen their
parents reading in the survey day. Since we wamhéasure the imitation effect, we only consider the
child’s reading episodes that occurred after hawegn the parents reading. The dependent variglde i

binary measure, saghild _rs_im,

; indicating whether the child participates to teeding activityafter

her parent. The useful cases for identification esifitom families where parents are seen readirag lBast
one of their children (but not all of them). In seefamilies, we restrict the observational period dll
siblings from the first time when the parent hagrbeeen reading by one child to the end of the day.

Estimation is performed with a household fixed effeear probability model:

child_rs_im; =y, +y parent_rs; +,Z; + i, +¢;

where all the observable regressors that are @vamvithin the family (X;) are swept out, but the

intergenerational parametey, , captures the short run imitation effect (the pta'eexample), and it can be
estimated net of the whole set of unobservable azordfers at the family level/( ). These include

unobserved environmental and genetic factors,itiflaEence both the parents and children preferéoward
the reading activity, as well as the educationatsage towards the importance of the reading actilvat

parents transmit to their kids (the parents sermon)

It is well known that child specific unobserveddregeneity is not eliminated through a family fixeffiect

approach and that can still be a source of biathfoparameter of interest. For our identificatibrategy to
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be valid, the sibling variation in the exposuretwents’ example must be exogenous, i.e. uncoeckhaith
siblings’ differences in individual unobserved detmants of the reading behavior, such as prefesicA
first, informal argument in favor of our identifitan strategy resides in the typical fixed weeldhedule of
children non-school engagements out of home inabesrange within a given family. This makes sipin
differences in exposure to treatment (seeing anparegaged in reading activities) in the survey likaly to

be random. We also provide collateral evidence shding variation in the probability of being e)gu to
the treatment does not depend on difference iremrtes across siblings. To this purpose, we iigatet
through an household fixed effect approach to velxéeént time spent at home by each child dependseon
own preferences. To proxy for the latter we bulicee indicators of child’s preferences over engagn
physical or mental activities and on spending toutoors®. The results displayed in Appendix 2 show that
there is no significant correlation between sildinglifferences in time spent at home and siblings’
differences in preferences, after controlling forld¢’s and family characteristics. Moreover, thdireated
sibling correlation in this regression is about, @fbving that most variation in time children sgeat home
arises from between family variation, rather thaont differences between siblings within a given
household. This corroborates the random naturéefnithin family variation observed in the day bkt

survey and supports our identification strategy.

As a final remark, we recall a further threat t@ thalidity of an household fixed approach generally
emphasized in the literature on child productiomction (see Todd and Wolpin, 2007, among othensthat
framework, the interest lies in the effect of paaerinvestment on child’'s outcome, and child specif
unobserved ability is a potential source of biasaiparents might choose to invest more on kids lwitver
(unobserved) ability in order to compensate foirtdesadvantage. In our framework this criticismléss
likely to apply, since we look at the time allocatiof parents into activity that are not directygeted to
children, and that, therefore, are not an input suea that is likely to react to unobserved child

characteristics, as well as to previous childrefcames:®

In Table 4 we cross-tabulate the observed readitigityg of the children by reading activity of pants,
where the first group is composed by children wlheoehobserved the parent reading activity, while the

second by children who have not observed the sathétya '* The estimated probability that the child reads

" This is the analogous to the strict exogeneityimgsion for panel data.
12 The survey questionnaire asks to the childrehéf/twould like to engage more or less (or if they satisfy with
their engagement) in several typical child-actesti For each item we create a dummy equal toHeithild wants to
spend more time in that activity. We then createdtindicators that capture the preferences ovetahand physical
activities and over activities made outdoor by giag and summing up the corresponding dummies.
13 The time devoted to helping other children withmeavork - included in our treatment variable - esents an
exception to the above argument. However, thectiine of the possible bias brought by this inclasi® not clear.
Parents’, in fact, may spend more time with the lsle child to help her or, oppositely, they ga@rsl more time with
the more able child that is more keen to allocate to do homework.
1% For families in which parents did not read airalihe presence of their children, we look in tisle at the
participation into reading activity by the childréhg the whole day. This implies that the obseomitvindow for the
child is shorter for the children who observe oaeept reading in the sampled day.
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increases by about 50% (rising from 20% to 31%)ddkid who happens to observe either parent. The

overall effect seems to be driven by the motheileithe father reading seems to have no effect.

Table 4

Sample frequency of children’s reading activity
by observation of parents’ reading activity

Parents
Not reading Reading Obs
Child doesn'tread 731 365 | 1.096
% 79,6 69,0 | 75,7
Child read 187 164 351
% 20,4 31,0 | 24,3
Obs 918 529 | 1.44Y
Mother
Child doesn'tread 821 265 | 1.086
% 76,7 70,3 | 75,1
Child read 249 112 361
% 23,3 29,7 | 25,0
Obs 1.070 377 | 1.44y
Father
Child doesn'tread 839 239 | 1.078
% 74,0 76,4 | 745
Child read 295 74 369
% 26,0 23,6 | 25,5
Obs 1.134 313 | 1.44y

Tables 5 displays some evidence about the existehedgthin family variability on which we base our
identification strategy for the short run model.ths table we report the number of cases (indisisiu
belonging to families in which we observe at lease sibling variation for the reading activity. Mor
precisely, looking at the upper part of the takle,have 249 cases where we have within siblingatiari in

the exposure to reading example from the mothds,c28es of variation in exposure to reading frotheig

and 321 from either parents. As far as children amecerned, we observe 361 cases where one of the
siblings reads after the mother while the othelirgibdoes not, 369 cases with sibling variatioreathe
father and 351 after either parents. Notice thairagrthe above mentioned cases of useful variatorthe

right hand side, we are left with variability oretkeft hand side as shown in the bottom part ofl@&h

where we count the records corresponding to winnily variation of both adult reading and chilchding.
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Table 5

Within family variability (individuals)

Adult reading

Mother | Father Mother or
father
Obs 249 206 321
% 17,2 14,2 22,2

Number of obs 1447 | 1447 1447
Child reading after

Mother | Father Mother or
father
Obs 361 369 351
% 24,9 255 24.3

Number of obs 1447 | 1447 1447
Adult reading and child reading after

Mother | Father Mother or
father
Obs 96 56 116
% 38,6 27,2 36,1

Number of obs 249 206 321

Finally, in Table 6 we present the same cross-tdlmui of Table 4, restricted to the above mentioned
subsamples of cases exhibiting within family vaoiat It is interesting to notice that the pattean the
mother is similar to that of Table 4, but the irase in the probability of the child reading if tmether reads
is stronger. Despite based on few observations,pttgern emerges now also for the father, since the

probability that the child reads more than doulflsbe sees the father reading.
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Table 6

Within family variability (individuals) in relevant subsamples

Parents
Not reading ReadingObs
Child doesn'tread 150 108 258
% 91,5 68,8 | 82,0
Child read 14 49 63
% 8,5 31,2 | 19,6
Obs 164 157 | 321
Mother
Child doesn'tread 114 85 199
% 88,4 70,8 | 79,9
Child read 15 35 50
% 11,6 29,2 | 20,1
Obs 129 120 | 249
Father
Child doesn't read 94 76 170
% 91,3 73,8 | 82,5
Child read 9 27 36
% 8,7 26,2 | 17,%
Obs 103 103 | 206

5. Results

We report in the following Tables 7 and 8 the eated coefficients of main interest. Full estimatiesults
are displayed in Appendix 2.

In Table 7 we display OLS estimation results far kbng run model, where the intergenerational dciefit
captures the association between parents’ andrehiliabit to read. We look at three separate spatidns
having as crucial regressor respectively a) arcatdr for the parents’ reading activifye. either the father
or the mother engages into the reading activitgh@ presence of any children), b) the mother readin
activity only c) the father reading activionly. For each of these three specifications we bfaestimating
raw correlations without inserting any controlsgficolumn), then we condition to child’s charaigtirs X
(second column) and, finally, we extend the speaifon to the whole set of child and family chaeaistics

Z , the interactions of parental time with child denand child age, and the type of sampled day dasnm
(third column).

Starting with the parents’ results in the uppert mdrthe table, in column 1 the “raw” intergeneoatl
correlation reveals that the probability that théddcreads -predicted to be around 23% for childndo do

not observe their parents reading- significantigréases of about 14 percentage points when thérehil
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observe their parents to engage in the reading/iigctiin column 2 we added controls for child’s
characteristics. The intergenerational transmissanable has a small decrease but it remainsfgignt.

We also observe a strong positive age effect omalading probability, with kids in middle or higkbhsol
age displaying a reading probability which is twaemuch the reading probability of kids in primachool
age, regardless the parents’ reading behaviohdrfdllowing column 3, the intergenerational coméfint is
purged out from an extended set of controls affah@ly level, and it is cut down to about 10 pertege
points. Notice that the intergenerational coeffitikeeps statistically significant and sizeablepliimg a
relative increase in the probability that a chifdyages in the reading activity of over 50% (fronowthl 7%

to 27%). Finally, column 4 testifies that we do h@ve power to identify separate effects of patenta
influence according to the child’'s age and the d:hilgender, since both interacted intergenerational

coefficients turn out to be not significant.

Looking at mother and father separately, in theraéand lower part of Table 7 respectively, we avie
that the intergenerational parameter for the moihemiformly much higher than that of the fatherthe
first three specifications. In column 3, the motheoefficient is more than double with respectthe
father’'s one (10 percentage points vs 5). Thetgramportance of mother’s effect compared to fethe
effect is in line with recent finding in intergeaéional transmission of 1Q (Anger and Heineck, 2040d
confirms the results of Cardosbal. (2010).

We performed a robustness check aimed at verififitlie observation of the reading activity of paeeis
not masking the effect of time spent at home bykitle. From these estimation results, containezblamn
5 of Table A.1-A.3 in Appendix 3, it can be notictdit the intergenerational coefficient keeps unged

with the inclusion of this further conditioning vaiole.

Overall, our long run results show that the inteagational positive association in the reading fhalid in
particular the transmission effect from mother hild; persists and keeps a relevant magnitude aften
controlling for a set of observable child and famiharacteristics. Despite conditional on a large of
covariates, this positive association is likely totcapture the causal effect of the role modeltereby

parents, and might be arising from unobserved fadteluding, beside others, the parents’ sermons.

Within the short run identification strategy, wekoat the child specific experience in the obséovadf the
reading activity of parents, rather than at thalireg habit of the latter, and at the child’s bebaat the
same time or after observing the parents (imitatielgavior). The intergenerational coefficient caggunow
the effect of the parent's example and, within mifa fixed effect approach, this is causal as far a
unobservable differences between siblings are ataelto their difference in exposure to parentadieg

example.

Table 8 shows that the imitation effect is sigmfit and of considerable magnitude for all three
specifications considered. Let's take column 2 tes preferred specification, since again interastioh

parent’s time variable with child's age and gengi®ve not to be significant. Having observed eitherent
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reading (or both) makes a child about three timesenlikely to engage herself into the same actigitier
contemporaneously or afterword, leading the esdchatading probability from 11% to about 30%. The
direct imitation of the mother alone leads to dyatuility that the child reads that is double (ab@Qfo) with
respect to child not observing her mother readitp4). Very interestingly, the father’s imitationfesft
turns out to be very similar to the mother's omeréasing the probability that his child from 158cabout
28%:"°

In Tables A4 to A6 in Appendix 3 we report full iesation results. We also compare the family fixéfea
coefficients with their OLS counterparts in thenfly FE sample (column 3). This comparison indisateat
controlling for family unobserved heterogeneityeattates the OLS estimated value of the coefficidnt

interest for all specification considered, althotigh OLS bias is not a major one.

!> Notice that the effect of seeing either parendirgishould not be interpreted as a cumulativeceffe particular, it
has a larger magnitude since it increases thewimeow in which the reading activity of the childrcbe observed
with respect to the specification for mother ohé&tonly.

18



Table 7

Estimated Intergenerational coefficients. Linear pobability model, OLS results (long run)

Child variable: child_rs (=1 if child engages in reading or studying acyiyit

Parent variables: parents rs (=1 if any parent observed reading by any chiijire
mother_rs (=1 if mother observed reading by any children)
father_rs (=1 if father observed reading by any children)

VARIABLES Q) (2) 3) (4)
Raw corr Child Family Inter
Reference Prob(child rs=1) 0,23 0,157 0,174 0,183
parents_rs 0.143***0.130*** 0.104**  0.079**
(0.028) (0.028) (0.029) (0.039)
Middle and high school 0.156**%0.148***  (0.129***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.034)
Girl 0.041*  0.042* 0.037
(0.024) (0.024) (0.031)
parents_rs*middle/high school 0.040
(0.045)
parents_rs*Girl 0.009
(0.048)
Reference Prob(child rs=1) 0,25 0,174 0,19 0,197
mother_rs 0.142*** (0.132*** 0.108*** 0.049
(0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.043)
Middle and high school 0.156**%0.139***  (0.125***
(0.028) (0.029) (0.032)
Girl 0.039 0.038 0.009
(0.024) (0.024) (0.029)
mother_rs*Middle/high school 0.039
(0.050)
mother_rs*Girl 0.081
(0.051)
Reference Prob(child_rs=1) 0,277 0,2 0,208 0,21
father_rs 0.076** 0.063**  0.043 0.056
(0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.046)
Middle and high school 0.158***0.153***  (0.149***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.032)
Girl 0.044*  0.045* 0.060**
(0.024) (0.024) (0.028)
father_rs*Middle/high school 0.018
(0.053)
father_rs*Girl -0.050
(0.053)

"This is the sample average estimated probabilitgfgoung child conditional tparents rs=0
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Table 8

Estimated imitation effect. Linear probability model, family fixed effects (short run)

Child variable:  child rs im (=1 if child engages in reading activity after obvéeg the parent reading)
Child specific parent variables: parents rs (=1 if any parent observed reading by the child)
mother_rs (=1 if mother observed reading by the child)
father_rs (=1 if father observed reading by the child)

VARIABLES (1) (2) 3
Raw Child Inter
(FE) (FE) (FE)
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,16 0,11 0,11
parents_rs_im 0.224*** 0.211** 0.212***
(0.043) (0.043) (0.058
Middle and high school 0.101***0.105***
(0.032) (0.037)
Girl 0.009 0.004
(0.025)  (0.032)
parents_rs_im*middle/high school -0.014
(0.049)
parents_rs_im*Girl 0.014
(0.052)
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,21 0,14 0,13
mother_rs_im 0.173***  0.157** 0.180***
(0.001) (0.050)  (0.069
Middle and high school 0.124***0.137***
(0.035)  (0.037)
Girl 0.021 0.020
(0.026)  (0.031)
mother_rs_im*middle/high school -0.052
(0.060)
mother_rs_im*Girl 0.011
(0.059)
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,21 0,15 0,15
father_rs_im 0.195%** 0.183*** 0.207***
(0.049) (0.050) (0.063
Middle and high school 0.126***0.130***
(0.033) (0.037)
Girl 0.026 0.034
(0.025)  (0.030)
father_rs_im*middle/high school -0.013
(0.053)
father_rs_im*Girl -0.035
(0.056)

This is the sample average estimated probabilitafgoung child conditional tparents rs im=0
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Alternative strategy
In this subsection we present an alternative ifleation strategy for the imitation effect and & skresults

we derived as a robustness check to corroboraténaliing on the existence of the imitation effect.

In Table 9 we show the results of an alternatieniilication strategy for the short run effect, @his much
more stringent that the one used to derive the mesnlts. We fix here a point in time (4 pm) befargich
the parents can be observed by their children mgaali not, while the behavior of children is obsehafter
3.30 pm (i.e. we allow activity overlapping for @ Binutes span). Not surprisingly, the number afuls
cases for estimation is now quite low, and theeefse cannot identify separate effects for the taepts.
Thus we only estimate the first specification (tdméld saw at least one of the parents reading)ttisgoa

significant imitation effect, doubling the probatyilthat the child engages in the reading activity.

Table 9
Estimated imitation effect. Linear probability model, family fixed effects
(short run, alternative strategy)
Child variable:child_rs im (=1 if child engages in reading activity after 3;30)
Child specific parent variablegarents rs (=1 if any parent is observed reading by
the child before 4 pm)
VARIABLES (2) (2) 3)
FE raw FE child FE Time at
school
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,19 0,13 0,13
parents_rs_im 0.100* 0.109** 0.108**
(0.052) (0.052) (0.052)
Middle and high school 0.128*** 0.130***
(0.035) (0.035)
Girl 0.017 0.017
(0.027) (0.027)
This is the sample average estimated probabilitafpoung child
conditional toparents rs=0
Robustness checks

The first robustness check consists in repeatinmgestimates using as dependent variable the fattthie
child reads before seeing the parents reading.aitheof this check is to make sure that we isolaghart
run imitation effect and not just habits. The rées(Table 10) show that the main coefficients asded to
the parents reading activities are always lowen the one we obtain in the upper part of columif 2able

8. These results confirm that we are capturingatian.
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Table 10

Estimated imitation effect. Linear probability model, family fixed effects
(short run, controls for child characteristics)

Child variable: child_rs im (=1 if child engages in reading activity beforeiegehe parents)

VARIABLES FE child FE child FE child
parents_rs_immother_rs_imfather_rs_inf
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,12 0,14 0,15
Parental time coeff 0.087** 0.070* 0.131%**
(0.036) (0.038) (0.045)

We also performed a second check to make suretimagample selectiorequirement (both parents having
filled the daily diary) does not produce a biasaahgle. For doing this, we construct two new samplethe
first one we included all child/mother pairs forial we have both the time diary and on this samnse
tested the mother estimates. We did the same éochiiid/father pairs. Results remain the same, witly

marginal changes in the coefficients.

Finally, the estimation for parents has been dds® lay introducing separately mother and fatheetimthe
same regression. Due to the characteristics ofdata, we cannot identify separately the effecthaf t
parents. Therefore we prefer to rely on our esiimatf the joint variable expressing parental ragdi
activities.

Conclusions

We exploit the presence of households with moredha child in the Italian time use dataset torestvout
intergenerational transmission of preferences famdmn capital building activities such as readingl an
studying between parents and their kids in theragge 6-15. In particular, we investigate if claldrare
more likely to allocate time to studying and regdactivities when they live in families where thelyserve
their parents to read (long run effect) and whe&y thbserve their parents doing this activity indlag of the
survey (short run or imitation effect). Indeed, lwitur empirical strategy, we aim at measuring kbt

general long run effect of education and transmissf attitudes and the imitation effect in thershon.

Overall, our long run results show that there isra@rgenerational positive association in the megdhabit,
and in particular the transmission effect from neotto child, persists and keeps a relevant magaiayedn

after controlling for a set of observable child dadily characteristics. Given a starting probapitf about

18 Full set of results available upon request.
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20% that a child engages in the reading and stgdyativity, we estimate an increase of about 1@qreage
points when either parent is used to read in thegce of their children, 10 percentage points wiefook

at the mother’s habit alone and 4 percentage paihén we look at the father.

Within the short run identification strategy, th&timated intergenerational coefficient capturesetiect of
the parent’'s example, and we find evidence of atsihio imitation effect: in the day of the surveyildren
are more likely to read after they saw their paramtading, with a probability that doubles in allro
specifications. The imitation of the mother andhad father are found very similar to each othesréasing
the probability that their child reads from abo&2d.to about 30%. The short run results rely onnailfa
fixed effect approach and therefore disentanglgtrents’ example (experienced differently by tisiregs
of the same family in the survey day) from the pg'esermon (the unobserved parents’ educatiotilidée

shared by siblings).

Since children imitate the observed parents’ behag, we corroborate the saying “a good examptlds
best sermon” and conclude that the role model pldgeparents is a channel through which parenta ti

use may affect children behaviour and time allacatlecisions, and thereafter future children outsam

Our results shed some new lights on the mechanignistergeneration transmission of preferences and
attitudes that are essential for targeting humaitadsaccumulation policies. The imitation mechamisight

be particularly important for children with low ethted parents that provide less stimula to theimgad
habits of their children, but that can act as aangde when they read at home. Further researcbked to
study imitation of both “positive behaviour”, likeocializing, doing physical activities, diet habitand for

“negative behaviours” like smoking and drinking hajwatching TV and using violence.

If parents influence with their example childre@stions, more attention should be put on adultsitba
Programs for parents may in fact contribute to maprchildren’s life-course trajectories and to cediealth

and development problems that are associated wts ¢or the government and for the society as@evh

" Many researches found that parental obesity exphild’s overweight (Whitakegt al, 1997)
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Appendix 1

Summary statistics

Variables Mean SD
Child reading and studying 0,30 0,46
Mother reading and studying 0,35 0,44
Father reading and studying 0,29 0,45
Middle and high school 0,52 0,50
Girl 0,47 0,50
Birth order: first 0,41 0,49
Birth order: second 0,46 0,50
Birth order: third or more 0,14 0,34
Child's general health status 1,54 0,5
Time diary compiled in the

summer 0,21 0,41
Child's time at home (hours) 7,68 2,53
Time diary compiled in the

weekend 0,61 0,49
More than 5 hours at school 0,24 0,41
Mother age 38,73 4,46
Mother compulsory school 0,55 0,50
Mother high school 0,38 0,49
Mother college 0,07 0,25
Mother always housewife 0,30 0,46
Mother full time 0,23 0,42
Father age 42,57 5,05
Father compulsory school 0,55 0,50
Father high school 0,36 0,48
Father college 0,08 0,28
Father unemployed 0,06 0,24
Father blue collar 0,34 0,47
Father white collar 0,07 0,26
Father self employed 0,10 0,30
Number of family components 4,56 0,90
North 0,31 0,46
Center 0,14 0,34
South 0,56 0,50
Number of observations 1447
Number of families 681
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Appendix 2

Time at home

(0) (1) (2)
VARIABLES rho FE raw FE child
mental activities 35.175 35.743
(26.745) (26.929)
outdoor -30.386 -41.398
(44.286) (43.656)
sport 0.883 5.801
(40.914) (35.838)
Middle and high school 16.789%
(9.549)
Girl 25.613***
(7.295)
Birth order: second 8.301
(7.016)
Birth order: third or more 24.759*
(14.200)
General health -4.769
(8.712)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend 26.452
(53.856)
More than 5 hours at school -66.7331
(11.543)
Constant 461.002***461.567** 441.034***

(2.433) (0.781)  (35.246)

Rho 0,688 0,691 0,688
Observations 1447 1439 1439
R-squared 0.000 0.003 0.066
Number of famID 681 681 681

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

Table Al. Linear probability model, OLS results (lang run). Parents
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VARIABLES (2) (2) 3 4) (5)
Time at
Raw corr  Child Family Inter home
Sarting child reading probability 0,23 0,157 0,174 0,183 0,19
parents_rs 0.143***0.130*** 0.104***  0.079** 0.070*
(0.028) (0.028) (0.029) (0.039) (0.039)
Middle and high school 0.156*** 0.148*** 0.129***  0.126***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.034) (0.033)
Girl 0.041* 0.042* 0.037 0.034
(0.024) (0.024) (0.031) (0.031)
Birth order: second -0.011 -0.018 -0.017 -0.017
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Birth order: third or more -0.077* -0.107** -0.185 -0.106**
(0.039) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)
General health -0.006 -0.009 -0.009 -0.014
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
Time diary compiled in the summer -0.057* -0.051 0.051 -0.053
(0.034) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.013 -0.021 -0.020 -0.020
(0.030) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)
More than 5 hours at school -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 .03D
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.035)
Mother age 0.054* 0.055* 0.048
(0.031) (0.031) (0.032)
Mother age squared -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Mother high school -0.033 -0.033 -0.033
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Mother college -0.000 0.001 0.003
(0.066) (0.066) (0.065)
Mother always housewife -0.102**  -0.102*** -0.104***
(0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
Mother full time -0.089**  -0.088** -0.082**
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Father age 0.070***  0.070***  0.075***
(0.027) (0.027) (0.027)
Father age squared -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Father high school 0.033 0.033 0.035
(0.036) (0.036) (0.035)
Father college 0.053 0.052 0.049
(0.065) (0.065) (0.065)
Father unemployed -0.048 -0.049 -0.054




(0.059) (0.059)

Father white collar 0.096 0.096 0.098*
(0.060) (0.060) (0.059)
Father self employed 0.029 0.029 0.027
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050)
Number of family components 0.014 0.014 0.008
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Center -0.027 -0.027 -0.021
(0.043) (0.043) (0.043)
South 0.020 0.020 0.025
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033)
parents_rs*middle/high school 0.040 0.039
(0.045) (0.045)
parents_rs*Girl 0.009 -0.001
(0.048) (0.047)
Child's time at home 0.000***
(0.000)
Constant 0.231***(0.181*** -2.548*** -2552** .2 646***
(0.018) (0.053) (0.693) (0.691) (0.707)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.024 0.066 0.101 0.101 0.117

(0.060)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A2. Linear probability model, OLS results (Ilang run). Mother

VARIABLES (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
Time at
Raw corr Child Family Inter home
Sarting child reading probability 0,25 0,174 0,19 0,197 0,201
mother_rs 0.142***(0.132** 0.108***  0.049 0.046
(0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.043) (0.043)
Middle and high school 0.156***(0.139*** (0.125***  (0.122***
(0.028) (0.029) (0.032) (0.032)
Girl 0.039 0.038 0.009 0.004
(0.024) (0.024) (0.029) (0.028)
Birth order: second -0.012 -0.024 -0.024 -0.024
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Birth order: third or more -0.083**-0.120*** 0.120*** -0.120***
(0.039) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044)
General health -0.005 -0.006 -0.007 -0.01(
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
Time diary compiled in the summer -0.062*  -0.058*0.059* -0.061*
(0.034) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.015 -0.022 -0.021 -0.020
(0.030) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030)
More than 5 hours at school 0.003 -0.002 -0.003 03®.
(0.033) (0.034) (0.034) (0.035)
Mother age 0.091*** (.092*** (.087***
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029)
Mother age squared -0.001**9.001***  -0.001***
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)
Mother high school -0.002 0.001 0.001
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031)
Mother college 0.050 0.054 0.055
(0.061) (0.061) (0.061)
Mother always housewife -0.097*0.096***  -0.097***
(0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
Mother full time -0.083** -0.084** -0.078**
(0.037)  (0.037) (0.036)
Number of family components 0.012 0.012 0.006
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Center -0.031 -0.029 -0.022
(0.043) (0.043) (0.043)
South 0.018 0.018 0.023
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033)
mother_rs*Middle/high school 0.039 0.039
(0.050) (0.050)
mother_rs*Girl 0.081 0.070
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(0.051)  (0.051)

Child's time at home 0.000*+*
(0.000)
Constant 0.250*** 0.200*** -1.738*** 1.735*** -1.767***

(0.017) (0.052) (0.583) (0.583)  (0.593)

Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.022 0.065 0.088 0.090 0.107

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A3. Linear probability model, OLS results (lang run). Father

Father age squared

Father high school

Father college

Father unemployed

Father white collar

Father self employed

Number of family components
Center

South

father_rs*middle/high school

VARIABLES D) (2) 3) 4) (5)
Time at
Raw corr Child Family Inter home
Sarting child reading probability 0,277 0,2 0,208 0,21 0,215
father_rs 0.076** 0.063** 0.043 0.056 0.047
(0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.046) (0.046)
Middle and high school 0.158**%0.153*** (0.149***  (0.146***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.032) (0.031)
Girl 0.044*  0.045* 0.060** 0.051*
(0.024) (0.024) (0.028) (0.028)
Birth order: second -0.011 -0.015 -0.013 -0.014
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Birth order: third or more -0.075* -0.101*+-0.099**  -0.100**
(0.039) (0.045) (0.045) (0.044)
General health -0.002 -0.007 -0.008 -0.011
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
Time diary compiled in the summer -0.071*:0.064* -0.064* -0.066**
(0.034) (0.033) (0.034) (0.034)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.018 -0.021 -0.021 -0.020
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
More than 5 hours at school 0.003 0.002 0.001 .03
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.034)
Father age 0.096***0.096***  0.099***
(0.027)
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(0.026)  (0.026)

0.001*** 0.001*** -0.001***

(0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)
0.031  0.030 0.033
(0.032) (0.032)  (0.032)
0.072  0.071 0.068
(0.063) (0.063)  (0.063)
-0.052  -0.055 -0.057
(0.058) (0.059)  (0.059)
0.099  0.101 0.103*
(0.062) (0.062)  (0.061)
0.036  0.036 0.035
(0.050) (0.050)  (0.049)
0.017  0.017 0.009
(0.015) (0.015)  (0.015)
-0.017  -0.017 -0.013
(0.044) (0.044)  (0.043)
0.012 -0.011 -0.006
(0.031) (0.031)  (0.031)
0.018 0.013
(0.053)  (0.053)



father_rs*Girl

Child's time at home

-0.050 -0.054
(0.053)  (0.052)
0.000%**
(0.000)

Constant 0.277%% 0.221%%% 2.034%* 2.044%% 2 DAG***
(0.017) (0.053) (0.592) (0.593)  (0.602)

Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447 1447

R-squared 0.006 0.050 0.073  0.074 0.084

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A4. Family fixed effects

results (short run)Parents

VARIABLES

Reference Prob(child_rs im=1)
parents_rs_im

Middle and high school

Girl

Birth order: second

Birth order: third or more

General health

Time diary compiled in the
weekend

More than 5 hours at school

parents_rs_im*middle/high
school

parents_rs_im*Girl
Constant
Observations

R-squared
Number of famID

1) (2) (3)
oLSs
FE raw FE child FE sample
0,16 0,11 0,09
0.224***0Q,211**  0.208***
(0.043) (0.043) (0.066)
0.101** -0.018
(0.032) (0.058)
0.009 -0.016
(0.025) (0.043)
-0.039 -0.105*
(0.024) (0.057)
0.135%** -0.076
(0.050) (0.069)
-0.043  -0.097**
(0.031) (0.033)
0.058 0.072
(0.122) (0.046)
0.008 0.024
(0.046) (0.052)
0.111
(0.085)
-0.066
(0.092)
0.161*** 0.175* 0.254***
(0.016) (0.094) (0.089)
1447 1447 321
0.043 0.115 0.132
681 681

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*k 0<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

34



Table A5. Family fixed effects results (short run)Mother

VARIABLES (1) (2) 3)
oLS
FE raw FE child FE sample
Reference Prob(child _rs im=1) 0,21 0,14 0,07
mother_rs_im 0.173 0.157** (0.199**
(0.001) (0.050) (0.076)
Middle and high school 0.124** 0.094
(0.035) (0.062)
Girl 0.021 0.017
(0.026) (0.055)
Birth order: second -0.030 -0.099
(0.026) (0.060)
Birth order: third or more -0.122** -0.079
(0.053) (0.072)
General health -0.059*  -0.096**1

(0.032) (0.036)
Time diary compiled in the

weekend 0.110 0.040
(0.145) (0.051)
More than 5 hours at school -0.011 -0.040
(0.050) (0.060)
mother_rs_im*middle/high school -0.031
(0.097)
mother_rs_im*Girl -0.027
(0.110)
Constant 0.204 0.191* 0.253**

(0.000) (0.107)  (0.090)

Observations 1447 1447 249
R-squared 0.018 0.094 0.104
Number of famID 681 681

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A6. Family fixed effects

results (short run)Father

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3)
OLS
FE raw FE child FE sample
Reference Prob(child _rs im=1) 0,21 0,15 0,14
father_rs_im 0.195*** 0.183*** 0.103
(0.049) (0.050) (0.088)
Middle and high school 0.126*** -0.137
(0.033) (0.099)
Girl 0.026 -0.030
(0.025) (0.053)
Birth order: second -0.032 -0.153*
(0.026) (0.078)
Birth order: third or more -0.126** -0.183*
(0.050) (0.100)
General health -0.037 -0.057
(0.032) (0.043)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.055 0.142**
(0.169) (0.063)
More than 5 hours at school 0.019 0.1574
(0.050) (0.074)
father_rs_im*middle/high school 0.184
(0.123)
father_rs_im*Girl 0.002
(0.109)
Constant 0.213*** 0.256** 0.209
(0.011) (0.118) (0.130)
Observations 1447 1447 206
R-squared 0.021 0.109 0.138
Number of famID 681 681

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A7. Family fixed effects results (short runalternative strategy).Parents

1) (2) 3)
FE Time at
VARIABLES FE raw FE child school
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,19 0,13 0,13
parents_rs_im 0.100* 0.109** 0.108**
(0.052) (0.052) (0.052)
Middle and high school 0.128*** 0.130***
(0.035) (0.035)
Girl 0.017 0.017
(0.027) (0.027)
Birth order: second -0.047* -0.046*
(0.027) (0.027)
Birth order: third or more -0.116** -0.115**
(0.054) (0.054)
General health -0.041 -0.040
(0.034) (0.034)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.050 -0.052
(0.178) (0.180)
More than 5 hours at school -0.016
(0.056)
Constant 0.192*** 0.246** 0.249**
(0.011) (0.123) (0.125)
Observations 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.006 0.090 0.090
Number of famID 681 681 681
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