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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 whieey 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 maxglel
where we aim at identifying the impact of the noledel exerted by parents, exploiting different estpe of
sibling to parents’ example within the same hootkhOur long run results show that children areeno
likely to read and study when they live with pasetihat are used to read. Mothers seems to be more
important than fathers in this type of intergenieral transmission. Moreover, the short run analgsiows
that there is a pure imitation effect: in the déyh® survey children are more likely to read aftery saw
their parents reading.



1.Introduction

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

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 rthiesimission of norms related to woAtyarez and Miles
(2008) look atchildren’s attitude to women work and domestic $askile Dohmeret al. (2011) show how

parents transmit to their children risk and trustuaes.

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 Bogeal ., 2000; Fernande# al., 2004 Kawaguchi and Miyazaki, 2010).

In this paper we look at intergenerational transiois of the time devoted to an activity that isataliin the
production of human capital accumulation: the sioglyand reading activity. Reading is relevant fisr i
positive links with educational outcomes and subseat|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 Surizg02-2003) conducted by ISTAT. While most time use
surveys only consider one member of the houselaold,hardly children in primary school age, theidial
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 cas{f-15).

Looking at attitudes in doing activities that produthuman capital accumulation is probably morevesie
than looking only at intergenerational transmissidnQ, because behaviours are more matter of elkoic
than intelligence. Moreover, if compared to thensraission of education, intergenerational transomsef
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 trassion analysis is the objective measure of behawvie
look at, that is the time parents’ and childrenaleuo the activity, as opposed to research basexhswers

to qualitative questions such as the wilinesslte t&sk and to trust other people (Dohnetal., 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 buigliactivities in France, Germany and ltaly.

The intergeneration transmission of attitudes towastudying, reading and socializing activities ¢smn
explained by both cultural and educational transioisfrom parents to children (parents teach ttigidren
the importance of reading and studying and protheéen with books) and by imitating behaviours (ctdlu
see their parents to read and decide to read #s We latter channel is of particular intereggcs it entails
a direct influence parents may have on child's gnaxice formation through their role model, andpi¢rms

the scope for active policies aimed at promotingdyparents’ behaviours.

In this paper we extend Cardosbal. (2010) analysis by distinguishing between these mechanisms,
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 dfrgjb

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 to readglrun effect) and when they observe their pardotsg
this activity in the day of the survey (short runimitation effect). We also look separately to #féect of
mothers and fathers since past researches haverdhawveach parent can affect differently her ekitds
decisions and behaviour (Anger S. and Heineck @.Q2Ermish an Francesconi, 2002; Lourietral. 2006;
Bjorklundet al., 2006; Farréet 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 dhgly
activity of a child depends on whether the paranésused to read in the presence of their childrethis
long run analysis we insert variables at familyelevo 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’maddel effect from the transmission that arises fgemetic
and environmental unobserved factors at the holdbweel — including educational attitudes- tha¢ a
potentially associated with both parental and chkilddecisions to engage in human capital building
activities.

Then, taking advantage of the presence of siblinghe data, we improve upon the identificationttod
effect of parental time use on children time usaei@s and we identify the short run effect of imida using

a family fixed effect approach. In doing this wepkit the variation that occurs at siblings lewdifferent
children, for exogenous reasons, may have beensegpdifferently to parents’ reading activities het
survey day. This within family variation allows ts isolate the effect of imitation from the effeciSthe

household environment and education received flanparents, that are shared by sibling.



Our results show that children are more likelygad and study when they live with parents thatgesl to
read in their presence (long run effect): givenaating probability of about 20% that a child engagn the
reading and studying activity, we estimate an iaseeof about 10 percentage points when either paren
used to read in the presence of their childremet@entage points when we look at the mother’st lzdbine
and 5 percentage points when we lookhatfather. We therefore find a more relevant adléhe mother in
the intergenerational transmission of the readiaigith Moreover, with our short run analysis, wewshbe
existence of a pure imitation effect: in the daytle# survey children are more likely to read aftery saw
their parents reading, with a probability of readthat doublesThis seems to confirm the saying “a good

example is the best sermon”, since children imitladeobserved parents behaviours.

Generally speaking, our findings suggest that tie model played by parents is a channel througictwh
parental time use may affect children behaviour tamd allocation decisions, and thereafter futurideen
outcomes. This piece of research therefore carséilun the analysis of intergenerational transiors and
in particular on the analysis of the effects ofgmaing style and role. Are parents able to infleetieir
children preferences and choices? Do children tmiehat their parents do? Do therefore policiegetiad

to adults produce effects also on individuals eftiext generation and are, for that reason, maruf?

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 uaegables
are presented, while Section 4 examines the erapisitategy used. Results are discussed in Sebtion

Conclusions follow.

2. Background literature

There is a vast literature on intergenerationalgnaission and the research on this topic can hdathinto
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 transmis2b education and income (for a complete review se
Black and Devereux, 2010) shows that the positoreetation between parents’ and children is theltesf
both “nature” (genetic endowment), and choices better educated parents invest more on their remld
education. Moreover, better family environment argher quality of child/parents relationship in sebold

where parents are better educated, contributersispency of education and income across genegtion

The transmission of cognitive abilities from paseid children has been less investigated. Bretval.
(2010) and Anger and Heineck (2010) consider theetadion in test scores for a British and a German
sample respectively and find a strong transmisthan is largely explained by the investments traepts

do on their children. For the purpose of the presemdy, it is interesting to highlight that paremtith better
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reading skills are better able to help their cleildlearn to read at home with positive effects ondaluency

(see also Sénechal and LeFevre, 2002). The opp®sites for the transmission of math abilities.

The last stream of the literature focuses on thesmission of preferences, habits and attitude49i6
Robert Pollak discussed how preferences, espedinliye short run, are influenced by other's peqyst
consumption behaviours: individuals’ preferences such that they want to consume a given good when
they observe other people around them already aginguthat good. Waldkirclet al. (2004) analyse the
transmission of consumption preferences and bebtisjioBooth and Kee (2006) consider the
intergenerational cultural transmission of norngareing fertility, Jacksomt al. (1997) and Lourieret al.
(2006) look at smoking habits, Lindbeck and Nybg@06) at the intergenerational transmission ofnsor
related to work hard, while Wilhel®t al. (2008) study the intergenerational transmissiogesferosity and
Dohmenet al. (2010) discuss the transmission of risk and trastudes. All these works, that aim at
understanding how habits are transmitted and thexefhich policies may be put into action to proenot
“good” habits and attitudes and to reduce “bad”spffiad that parents’ influence their children greinces

with their parental role, educational choices aeldaviours.

The literature on the intergenerational transmisgibtime use preference and time allocation isaoelly
more scant and, as already mentioned, focuses omol@bour supply@el Bocaet al., 2000; Fernandeat
al., 2004 Kawaguchi and Miyazaki, 2010) and on domestic wiinke (Alvez and Miles, 2008)Only
Mullan (2010) andCardosoet al. (2010) study the time allocation of parents anifloén in human capital
accumulating activities. Due to data limitationheoof these studies is able to identify the purgaition
effect. In particular, Mullan (2010), using a timee dataset for UK, found a positive associatiamwéen
parents’ and children’s reading, in the age rangd 8 Cardosat al. (2010), investigate the association
between parents and children time allocations ené€e, Germany and ltaly. In their paper they use th
Multinational Time Use Study and they focus on temwlescents in the age range 15-19 allocate filér t
into three different activities (reading and stumdyi socialising and watching TV) and how this tiise
affected by parents’ time use decisions. By comsidechildren between 6 and 15 years of age, weetbee
extend their analysis to younger children. Theldtaldataset, in fact, is one of few Time Use dattsas
provides a time diary also for children older ttaee years. This allows us to study which actsitboth
parents and children do in the selected day, wihene perform these activities and which family memis
present. Moreover, compared to the harmonised etatased by Cardosat al. (2010), our dataset contains a
richer set information and a large sample of sgdiim the age range of interest that allow us ¢mfifly the

imitation effect.

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

and children. This problem has been solved in wifie ways: Loureircet al. (2006) and in Browret al.

5



(2010) use instrumental variables, Aletal. (2008), Blacket al.., 2005 and Holmlunét al. (2008) use diff

in diff estimation when changes and reforms oc@ither authors exploit datasets in which either $non
adopted children are present to use a fixed effiggtoach. The presence in a dataset of individhatsshare
the same genetic traits but that live in differkamilies (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 cimldse

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 gerieinsmission form the effects of

family environment.

In our dataset the number of twins is too small aedare not able to isolate the effect of natuoenfithe
effect of nurture. By exploiting the presence ofasge number of siblings, however, we are able to
disentangle, in our short run model, the effegburfe imitation from the overall effect of naturedamurture,
comparing the reading decisions of a child whodees her parents reading, with that of her brathsrster

not exposed to the same example from parents.

3. Data and sample selection

In order to spot the existence of intergeneratiara@hsmission 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 collectat.
members older than three years completed the tiamg dn a selected d&ylin each municipality covered by
the survey, households were divided into three gg@nd each group was asked to fill in the dadyydon a
different day: a weekday, Saturday or Sufdd&ur analysis is based on diaries completed batingl
weekdays and weekend days. The diary reports iibom on the time spent on a large number of tasks.

Activities are coded by the respondent as mairecoisdary activities

For our empirical analysis we selected a samplghivdiren in the age range 6-15, having at leastsilnleng

in the same age range and living in a householdavheth 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] #or
which not all parents or not all children in thdexant age range filled the diary. We also excludéd
children for which one or more variables used & ¢#tonometric analysis of Section 4 were missing. O

final sample consists of 1,447 children from 68liseholds.

% 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 at the childrerisithe
respondent that chooses which of the activiti¢besmain one and which is the secondary one.
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3.1. Time use variables definition and sample degptive 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 tovdea

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

We define the content of the reading activitiefolews:

» 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 include time autonomously spent by the childhiese activities (i.e. with no adult doing the
activity with her) and that is defined by the chélsl primary activity.

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

children or helping children in doing their homeWwaialking and reading to the children. The above

mentioned activities are included when declareti bsta primary or secondary ones.

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

Table 1 reports the basic description of the atiocaof time to reading and studying activities anr
sample. Looking at participation rates, we obseaveut 34% of the mothers and 30% of the fatheraged)
in the reading activity under the eyes of theitdrein in the sampled day, and the percentage @drehi that
readis 30%. This low percentage is certainly affectgdhe fact that 24% of our children spent in the/ey
day more than 5 hours in school and we excludedimgaand studying activities done at schods a
consequence, the corresponding observed average &re very low, especially for the parents (ald@ut

minutes for mothers and 10 for fathérs)

Descriptive statistics reveal the association betwgarents’ and children use of time: Table 2aut,fshows
that children have twice the probability of readihgt least one of the parents reads in theirgres. This is
true also when we disaggregate by birth order withe sample. The effect seems stronger for mothars

for fathers.

®If children spend many hours at school they ass ldely to see their parents reading.
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Table 1

Table 2

Reading and Studying activity

Time allocated — Minutes
Child | Mother*| Father*| Mother
or father*
Mean| 29,8 12,1 9,9 16,8
Sd| (56.90)| (27.40) | (22.65) (29.83)
Median| 0 0 0 0
Obs| 1447 | 1447 1447| 1447
Participation rates
Child | Mother*| Father*| Mother
or father*
Mean| 0.30 0.34 029 0.47
Sd| (0.46) | (0.48) | (0.45)| (0.50)
Median| O 0 0 0
Obs| 1447 | 1447 1447| 1447

* in the presence of one of their children

Child reading probability conditional on parental reading in their presence
Overall
Mother Father Parent
Not reading Readind Not reading Readind Not reading Reading Total
Child does notregd 708 306 747 267 583 432 1014
%| 74,6% 61,5% 72,3% 64,5% 76,7% 62,1% 70{1%
Child read 241 192 286 147 177 256 43B
%| 25,4% 38,6% 27,7% 35,5% 23,3% 37,394 29,9%
Obs 949 498 1033 414 760 687 1447
First child
Child does notregd 308 118 315 111 254 171 426
%| 68,6% 50,9% 65,0% 56,6% 70,6% 53,3% 62[6%
Child read 141 114 170 85 106 150 25p
%| 31,4% 49,1% 35,1% 43,4% 29,4% 46,79 37,4%
Obs 449 232 485 196 360 321 68[L
Second child
Child does notread 356 160 377 139 293 224 51p
%[ 79,3% 69,0% 77,7% 70,9% 81,4% 69,8% 75[(8%
Child read 93 72 108 57 67 97 165
%| 20,7% 31,0% 22,3% 29,1% 18,6% 30,294 24,2%
Obs 449 232 485 196 360 321 68[L




Table 3 shows parents’ probability of reading byieadional level. Education is certainly an impottan
variable in explaining reading habits, and in faet data show that more educated parents read Better
educated parents teach their children the impoetaficeading and studying and provide them withkisoo
By inserting parents’ education in our long run éropl analysis we control for this effect, whilattwthe
short run analysis we underline the role of im@tatthat can become more relevant for children \ath

educated parents.

Table 3
Parents’ reading probability in the presence of cHdren by education

Mother education Father education Obs | Mother readig | Father reading
Compulsory school Compulsory school 640 28,3% 22,8%
High school 145 29,0% 43,4%
University 10 40,0% 20,0%
High school Compulsory school 15p 28,3% 21,1%
High school 335 43,3% 28,4%
University 64 46,9% 45,3%
University Compulsory school 7 71,4% 28,6%
High school 48 47,9% 54,2%
University 46 54,3% 41,3%

In Appendix 1 the summary statistics of the vaeablised in the empirical analysis are showed. Bie 6
families considered have on average 4.56 memberatiicular, we have 434 families with two childnan
the relevant age range and 247 families where tregore children in the relevant age range arsgmie

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 tehtollars, 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

The large proportion of zero values in the relevme use variables highlighted in the previoustieac
rules out any meaningful modeling of the amounticidd to the reading and studying activity (thioug
either tobit, or double hurdle specifications). Dioethis feature, we chose as relevant measurinef the
participation to the reading and studying actiiy the presence of the children as far as parards

concerned). In doing so, we also hope to mitigagasurement error problems that typically affectrydia
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based time use information, since the observedcjamtion decision is likely to be a more reliabheasure

of the underlying behavior, compared to the exauunt of time spent.

We follow two fundamental approaches to estimati@n:“long run” model, consisting of OLS
intergenerational type regressions for the readiafit, and “short run” household fixed effect maxlel
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 ittdiéar the participation of the chilidof

household into reading and studying activities, selgild _rs,

; on a measure of reading habit at the family

level capturing whether the child is used or nosé¢e their parents reading. Therefore, we takeawsat
regressor a variable, sgyarent_rs, , indicating if the parent has been observed repuithe sampled day
by any of the children of househqgldarguing that this captures the family habit.

We look at parents jointly and also to mother aattidr role separately, and wstimate three specifications

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

of their children,(m+ f)_rs;, which denotes participation of either the motberthe father; b) mother

participation,m.rs; ; c) father participationf_rs1j .

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

characteristics of the child/ ), and of the household.

The intergenerational regressiare estimated with pooled linear probability madel

child _rs; = B, + Bparent_rs; + B,Z; + B, X, +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 schoathidle/high school) since in terms of differences in time use andsthabits
the major change comes from the transition froomary 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 theldiage indicator. The gender dumigiyl capture possible
systematic differences in time use habits linkethtogender of the child. Moreover, we interaatith the
parents reading and studying time, in order to accountdifferences in the transmission of time use habits
from parents to children related to the sex ofdhiéd (the literature emphasizes the relation betwgarents
and same sex children). We also control for théddbirth order inserting the dummiegrth order: second
andbirth order: third.

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

guadratic term); and education, distinguished an®ygars of schooling (reference group), lower mpear
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secondary schooling (2 to 5 year of secondary euundafather (mother) high school, some university
degree (2 or more years)ather (mother) college. A further set of dummies captures heterogendity i
preferences for work and possibly income acrossilisn considering information about parents’
occupational status, profession and working hietorThese armother always housewife, that isolates the
effect of living in a household where the mothevareworked, 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 theatiot
number of components in the household, adults and children. Moreovee gontrol for systematic
differences across different Italian regions, duditferent unemployment rates, labour market cioos,
childcare availability and living costs faced byukeholds (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 comghe diary in different days,
andtime diary completed during the summer that is household specific (since the month ofititerview 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 speré time in physical activities outdoor. Therefait

is likely that they read and study less and they tire less exposed to the reading example byphesnts.

In the short run approach, since we want to measure the imitatiéecefwe only consider the child’s

reading episodes that occurred after having semipdinents reading. The dependent variable is treref
binary measure, saghild _rs_im; indicating whether the child participates to teading activity. For
children who observe their parent to read we msthie observational period from the first time wttae

parent has been seen reading to the end of thefataghildren whose parents did not read at alihair

presence, we look at the participation into reaiotyity during the whole day.

The core of our short run empirical strategy faritification is to exploit repeated observationssimings
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 because gjblimay have seen or not their

parents reading in the survey day, and, given ittedd fweekly scheduling of children engagementshis t
age range, this difference in exposure to treatnmerthe survey day is likely to be either random or

exogenous to the child’s reading decision in ttasf.d

Our short run model is a household fixed effecdinprobability model:

" We investigate to what extent the time spent améndy each child depends by her own preferencesrdxy for
child’s preferences we constructed three indicabdrshild’s preferences over engaging in physigainental activities
and on spending time outdoors. We did not find aigyificant correlation between time spent at hand child’s
preferences after controlling for child’s and fayméharacteristics. Analytical results are showAppendix 3.
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child _rs_im; =y, +yparent_rs; +),Z, + i, +¢;

Within this estimation approach all the observakigressors that are invariant within the family () are

swept out, but the intergenerational param¢tecaptures the imitation effect (the parents’ exanp{ can
be estimated net of the whole set of unobservabigocinders at the family levels( ). These include

unobserved environmental and genetic factors,itiflaence both the parents and children prefereoeard
the reading activity as well as the educationalsage towards the importance of the reading actthiay
parents transmit to their kids (the parents sermdinjs well known that child specific unobserved
heterogeneity is not eliminated through a fixeceetffapproach and can still be a source of biagher
parameter of interest. In the literature on chitdduction function (see Todd and Wolpin, 2007, agon
others) where the interest lies in estimating ttiece of parental investment on the child’'s outcoritdnas
been emphasized that child specific unobservedtyalidl a potential source of bias since parentshmig
choose to invest more on kids with lower (unovseénability, and thereafter lower previous outconias,
order to compensate for their disadvantage. Inflamework this criticism is less likely to applynse we
look at the time allocation of parents into activihat are not directly targeted to children, ahdtt
therefore, are not an input measure that is likelyeact to unobserved child characteristics, ds ageto

previous children outcomes.

In Table 4 we cross-tabulate the observed readitigts of the children by treated and control goowhere
the first group is composed by children who havseoled the parent reading activity, while the sddon
children who have not observed the same activityg dstimated probability that the child reads iases by
about 50% (rising from 21% to 30%) for a kid whagpans to observe either parents, and the pattemsse
to be arising from observation of the mother: wkiea child see the mother reading her probabilityetad

almost doubled (rising from 24% to 44%). On thetcamy, no effect seems to emerge for fathers.

12



Table 4

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

Mother
Not reading Reading Obs
Child does notredd 807 210 |1.017
% 75,1 56,3 | 70,3
Child read 267 163 | 430
% 24,9 43,7 | 29,7
Obs 1.074 373 | 1.447
Father
Child does notread 840 236 | 1.076
% 74,0 75,6 | 74,4
Child read 295 76 371
% 26,0 24,4 | 25,6
Obs 1.335 312 | 1.447
Parents
Child does notread 731 359 |1.090
% 79,4 68,3 | 75,3
Child read 190 167 | 357
% 20,6 31,8 | 24,7
Obs 921 526 |1.447

Tables 5 displays some evidence about the existehedgthin family variability on which we base our
identification strategy for the short run model.this table we report the number of cases (indfsiu
belonging to families in which we observe at le@s variation across components for the readingiigct
More precisely, looking at the upper part of theldawe have 241 cases (families) where we haveirwit
sibling variation in the exposure to reading exafpbm the mother, 204 cases of variation in exposol
reading from father, and 315 from either parentsfa as children are concerned, we observe 45sdas
families where one of the siblings reads afterrtiwher, while another of the siblings does not, 88des
with sibling variation after the father and 382eafeither parents. Notice that among the above iorerd
cases of useful variations on the right hand sideare left with variability on the left hand side shown in
the bottom part of Table 5, where we count thendsoorresponding to within family variation of batdult

reading and child reading.
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Table 5. Within family variability (individuals)

Adult reading

Mother| Father| Mother or
father
Obs 241 | 204| 315
% 16,65 | 14,09 21,77
Number of obs 1447 144y 1447
Child reading after
Mother| Father| Mother or
father
Obs 451 | 384| 382
% 31,17 | 26,53 26,39
Number of obs 1447 144y 1447

Adult reading and child reading after

Mother| Father| Mother or
father
Obs 112 56 116
% 46,47 | 27,45 36,83
Number of obs 241 204 315

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 while the tean for the
mother is very similar to that of Table 4, indicafithat the subsample is representative of thanatig
sample of size 1447, for the father now a vergdadifference emerges between treated and comtvapg
We interpret this finding as evidence that the ferris a selected subsample, i.e. children for wiieh

father is observed reading by one of the siblimys @ot by the others are systematically diffefemin the

children entering our original sample.
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Table 6. Within family variability (individuals) in relevant subsamples

Mother
Not reading Reading Obs
Child doesn't read 99 66 165
% 79,2 59,6 | 68,5
Child read 26 50 76
% 20,8 43,1 | 31,5
Obs 125 116 | 241
Father
Child doesn't reald 93 75 [1.076
% 91,2 73,5 | 74,4
Child read 9 27 371
% 8,8 26,5 | 25,6
Obs 102 102 | 204
Parents
Child doesn't reald 147 105 (1.090
% 91,3 68,2 | 75,3
Child read 14 49 357
% 8,7 31,8 | 24,7
Obs 161 154 | 315

5. Results

We report in the following Tables 7 to 9 the estiadacoefficients of main interest. Full estimati@sults

are displayed in Appendix 2.

In Table 7 we display OLS estimation results fa kbng run model, where the intergenerational caefit
captures the association between parents’ andrehilahbit to read. We look at three separate spatidns
having as crucial regressor respectively a) arcatdr for the cumulative parents’ time (i.e. eithier father
or the mother engages into the reading activitihenpresence of any children), b) the mother timig o)
the father time only. For each of these three §ipations we start by estimating raw correlationghaut
inserting any controls (first column), then we cibiod to child’s characteristicX (second column) and,
finally, we extend the specification to the whod ef child and family characteristi@s, the interactions of

parental time with child gender and child age, #edtype of sampled day dummies (third column).

Starting with the parents’ results in the uppet pathe table, in column 1 the intergeneratior@elation

is estimated without controlling for any concomtitdactor and it reveals that the probability thae child
reads -predicted to be around 23% for children wdbonot observe their parents reading- significantly
increases of about 14 percentage points when tildrerin observe their parents to engage in the ngadi

activity. In column 2 we added controls for child:haracteristics. The intergenerational transmmssio
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variable has a small decrease and remains signifitde also observe a strong positive age effedhen
reading probability, with kids in middle or highhsmol age displaying a reading probability whiclivigce as
much the reading probability of kids in primanheol age, regardless the parents’ reading behawdhe
following column 3, the intergenerational coeffities purged out from an extended set of controlthe
family level, and it is cut down to about 10 pertegye points. Notice that the intergenerational foteht
keeps statistically significant and sizeable, sitheeestimated probability that a child engagethéreading
activity in the absence of the example of theirepés is estimated to be about 18% (implying a iredat
increase in the reading probability of the kid afp 50%). Finally, column 4 testifies that we didtn
succeed in our attempt to identify separate effet{sarental influence according to the child’'s agel the
child’s gender, since in the presence of the cpmeding interaction terms all the intergenerational

coefficients loose their statistical significance.

Looking at mother and father separately, in thereémand lower part of Table 7 respectively, we evlis
that the intergenerational parameter for the moithemiformly much higher than that of the fatheraill
specifications. In column 3, the mother's coeffities double with respect to father's one (10 petage
points vs 5). The greater importance of mothezatf€ompared to father effect is in line with redamding
in intergenerational transmission of 1Q (Anger &telneck, 2010) and confirms the results of Cardesb.
(2010).

We also performed a robustness check aimed ategiif the observation of the reading activitypafrents
is not masking the effect of time spent at hometh®y kids. From these estimation results, contained
column 5 of Table A.1-A.3 in Appendix 2, it can beticed that the intergenerational coefficient leep

unchanged with the inclusion of this further coiudiing variable.

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

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

Within the short run identification strategy, wekoat the child specific experience in the obseovadf the
reading activity of parents, rather than at thedireg habit of the latter, and at the child’s beba\at the
same time or after observing the parents (imitaltielgavior). The intergenerational coefficient cagsunow
the effect of the parent’'s example and, within mila fixed effect approach, this is causal as far a
unobservable differences between siblings are ate@lto their difference in exposure to parentadieg

example

Table 8 shows that the imitation effect is sigrafitand of considerable magnitude for all threeifipation
considered. Let's take column 2 as the preferregtiipation, since again interactions of pareniiaet

variable with child’'s age and gender proves nobeosignificant. Having observed either parent negdi
16



makes a child about three times more likely to egegaerself into the same activity either
contemporaneously or afterword. The direct imitatdd the mother alone leads to a probability thatchild
reads that is double with respect to children sieoving their mothers reading. It is interestiogdlate this
family fixed effect coefficients with its OLS cowparts displayed in Table A5 in Appendix 2, whish
similar in magnitude when estimated both on thellfaRE sample (241 children) and on the originahp&e
(1447 children). This comparison suggests on the side that unobserved heterogeneity is not a major
source of bias in this short run setting and thatRE and original samples are not systematicéfigrdnt (a
pattern that was already spotted in the previooiag. Coming to the father’s result, his diregtitation
leads again to a doubling in the probability ofdieg. However, in Table A6 we find a confirmatidrat the
FE subsample for father (204 children exposed wdiffgty to father’'s reading example) is stronglyesétd,
since OLS estimates on the FE sample and on tlggnakione diverge largely from each other. As a

conseguence, the father’s finding should be inetear with great caution.

In Table 9 we present a set of results we deriveed abustness check to corroborate our findinghen
existence of an the imitation effect. The strategyadopt here is much more stringent since we figiat in
time (4 pm) before which the parents can be obsdsyeheir children reading or not, while the behawd
children is observed after 3 pm (i.e. we allow\attioverlapping for one hour span). Not surpriginghe
number of useful cases for estimation is now doite so that we can not identify separate effeas] only
estimate the first specification, spotting a sigpaifit imitation effect directed to either paremtading to a

100% increase of the probability that the childaayes in the reading activity.
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Table 7

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

Child variable:  child rs (=1 if child engages in reading or studying actiyit

Parent variables: parents rs (=1 if any parent observed reading by any chigren
mother_rs (=1 if mother observed readiny by any children)
father rs (=1 if father observe reading by any children)

VARIABLES (1) (2) 3 (4)
Raw corr Child Family Inter
Reference Prob(child_rs= 1)* 0,232 0,159 0,176 0,184
parents rs 0.140 0.127 0.100 0.076
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.052)
middle and high school 0.153 0.146 0.127
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
parents_rs* middle/high school 0.040
(0.382)
parents rs*girl 0.007
(0.878)
Reference Prob(child_rs=1) 0,24 0,18 0,18 0,18
mother_rs 0.132 0.123  0.099 0.045
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.296)
middle and high school 0.154  0.138 0.126
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
mother_rs* middle/high school 0.030
(0.544)
mother_rs*girl 0.078
(0.131)
Reference Prob(child rs=1) 0,277 0,199 0,208 0,209
father_rs 0.078 0.066  0.045 0.058
(0.012) (0.035) (0.165) (0.209)
middle and high school 0.156 0.151 0.146
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
father_rs*middle/high school 0.017
(0.7412)
father_rs*girl -0.048
(0.366)
"This is the sample average estimated probabilityfgoung child conditional to
parents 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 alv@ieg 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 0.228 0.218 0.220
(0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)
middle/ high school 0.103 0.106
(0.002) (0.004)
parents rs_im*middle/high school -0.010
(0.846)
parents rs im*qirl 0.006
(0.903)
Reference Prob(child_rs_im=1)’ 0,24 0,18 0,18
mother_rs im 0.206 0.195 0.181
(0.001) (0.001) (0.021)
middle and high school 0.134 0.124
(0.000)  (0.001)
mother_rs_im*middle/high school 0.044
(0.481)
mother_rs im*girl -0.018
(0.793)
Reference Prob(child_rs_im=1)’ 0,21 0,15 0,15
father_rs im 0.197 0.183 0.201
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
middle/high school 0.135 0.135
(0.000)  (0.000)
father_rs im*middle/high school 0.009
(0.863)
father_rs im*qirl -0.051
(0.377)

"This is the sample average estimated probabilityfgoung child conditional tparents rs_im=0
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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)pm
Child specific parent variablegiarents rs (=1 if any parent is observed reading by the chdtbre 4 pm)

VARIABLES FE raw FE child
Reference Prob(child_rs_im=1)° 0,186 0,119
parents rs im 0.116 0.122
(0.021) (0.015)
middle/high school 0.128
(0.000)

"This is the sample average estimated probabilityfgoung child
conditional toparents rs=0

Conclusions

We exploit the household multimember Italian tinge ulataset to learn about intergenerational tressgm

of preferences for human capital building actiwtigich as reading and studying between parentthaird
kids in the age range 6-15. In particular, we itigage if children are more likely to allocate tine
studying and reading activities when they liveamflies where they observe their parents to reaay(fun
effect) and when they observe their parents ddiigyactivity in the day of the survey (short runiraitation
effect). Indeed, with our empirical strategy, wenaat measuring both the general long run effect of

education and transmission of attitudes and the imitation effect in the short run.

Overall, our long run results show that there isiatergenerational positive association in thalireg habit,
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
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 5 percentage paineén we look athe father.

Within the short run identification strategy, th&timated intergenerational coefficient capturesetiect of
the parent's example, and we find evidence ofura jimitation effect: in the day of the survey dhéin are
more likely to read after they saw their parentadieg, with a probability that doubles in all our
specification i.e. for the example of either parents, mother alonefatiger alone). The short run results rely

on a family fixed effect approach and thereforeediangle the parents’ example (experienced diffgren
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from siblings of the same family in the survey dégm the parents’ sermon (the unobserved edudtion

attitude shared by sibling living in the same fgngihvironment).

Since children imitate the observed parents bekasjove corroborate the saying “a good exampldas t
best sermon” and conclude that the role model pldgeparents is a channel through which parenta ti

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

Our results confirm previous findings on the rele@ of intergeneration transmission of prefereraoes$
attitudes that can be important for targeting huraypital accumulation policies. If parents influengith
their behaviour children’s actions, more attentstiould be put on adults’ habitSducational and training

programs targeted to older individuals may theefmoduce positive spillovers.
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Appendix 1

Summary statistics

Variables Mean SD
Child reading and studying 0,30 0,46
Mother reading and studying 0,34 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
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
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 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

Table Al. Linear probability model, OLS results (lang run). Parents

VARIABLES (2) (2) 3) 4) (5)
Raw corr Child Family Inter Time at home
parents_rs 0.140 0.127 0.100 0.076 0.067
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)(0.052) (0.084)
Middle and high school 0.153 0.146 0.127 0.129
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Girl 0.041 0.042 0.038 0.033
(0.088) (0.081) (0.228) (0.288)
Birth order: second -0.020 -0.026-0.025 -0.025
(0.434) (0.319) (0.337) (0.341)
Birth order: third or more -0.076  -0.103-0.102 -0.102
(0.053) (0.022) (0.024) (0.023)
Time diary compiled in the summer -0.057 -0.0510.051 -0.058
(0.088) (0.114) (0.116) (0.073)
Time diary compiled in the weekend -0.013 -0.0210.021 -0.029
(0.641) (0.442) (0.454) (0.285)
Mother age 0.055 0.056 0.049
(0.077) (0.072) (0.125)
Mother age squared -0.001-0.001 -0.001
(0.126) (0.119) (0.191)
Mother high school -0.033 -0.033 -0.032
(0.361) (0.363) (0.375)
Mother college 0.000 0.001 0.003
(0.994) (0.983) (0.957)
Mother always housewife -0.103-0.103 -0.106
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Mother full time -0.088 -0.088 -0.082
(0.015) (0.016) (0.022)
Father age 0.069 0.069 0.072
(0.010) (0.010) (0.008)
Father age squared -0.001-0.001 -0.001
(0.007) (0.007) (0.005)
Father high school 0.033 0.033 0.036
(0.353) (0.354) (0.309)
Father college 0.052 0.051 0.048
(0.422) (0.430) (0.460)
Father unemployed -0.049-0.050 -0.053
(0.414) (0.404) (0.380)
Father white collar 0.096  0.097 0.098
(0.110) (0.107) (0.096)
Father self employed 0.027  0.027 0.025
(0.590) (0.587) (0.623)
Number of family components 0.012 0.013 0.007
(0.402) (0.388) (0.636)
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Center -0.026 -0.026 -0.020
(0.542) (0.540) (0.638)
South 0.021  0.020 0.022
(0.522) (0.530) (0.494)
Child's time at home 0.040 0.039
(0.382) (0.388)
parents_rs*middle/high school 0.007 0.000
(0.878) (2.000)
parents_rs*Girl 0.000
(0.000)
Constant 0.233 0.179 -2.555-2.561 -2.600
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)(0.000) (0.000)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.023 0.064 0.099 0.100 0.110
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Table A2. Linear probability model, OLS results (Ilang run). Mother

VARIABLES (2) (2) 3) 4) (5)
Raw corr Child Family Inter Time at home
mother_rs 0.132 0.123 0.099 0.045 0.041
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001)(0.296) (0.334)
Middle and high school 0.154 0.138 0.126 0.127
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Girl 0.039 0.037 0.010 0.004
(0.110) (0.123) (0.739) (0.886)
Birth order: second -0.021  -0.032-0.033 -0.033
(0.421) (0.217) (0.203) (0.209)
Birth order: third or more -0.082 -0.117-0.118 -0.117
(0.039) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Time diary compiled in the summer -0.063 -0.0580.059 -0.066
(0.056) (0.074) (0.069) (0.044)
Time diary compiled in the weekend -0.017 -0.0230.022 -0.030
(0.545) (0.419) (0.438) (0.283)
Mother age 0.092 0.093 0.087
(0.001) (0.001) (0.003)
Mother age squared -0.001-0.001 -0.001
(0.003) (0.003) (0.007)
Mother high school -0.001 0.001 0.002
(0.961) (0.985) (0.939)
Mother college 0.053 0.056 0.057
(0.382) (0.355) (0.351)
Mother always housewife -0.097-0.096 -0.099
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004)
Mother full time -0.084 -0.084 -0.079
(0.023) (0.022) (0.030)
Number of family components 0.0112 0.011 0.005
(0.474) (0.460) (0.730)
Center -0.030 -0.028 -0.022
(0.482) (0.514) (0.609)
South 0.017 0.017 0.018
(0.601) (0.598) (0.575)
mother_rs*Middle/high school 0.030 0.032
(0.544) (0.524)
mother_rs*Girl 0.078 0.069
(0.131) (0.176)
Child's time at home 0.000
(0.000)
Constant 0.254 0.202 -1.752-1.749 -1.750
(0.000) (0.000) (0.002)(0.002) (0.003)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.019 0.062 0.086 0.087 0.099
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Table A3. Linear probability model, OLS results (lang run). Father

VARIABLES (1) (2 3 4 (5)
Raw corr Child Family Inter Time at home
father_rs 0.078 0.066 0.045 0.058 0.050
(0.012) (0.035) (0.165)(0.209) (0.277)
Middle and high school 0.156 0.151 0.146 0.149
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Girl 0.044 0.045 0.058 0.050
(0.072) (0.063) (0.041) (0.077)
Birth order: second -0.020 -0.023-0.023 -0.023
(0.440) (0.377) (0.390) (0.385)
Birth order: third or more -0.074 -0.098-0.097 -0.098
(0.058) (0.029) (0.030) (0.028)
Time diary compiled in the summer -0.071 -0.0650.065 -0.072
(0.033) (0.048) (0.050) (0.029)
Time diary compiled in the weekend -0.019 -0.0210.022 -0.031
(0.499) (0.445) (0.441) (0.269)
Father age 0.095 0.096 0.096
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Father age squared -0.001-0.001 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Father high school 0.031 0.030 0.034
(0.327) (0.347) (0.281)
Father college 0.071  0.070 0.067
(0.257) (0.263) (0.288)
Father unemployed -0.052-0.055 -0.055
(0.374) (0.354) (0.352)
Father white collar 0.099 0.101 0.103
(0.111) (0.105) (0.091)
Father self employed 0.035 0.034 0.033
(0.479) (0.484) (0.505)
Number of family components 0.016 0.016 0.009
(0.293) (0.292) (0.571)
Center -0.016 -0.016 -0.012
(0.717) (0.714) (0.786)
South -0.012 -0.011 -0.010
(0.710) (0.734) (0.756)
Child's time at home 0.000
(0.000)
father_rs*middle/high school 0.017 0.013
(0.741) (0.810)
father_rs*Girl -0.048 -0.052
(0.366) (0.319)
Constant 0.277 0.225 -2.022-2.036 -2.178
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001)(0.001) (0.000)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.006 0.050 0.073 0.073 0.087
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Table A4. Family fixed effects results (short run)Parents

VARIABLES (2) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
OLS FE Time at
FEraw FEchild inter OLS sel samFE inter home
Reference Prob(child _rs im=1) 0,16 0,11 0,15 0,11 0,12
parents_rs_im 0.228 0.218 0.096 0.215 0.219 0.191
(0.000) (0.000) (0.017) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001)
Middle and high school 0.100 0.115 -0.012 0.103 100.
(0.002) (0.000) (0.843) (0.005) (0.006)
Girl 0.009 0.040 -0.003 0.007 -0.003
(0.728) (0.151) (0.938) (0.838) (0.925)
Birth order: second -0.042 -0.022 -0.105 -0.042 .0408
(0.087) (0.360) (0.072) (0.087) (0.080)
Birth order: third or more -0.136 -0.068 -0.089 136 -0.143
(0.007) (0.065) (0.225) (0.007) (0.004)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend 0.043 0.012 0.056 0.044 0.042
(0.721) (0.668) (0.216) (0.717) (0.730)
parents_rs_im*middle/high school 0.009 0.097 03@.0 -0.006
(0.850) (0.264) (0.894) (0.907)
parents_rs_im*Girl 0.004 -0.057 0.006 0.009
(0.942) (0.541) (0.905) (0.872)
Child's time at home 0.000
(0.004)
Constant 0.164 0.123 0.143 0.118 0.122 -0.048
(0.000) (0.128) (0.000) (0.075) (0.136) (0.636)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 315 1447 1447
R-squared 0.043 0.114 0.044 0.114 0.114 0.125
Number of famID 681 681 681 681
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Table A5. Family fixed effects results (short run)Mother

VARIABLES (D) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
OoLs FE Time at
FEraw FE child inter OLS sel samFE inter home
Reference Prob(child_rs im=1) 0,24 0,18 0,18 0,17 0,18 0,19
mother_rs_im 0.206 0.196 0.149 0.290 0.183 0.150
(0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.020) (0.053)
Middle and high school 0.134 0.139 0.101 0.122 19.1
(0.000) (0.000) (0.259) (0.001) (0.002)
Girl 0.017 0.027 0.135 0.021 0.008
(0.540) (0.317) (0.096) (0.500) (0.798)
Birth order: second -0.036 -0.021 -0.074 -0.035 .030
(0.195) (0.411) (0.364) (0.201) (0.172)
Birth order: third or more -0.156 -0.090 -0.084 188 -0.168
(0.005) (0.020) (0.396) (0.004) (0.002)
Time diary compiled in the weekend -0.069 -0.019 .040 -0.068 -0.078
(0.739) (0.496) (0.462) (0.745) (0.693)
mother_rs_im*middle/high school 0.031 0.018 0.047 0.049
(0.579) (0.882) (0.454) (0.432)
mother_rs_im*Girl 0.025 -0.180 -0.021 -0.018
(0.679) (0.168) (0.749) (0.791)
Child's time at home 0.001
(0.000)
Constant 0.244 0.249 0.199 0.123 0.252 0.020
(0.000) (0.058) (0.000) (0.193) (0.058) (0.883)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 241 1447 1447
R-squared 0.023 0.112 0.071 0.099 0.113 0.131
Number of famID 681 681 681 681
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Table A6. Family fixed effects results (short run)Father

VARIABLES () (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
oLs FE Time at
FEraw FE child inter OLS sel samFE inter home
Reference Prob(child _rs im=1) 0,21 0,15 0,19 0,14 0,15 0,15
father_rs_im 0.197 0.182 -0.013 0.074 0.198 0.162
(0.000) (0.000) (0.773) (0.364) (0.002) (0.012)
Middle and high school 0.135 0.141 -0.119 0.133 130.
(0.000) (0.000) (0.233) (0.000) (0.000)
Girl 0.023 0.056 -0.040 0.033 0.021
(0.375) (0.038) (0.454) (0.271) (0.467)
Birth order: second -0.030 -0.015 -0.152 -0.029 .030
(0.255) (0.557) (0.054) (0.264) (0.233)
Birth order: third or more -0.116 -0.072 -0.195 145 -0.124
(0.021) (0.053) (0.059) (0.023) (0.013)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.069 0.005 0.086 -0.075 -0.080
(0.682) (0.867) (0.142) (0.652) (0.623)
father_rs_im*middle/high school 0.015 0.179 0.012 0.014
(0.767) (0.132) (0.825) (0.805)
father_rs_im*Girl -0.052 0.027 -0.049 -0.043
(0.357) (0.801) (0.397) (0.452)
Child's time at home 0.000
(0.002)
Constant 0.214 0.208 0.176 0.204 0.207 0.030
(0.000) (0.055) (0.000) (0.031) (0.055) (0.798)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 204 1447 1447
R-squared 0.021 0.109 0.039 0.107 0.110 0.122
Number of famID 681 681 681 681
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Table A7. Family fixed effects results (short runalternative strategy).Parents

1) (2) ) (4)
FE Time at
VARIABLES FE raw OLS child FE child home
Reference Prob(child _rs im=1) 0,186 0,129 0,119 0,13
parents_rs_im 0.116 0.073 0.122 0.080
(0.021) (0.013) (0.015) (0.112)
Middle and high school 0.130 0.128 0.125
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Girl 0.033 0.017 0.006
(0.134) (0.538) (0.835)
Birth order: second -0.032 -0.045 -0.046
(0.178) (0.093) (0.081)
Birth order: third or more -0.057 -0.112 -0.122
(0.098) (0.040) (0.023)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend -0.078 -0.062 -0.068
(0.002) (0.724) (0.697)
Time spent at home 0.001
(0.000)
Constant 0.187 0.184 0.185 -0.039
(0.000) (0.000) (0.101) (0.749)
Observations 1447 1447 1447 1447
R-squared 0.008 0.050 0.090 0.107
Number of famID 681 681 681
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Appendix 3

Time at home

1) (2) 3)
VARIABLES Raw Child Family
mental activities 12.308 10.113 22.17%9
(0.578) (0.611) (0.274
outdoor 23.391 23.798 26.401
(0.658) (0.633) (0.522
sport -22.347  -4.313 6.472
(0.712) (0.937) (0.893
Middle and high school 4.269 -3.218
(0.663) (0.745)
Girl 27.369 26.939
(0.001) (0.001)
Birth order: second 4.802 -1.01y
(0.504) (0.888)
Birth order: third or more 33.874 0.443
(0.012) (0.975)
Time diary compiled in the
summer 20.011  18.906
(0.138) (0.155)
Time diary compiled in the
weekend 24.621  25.269
(0.016) (0.012)
Number of family components 24.245
(0.000)
Center -13.617
(0.451)
South -1.904
(0.876)
Constant 461.910 421.002 325.242
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000
Observations 1439 1439 1439
R-squared 0.001 0.024 0.039
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