Reply to: “A Comment on Rosa Capolupo “The new Growth Theories and Their Empirics after Twenty Years”
I apologise for the delay with which I respond to the comments to my paper. I appreciated the effort of the commentator for having read the paper and making helpful and valuable comments. I thank him/her very much. I will try to take into account the suggestions offered to ameliorate the paper. 

The focus of my paper is endogenous growth theories and their relevant evidence as emerges from empirical studies on a specific topic: the statistical robustness of determinants of economic growth. What is the relevant evidence is not a subjective decision but originates by the contributions that each paper reviewed has generated in the last two decades.  From this evidence we wish to know whether or not for sustained growth is more important technological progress  (R&D or other determinants through which new technologies can be transferred) than factor accumulation. This is the organizing framework around which the review has been constructed.
The critical comments are the followings:

Section 2 Methodological critiques on growth empirics 

The commentator suggests to build up a discussion on regression models and their drawbacks. The paper is not silent on this issue.  I thought that traditional shortcomings from regressions were well known since have been discussed by leading economists in the field. In my view regression results are informative even if are subject to measurement and specification errors and often the specification itself is too oversimplified with respect to the true theoretical model The discussion on dynamic panel methods should be considered the obvious answer (I do not know how much successful) to solve the problems of causality and endogeneity of standard cross-section regression analyses. Criticisms to regression analysis are widespread but economic Journals are full of articles that use these methods to validate theoretical models of endogenous growth. Our objective was to review this evidence to see if it has improved our knowledge about growth and its determinants. The conclusion of the paper states that these researches have been very informative even if on some determinants of growth we do not have yet any convincing result. However, if one does not have valid alternatives his/her hope is that improvement in methods and data may help to ameliorate our understanding of the growth process. But this cannot be done by simply eliminating regression equations. 

The second suggestion is to eliminate the discussion on dynamic panel estimators. I really do not know if the discussion on the use of panel dynamic method is superfluous. It is true that recent econometric textbook include this method but I wander if students and other economists not in the field know properties of dynamic panel estimators and its use in growth datasets. If one wants to find good papers that use GMM DIFF and GMM SYS, and we exclude the paper by Bond Hoeffler and Temple (2001) who explain clearly how to use the method in growth analysis, it is hard to find other studies that do the same. Moreover, the cited scholars employ GMM to verify the Solow model but I do not know any other paper that discuss in an educational way the methodology in macromodels of endogenous growth. However if I have other indication that this part is redundant I do not have difficulties to omit it, as suggested. 

Section 3 Models and their empirical validation
The criticisms to this part of the survey are not very clear to me. It is said that one would prefer to read not only of the general results of a study but also the estimated coefficients, t statistics, sample characteristics  etc.. I do not believe that a survey should summarise the entire work. When a work is synthesised and  general results are reported it is implicitly stated that the coefficients of the variables under study (determinant of growth in my paper) are statistically robust and significant. If one wants more information should read the original paper. The main scope of a survey is to give the main insights of the paper reviewed hoping to stimulate the interest of the reader for further deepening. 
Regarding the subsection on R&D I followed the relevant literature. It is very likely that some important papers have not been reviewed. It generally happens and  comments  and suggestions on this are welcomed.  As regarding international spillovers 5 pages in the paper are dedicated to this issue. As said to Professor Seater ( by responding to the comments) I do include the papers suggested by him and eliminated in the current draft of the work. 
There are not relevant criticisms on Section 4 Evidence on public policy and institutions: 
Section 5 Conclusion

The suggestion is to strengthen the conclusion by indicating a more detailed agenda for future research. I will try to follow the suggestion.
