Reply to Professor  J. Seater “A comment on “The new Growth Theories and their Empirics after twenty Years”

The comments of Professor Seater are remarkable and very welcome and I am very grateful for his interest in the paper. Firstly I would thank him for having read this long review providing comprehensive and helpful advices. He demonstrates considerable knowledge of the topic for having contributed to the new growth theories and for having attempted to spur the theory itself towards more sophisticated patterns. 
Secondly, I agree with his claim that the title of the paper is too ambitious to neglect some issues. The author of a paper, however, if from one side knows that excellent remarks and observations represent a first best situation for improving the work and make it more interesting to the readers, from the other side, is aware of the effort that has required to review such a ponderous empirical work. For this reason he/she tries to organise the framework around a specific issue and, by considering the enormous literature on the new growth theory, this is by itself a sizeable task. 
In my study the aim was to critically evaluate growth empirics in terms of robustness of coefficients of proximate and fundamental determinants of growth for the implications that such findings have for policy purposes. I can justify my choices of the arguments dealt in terms of capturing the interest of a vast stalls of people, included those that are not growth experts, trying to be rigorous but leaving aside more complex theoretical underpinnings that have not generated a comparable empirical literature.  The goal was to offer a  review of method and results of a large literature that should be helpful not for leading economists in the field but for students and economists of related sub-fields. It should be useful also to policy makers that must intervene to enhance growth in developing and developed countries and must decide their policy by choosing among an arbitrary number of more or less traditional growth determinants and institutional factors. Can the empirics of growth help us to discriminate among the main “theories” of endogenus growth?  The paper tries to contribute to this important question.
I thought that my research question was clear in establishing the boundaries of the studies surveyed. Perhaps, it is necessary to make more explicit what it includes and what excludes. Regarding the papers examined there is always an element of subjectivity in the choice even if one tries to follow objective criteria (i.e. the amount of research that a paper has generated).
After this long premise, I agree with many issues raised from Professor Seater. His remarks are very detailed and I wish to answer to some points raised that I am able to include in the present work.
1. The first point raised concerns the second generation models of growth that focus on the scale effects, I can review the Backus et al (1992) paper. It seems to me that the debate on this topic is mainly theoretical but I agree that in the last years there are some interesting empirical papers such as Laincz and Peretto (2006) that need to be discussed in the review. I will follow the bibliography suggested from prof. Seater to cover this part of the debate. 
2. The discussion of international issue is not complete. I agree with this claim. Previous drafts of this paper included not only the literature on international trade and growth but also 6 pages on money, finance and growth. The part on international trade, however, as it is known, deals more, even if not exclusively, with the direct impact on growth of trade policy more than on spillovers. Finally, I decided that the literature on these two issue was too vast to be compressed in few pages. The risk was that some referee would say that the analysis would have been superficial or elusive. Another reason for the decision to eliminate this part of the literature is that the empirical evidence is puzzling and still unconvincing. The positive association found between openness and growth until the ’90 seems less convincing in the successive years. The debate is very suggestive but comparison of results requires much attention since the papers differ either in the definitions of openness used (trade shares versus trade orientation policies) or in the econometric techniques used. The indication of Prof Seater, however, will be used to review this issue trying to do my best. The new paper of Coe, Helpman and Hoffmeister (2008) was not at my knowledge. I found it very interesting and I will add their results in the survey together with the findings by Alcalà and Ciccone (2004) Dollar and Kraay (2004) and Wacziarg and Welch (2003). However to deal with these papers would require also to review the study by Rodriguez and Rodrick (2001) that questions previous findings .
3. There is no mention of the” considerable” literature on skill biased technological progress. Prof. Seater suggests the paper of Acemoglu (JEL 2002). This paper is an excellent review on technological progress, inequality and growth and this theme is very difficult to re-review for two reason: (i) it goes out from my main topic and (ii) I do not think to have the ability to synthesise such a vast topic. The review of Acemoglu, however, should be included in the bibliography because is a big peace of evidence of the impact of technological progress on income distribution and the labour market. 
4. I am aware that recent versions of the new growth theories are not mentioned. This is a very recent wave of theoretical research that abounded in the last years (after I have written the paper). How Prof Seater says my work treats mainly with “first generation” endogenous growth models and their empirics. However, I will see and eventually include the works carefully suggested by prof. Seater at points 4 and 5 of his comments.
5. More specifically, following his indications, I find the theoretical literature on different forms of technological progress very appealing with important implications on the empirical debate on factor shares of reproducible and non reproducible factors. Even if I have only considered reproducible factors, the impact of technical progress on non reproducible factors and their eventual elimination is very interesting. The Rodriguez-Clare debate in the paper can be revised by considering these new findings (Peretto and Zeira 1998, Peretto e Seater 2008, Zuleta 2008). 
I hope that these inclusions will improve the paper that I will revise according to the valuable indications received.
