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Abstract

An important class of structural models studies the determinants of skill formation and the
optimal timing of interventions. In this paper, I provide new identification results for these
models and investigate the effects of seemingly innocuous scale and location restrictions on
parameters of interest. To do so, I first characterize the identified set of all parameters
without these additional restrictions and show that important policy-relevant parameters
are point identified under weaker assumptions than commonly used in the literature. The
implications of imposing standard scale and location restrictions depend on how the model
is specified, but they generally impact the interpretation of parameters and can affect coun-
terfactuals. Importantly, with the popular CES production function, commonly used scale
restrictions are overidentifying and lead to biased estimators. Consequently, simply changing
the units of measurements of observed variables might yield ineffective investment strate-
gies and misleading policy recommendations. I show how existing estimators can easily be
adapted to solve these issues. As a byproduct, this paper also presents a general and formal

definition of when restrictions are truly normalizations.
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1 Introduction

Structural models are key tools of economists to simulate changes in the economic environ-
ment and evaluate and design policies. An important class of such models deals with skill and
human capital formation. Human capital formation is a main part of many structural models
and is an important driver of economic growth and inequality (Murphy and Topel 2016),
which makes policies targeting skill formation particularly critical. This growing literature
estimates production functions of various skills of children, studies how past skills, parental
skills, and investments affect future skills, and links the skills to outcomes in adulthood. The
results can, among others, be used to inform about determinants of skill formation, timing of
investments in children, and optimal interventions for disadvantaged children. Following the
seminal papers of Cunha and Heckman (2008) and Cunha, Heckman, and Schennach (2010),
a large literature has studied different specifications with data sets from several countries
and has provided many important policy recommendations.

A major challenge in these models is that skills are not directly observable, do not have
a natural scale, and can only be approximated through measurements, such as test scores.
Identification in these models is often achieved in two steps, where the distribution of skills
is identified from the measurements in the first step and the production function is identified
in the second step (see for example Cunha et al. (2010), Attanasio, Meghir, Nix, and Salvati
(2017), and Attanasio, Meghir, and Nix (2020)). To obtain point identification in the first
step, researchers have to impose restrictions that fix the unknown scales and locations of the
skills. While these restrictions are necessary to achieve point identification when studying
the first step in isolation, it is not clear whether these restrictions are needed once all other
restrictions of the model are combined.

In this paper, I present a new identification analysis for skill formation models and in-
vestigates the consequences of the seemingly innocuous normalizations. Instead of providing
sufficient conditions for point identification using multi-step arguments, I start by pooling
all parts of the model and characterize the identified set of all parameters without the scale
and location restrictions. This characterization highlights which parameters are point or
partially identified and how additional restrictions affect the identified set. In particular, I
show that many key features are invariant to these restrictions, are point identified without
them, and are identified under weaker assumptions than commonly used in the literature
(e.g. they do not require age-invariant measures). These identification results hold for both
parametric and nonparametric versions of the model.

The exact implications of imposing the additional scale and location restrictions on pa-



rameters and counterfactuals depends on how the model is specified and what the object of
interest is. Specifically, a restriction could be a harmless normalization with one production
function, but could impose strong assumptions with a different one. 1 therefore analyze
two popular specifications, namely the trans-log production function (which includes Cobb-
Douglas as a special case) and the CES production function. For the trans-log production
function, it turns out that standard scale and location restrictions are necessary for point
identification of the parameters and are not overidentifying, but still affect production func-
tion parameter estimates and certain counterfactuals. Since these restrictions are often
arbitrary and depend on the units of measurement of the data, the estimates are hard to
interpret, difficult to compare across different studies, and policy recommendations based on
such counterfactuals can be misleading. For the CES case with different parametric assump-
tions, I show that commonly used scale restrictions are in fact overidentifying and imposing
them severely impacts the estimated parameters of the model. Simply changing the units
of measurements of one of the skill measures (for example from years to months) can then
lead to different estimated dynamics in the model, it can change the estimated persistence
of skills and the effects of parental investments on skill formation, and it can yield ineffective
optimal investment strategies.

Next to providing new identification results, I also show how existing estimators can
easily be adapted to solve these overidentification issues. While many parameters are still
hard to interpret, the estimates can then be used to calculate point identified features and
counterfactuals that are invariant to the scale and location restrictions and the units of
measurement of the data. I illustrate the results using Monte Carlo simulations based on
the setup and the estimator of Attanasio et al. (2020).

In this particular class of models, the scale and location restrictions are generally not
innocuous normalizations. More generally, to the best of my knowledge, there does not
exist a formal definition of when a restriction is truly a normalization, and I provide one
in this paper. Clearly, any restriction on the parameters of the model affects some of the
estimates and thus, a normalization has to be with respect to some function or feature of
interest, such as a subvector or a counterfactual prediction. I therefore define a restriction
as a normalization if imposing the restriction does not change the identified set of a function
of interest. I illustrate this definition in a simple and commonly used example and use it as
a basis for the analysis of skill formation models.

A broader takeaway from this paper is that researchers need to carefully check if imposed

restrictions are in fact normalizations, which is especially important in structural models



where identification proceeds in multiple steps and supposedly innocuous restrictions in one
step might have unintended consequences in subsequent steps. Researchers should then focus
on features of the model that are invariant to the restrictions. If estimates depend the these
types of restrictions, as in skill formation models, resulting policy recommendations might
be ineffective and results might not be comparable across different studies. In addition, the
estimates might then not be suitable ingredients to calibrate larger models, as in Daruich
(2018), unless one can argue that all main conclusions are unaffected by the restrictions.

Literature: Following the influential work of Cunha and Heckman (2008) and Cunha
et al. (2010), a growing literature has emerged that studies the development of latent
variables. For example, Helmers and Patnam (2011) study the determinants of children’s
cognitive and non-cognitive skills using Indian data, Fiorini and Keane (2014) investigate
how the time allocation affects cognitive and noncognitive development using Australian
data, Attanasio et al. (2020) and Attanasio et al. (2017) estimate the effects of health and
cognition on human capital with data from India and Ethiopia and Peru, respectively, and
Attanasio et al. (2019) study which early childhood intervention led to significant gains in
cognitive and socio-emotional skills among disadvantaged children using Colombian data.
The literature has provided many important insights regarding the nature of persistence,
dynamic complementarities between the different components, and the optimal targeting of
interventions. See also Cunha and Heckman (2007), Cunha and Heckman (2009), Cunha
(2011), Heckman, Pinto, and Savelyev (2013), Aucejo and James (2016), Herndndez-Alava
and Popli (2017), and references therein.

In these papers, the measurement system for the latent variables is assumed to have a
factor structure. Thus, to identify the joint distribution, certain restrictions on the measure-
ment system are needed, which typically fix the scale and the location of the latent variables,
either in the first period or by “anchoring” them to an adult outcome. In particular, Cunha
and Heckman (2008) study a model where the production function is log-linear. Their iden-
tification arguments proceed in two steps. First, they identify the distribution of skills using
the measurement system and an adult outcome anchor to obtain a well-defined scale and
location. Using that distribution, they identify the production function in the second step.
They also discuss which parameters depend on the anchor or its units of measurement. In
this particular model, I illustrate that certain policy relevant parameters, such as optimal
investment sequences, can depend on the specific scales and the specific units of the mea-
surements of the observed variables. Additionally, I show that a set of key features that

can be expressed in terms of quantiles of the skill distribution are identified under weaker



restrictions on the measures and the production function and without anchoring the skills or
fixing their scales. Importantly, I also provide formal identification results for other produc-
tion technologies, such as the popular CES production function, where standard restrictions
have much more severe consequences. In particular, certain scale restrictions are not needed
for identification and imposing them through an initial period normalization or through
anchoring leads to inconsistent estimators.

Common restrictions are to fix the scales and locations of each latent factor in each
time period by setting parameters in the measurement system.! If they are set to the
same values in all time periods, Agostinelli and Wiswall (2016a, 2016b, 2022) refer to this
restriction as an age-invariance assumption (see Assumption 3(a) for a formal definition or
Definition 1 of Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022)). In an important contribution, Agostinelli and
Wiswall (2016a, 2016b, 2022) show that imposing this age-invariance assumption can yield
overidentifying restrictions and inconsistent estimators when the production function has a
known scale and location. They then discuss relaxations of popular production functions
when the measures are age-invariant. They also show that without age-invariant measures,
production function restrictions can still yield point identification (see Corollary 1 below and
the related discussion). In both cases, they still impose scale and location restrictions on
the skill measures in the first period, and they argue that these restrictions are necessary for
point identification. While this is true for the trans-log production function that they use in
their empirical application, these scale restrictions are not required for the CES production
function and imposing them yields inconsistent estimators. Moreover, I show that, in general,
production function parameters and certain counterfactuals can depend on the specific scales
and the specific units of the measurements of the data. With restrictions on the production
function, I also show that changing the scales of the skills can yield misleading dynamics.
Again, many key parameters are invariant to these restrictions, including age-invariance, and
are in fact point identified without them.

In independent research, Del Bono, Kinsler, and Pavan (2020) have recently shown that,

IFor example, Cunha and Heckman (2008) and Cunha et al. (2010) set the scale of the first skill measure
to 1 in each period - see the discussion around equations (7) — (8) of Cunha and Heckman (2008) and the
first paragraph on page 891 of Cunha et al. (2010). In addition, as discussed in footnote 17 of Cunha and
Heckman (2008) and in the first paragraph on page 891 of Cunha et al. (2010), their identification results
rely on either setting one of the location parameters to 0 in each time period or setting the mean of the skill
to 0 in each time period. These restrictions have also been used in subsequent papers such as Attanasio
et al. (2020). The nonparametric identification results in Cunha et al. (2010) impose analogous restrictions

in their Assumption (v) of Theorem 2.



with a trans-log production function, anchored treatment effects are invariant to scale and
location normalizations and are identified without age-invariance. They also show in simu-
lations that standard restrictions lead to biased estimated treatment effects with the CES
production function. In the trans-log case, these results are similar to those in part 4 of
Theorem 2 below. While their proof is specific to the trans-log production function with a
log-linear measurement error system, my arguments can easily be extended to other cases.
In addition, my proof highlights that only skill measures in the first period are needed to
identify anchored treatment effects, which reduces the data requirements considerably and
consequently weakens the assumptions. I also consider additional policy-relevant features.
For the CES case, I show that standard restrictions are overidentifying, which explains why
their estimated treatment effects are biased, and describe how existing estimators can be
adapted to solve this issue.

Consequences resulting from normalizations have been discussed in various contexts. In
factor models, it is well known that restrictions are needed for point identification (see e.g.
Anderson and Rubin (1956), Madansky (1964), Joreskog and Goldberger (1975), and Cunha
and Heckman (2008), among many others). Williams (2020) shows that these restrictions are
not needed for identification of certain features, such as the variance decomposition. I com-
bine a factor model with a production function, which can reduce the number of additional
restrictions needed. Many papers have argued that important features should not depend
on normalizations and have shown this in specific examples, such as Freyberger (2018) and
Komarova et al. (2018). Similar to this paper, but in a very different context, Aguirregabiria
and Suzuki (2014) show that restrictions that were thought of as a normalization can lead
to biases. Kalouptsidi, Scott, and Souza-Rodrigues (2020) show that certain counterfactuals
in dynamic discrete choice models are identified, even when the model is not nonparametri-
cally identified. Rubio-Ramirez, Waggoner, and Zha (2010) define a normalization in vector
autoreggressive models to pin down unidentified signs; see end of Section 2 for more de-
tails. Matzkin (1994, 2007) discusses several examples of normalizations that can be used to
achieve point identification, some of which are motivated by economic theory, but she does
not present a definition. Lewbel (2019) provides an informal discussion of normalizations,
which is conceptually very similar to the formal definition below.

When normalizing restrictions are needed to point identify the parameters, there are often
different ways of imposing them when estimating the model. Clever choice can then yield
particularly convenient restrictions on the parameter space (as in Gao and Li (2019)) or even

faster rates of convergence (as in Chiappori, Komunjer, and Kristensen (2015)). See also



Hamilton, Waggoner, and Zha (2007) for a discussion on estimation with normalizations. In
skill formation models, different restrictions can also yield observationally equivalent models
with identical counterfactual, but certain specification might be easier to estimate.
Structure: In Section 2, I provide a formal definition of a normalization and a very
simple illustrative example. Section 3 contains the identification analysis of different skill
formation models and the Monte Carlo simulations. Section 4 extends some of the parametric

identification results to a more general nonparametric setting.

2 Normalizations

I begin by providing a formal definition of a normalization, which will serve as a basis for
the analysis of skill formation models. Suppose we have a model where 6, € © denotes
the true values of the parameters and © is the parameter space. Here 6y could denote
the coefficients in a regression model or the parameters in a skill formation model. If the
model is nonparametric or semiparametric, 6y could also contain unknown functions. Let
Z contain all observed random variables, such as Y and X, with distribution P(Z). For
any # € ©, the model generates a joint distribution of the data Z, denoted by P(Z,8).
Since the model is assumed to be correctly specified, the true distribution of Z is P(Z, 6,).
The model typically contains certain assumptions, such as functional form or independence
assumptions, but suppose that so far none of the normalizations are imposed. We then say
that 61,60, € © are observationally equivalent if they generate the same distribution of the
data: P(Z,0,) = P(Z,05). The identified set for 6y is

0y = {0 €0 :P(Z,0) = P(Z)}

We say that 6y is point identified if © is a singleton. Let g(fy) be a (potentially vector-

valued) function of interest, such as a counterfactual. The identified set for g(fy) is
Oy =1{9(0) : 0 € Op}.

We say that g(6p) is point identified if O, is a singleton. Notice that if 6y is point identified,
then g(6y) is point identified as well, but g(6y) could be point identified even if 6y is not.

In models with normalizations, © is typically not a singleton. A normalization is a
restriction of the form 6 € ©y, where Oy C O is a known set that does not depend on the
distribution of the data. Hence, the normalization restricts the feasible values of #, such as
setting one element to 1. I define a restriction to be normalization if it does not change the

identified set for some function g(6y).



Definition 1. The restriction § € Oy is a normalization with respect to g(6y) if for all
90 €O
{9(0) : 60 € ©NON} ={g(0) : 0 € O}

Typically, ©9 N Oy is a singleton. That is, we achieve point identification once the

normalizations are imposed. Since 0y € Oq, the definition then requires that

{9(00)} ={9(0) : 0 € ©NON} ={g(0) : 6 € O}

and thus that g(fy) is point identified, even without a normalization. In addition, since
normalizations are often arbitrary, y is usually not in ©y N ©x. Thus, the restriction
0 € Oy is not a normalization with respect to 6y, but it can be a normalization with respect
to particular functions of interest. Moreover, the restriction can be a normalization for some
function and not for others. Hence, researchers need to argue that normalizations hold with
respect to all functions of interest, such as all counterfactuals in a structural model.

The definition also implies that a normalization cannot impose any additional overiden-
tifying restrictions in the sense that ©y N Oy # () if ©¢ # (). That is, if there is a parameter
that is consistent with the model and the distribution of the data without the normalizations,
then there is also such a parameter with the normalizations.

As a very simple illustrative example, consider the probit model
Y = 1(Bo1 + Bo2X > U),

where var(X) > 0, U | X ~ N(up,02) and 02 > 0. The true parameter vector is 0y =
(Boas Boz, to,00)" and Z = (Y, X). Now notice that

P(Yzl|X:m):®<50’1_’u0+ﬁ0’2x),

0o 0o

where ® denotes the standard normal cdf. Since var(X) > 0, BO;—;”O and B;)—OQ are point

identified. It is also well known and easy to see that

@0:{9€R4:51—/~L:50,1—M0 and@:@}

o (oy) o (o)

because all values in O imply the same joint distribution of (Y, X).
Since 6y is not point identified, a common normalization in this setting is ¢ = 0 and

o = 1. Using the previous notation, this means that O = R? x 0 x 1 and

O, NOy = <M’@7071>‘

0o 00

8



Clearly, this restriction is not a normalization with respect to 8y 1 or £y 2, which are typically
not objects of interest. In fact, in general 6y ¢ ©y N Oy unless g = 0 and o9 = 1. However,
this restriction is a normalization with respect to (potentially counterfactual) probabilities

PY=1|X=2)=0 <50,1—M0 —|—60’2a:>

0o 0o

or, when X is continuous, marginal effects

Dpy = x == Do (i B

ox ox oL oL

Clearly, these features are point identified even though 6, is not. While this is a very simple
example, it highlights that normalizations affect parameters and, to get interpretable results,
one needs to focus on features that are invariant to the restrictions. See also Lewbel (2019)
for additional discussion on normalizations and some other examples.

In the context of vector autoregressive models, Rubio-Ramirez, Waggoner, and Zha (2010)
define a normalization as a restriction on the parameter space that pins down unidentified
signs of coefficients. These restrictions are imposed in addition to other assumptions, such
as long run restrictions. Just like above, their normalizations do not impose additional
overidentifying restrictions. Unlike my definition, it is not clear whether these restrictions
are without loss of generality in the sense that they do not affect functions of interest. If
they do, they play the same role as the other assumptions and one would have to argue why

they reasonable, in contrast to normalizations as defined in Definition 1.

3 Skill formation models

I now illustrate the subtle issues that can arise from normalizations in a model of skill
formation. I start by introducing the general model and then discuss the results for the

trans-log and the CES production functions.

3.1 Model

Let 6, denote skills at time ¢t and let I; be investment at time t.2 We are interested in the
roles of investment and past skills in the development of future skills. A complication in
this setting is that skills and investment are not directly observed and we instead observe

measurements of them, denoted by Zy ., and Zj .

2In the previous section @ contains all parameters of the model. In what follows, I adapt the common

notation in the skill formation literature and let 6; denote the skills.



Specifically, I consider the model:

(1) Oupr = [0, I, 0y, 779,t) t=0,...,T -1
(2) Zotm = Hotm + Mot N0 + Egtm t=0,...,T,m=1,2
(3) Zrgm = Prgm T Aregm Il +Erem t=0,....T—1,m=1,2

The first equation describes the production technology with a production function f that
depends on skills and investment at time ¢, a parameter vector d;, and an unobserved shock
ng+. The second and the third equations describe the measurement system for unobserved
(latent) skills ; and unobserved investment I, respectively. Observed investment is a special
case with gy ¢ =0, A\rym =1, and €74, = 0 for all m and ¢ in which case Z;;,, = In ;.
Next, I introduce two additional equations to allow for endogenous investment and to
anchor the measures at an adult outcome. If investment is exogenous, in the sense that 7y, is
independent of I;, then these additional equations are not needed for the main identification

results. That is, let

(4) ].n_[t = Bot‘f—ﬁltlnet—’—BQtlnn—f—Tnﬂg t:O,,T—l
(5) Q = p0+p11D(9T+T]Q
Here Y; is parental income (or another exogenous variable that affects investment) and @
is an adult outcome, such as earnings or education. An adult outcome does not necessarily
have to be available and we can simply use a skill measure in period 7" in its place.

To summarize, the observed variables are the measures {Zytm, Z1.t.m tt—o... Tm=12, iD-
come {Y;}/ ;' and the adult outcome @, but we neither observe skills {6;}7, nor invest-
ment {I;}7°;. We also do not observe the measurement errors {€0.tm» E1.t.m Jt=0,... Tym=12

or Mg, {7717t}tT:_01, and 7g. The parameters of the model are {igsm, Notm}i—o. Tm=12,

{i,tm At Fe—o,.. m—1m=1.2, {0t }i—0' {Bots But, Bar =o', and (po, p1)-
In the following analysis, I consider two forms for the production technology (1). These

two forms have been the most extensively used and estimated in the empirical literature:

e Trans-log:

N1 =a +vie b + v In Iy + 3 In O In I + 194
with 6, = (ar, Y1e, V2t Vat)-
e Constant Elasticity of Substitution (CES):
Orir = (Ve + Y2 I7*) "7 exp(np,)
with & = (71¢, Yat, 0, V).

10



When v3; = 0, the trans-log reduces to the Cobb-Douglas production function. I now

state several additional assumptions that are common in the literature.

Assumption 1.

(a) {{eo.t;m ti=o,..Tm=12: {E1.t.:m }1=0....T—1.m=1,2, N } are jointly independent and independent
of {{0,},, {I,}]='} conditional on {V;}/ ;.

(b) All random variables have bounded first and second moments.
(c) Elegtm) = Elert,m] = Eleg] = 0 for all ¢t and m.
(d) Notm, Arem # 0 for all ¢ and m.

(e) Forallt € {0,...,T}, cov(Inby,In ;) # 0 for some s € {0,...,T—1} or cov(Iln 0y, In b) #
0 for some s € {0,...,T}\t . Forall t € {0,1,...,T — 1}, cov(In I;,In6;) # 0 for some
s€{0,...,T} or cov(In Iy, In I5) # 0 for some s € {0,...,T — 1}\t.

(f) For all t and m the real zeros of the characteristic functions of €y, ,, are isolated and
are distinct from those of its derivatives. Identical conditions hold for the characteristic

functions of €74, and 7g.
(g) The support of (6, I;,Y;) includes an open ball in R? for all .

(h) E[Tle,t | O, Yt] =0 and E[U@,t | 9t7771,t7 YZ] = K1t for all ¢.

Part (a) imposes common independence assumptions on the measurement errors. Im-
portantly, I; and 6, are not independent and I; may be endogenous and contemporaneously
correlated with 7g,. Part (b) is a standard restriction, part (c) is needed because all mea-
surement equations contain an intercept, and part (d) ensures that the skills actually affect
the measures. Part (e) requires that skills and investment are correlated in some time pe-
riods. Sufficient conditions are that cov(Inf;,1,In6;) # 0 and cov(InI;q1,In1;) # 0 for all
t. Notice that under parts (a) and (d) zero covariances of the latent variables are identified
because, for example, cov(Inb;,In6s) = 0 if and only if cov(Zg,1, Zps1) = 0. Notice that I
only require two measures in each period. One can drop this assumption by assuming that
three measures are available. Part (f) contains weak regularity conditions needed for non-
parametric identification of the distributions of skills and investment and that hold for most
common distributions. Part (g) is a mild support condition that ensures sufficient variation

of (0;,1;,Y;) and rules out colinarity. Part (h) implies that Y; can serve as an instrument
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and identification can be achieved using a control function argument as in Attanasio et al.
(2020). Linearity of the conditional mean function can be relaxed and one could allow for
more flexible functional forms. Exogenous investment is a special case with x; = 0.

Under parts (a)—(e) of Assumption 1 we get the following result.

Lemma 1. Suppose that parts (a)-(e) of Assumption 1 hold. Then the joint distribution of

({ro,em + MmO tio, . mom=12, {ftrem + Arem In Lt fio, . 7—1,m=1,2, po + p1 1n07)
is point identified conditional on {Y;}1 .

The proof follows from an extension of Kotlarski’s Lemma due to Evdokimov and White
(2012). Lemma 1 shows that under Assumption 1, we can identify the distribution of a linear
combination of the log skills and investments, but not the parameters in equations (1)—(3),
and therefore also not ;. Below I discuss additional assumptions, which have been used
in the literature, to achieve point identification of two sets of parameters: (i) the primitive
parameters of the model (1)—~(5): {ft6,tm, Ao,t.m ft=0,... Tom=1,2, {11,t;m> AL tm Ft=0,...T—1,m=1,2,
{6323 {Bot, B, Bt b iy, and (po, p1) and (ii) “policy relevant” parameters, such as how
changes in investment or income affect the adult outcome (). I consider various combinations
of assumptions and I discuss whether certain restrictions are normalizations.

There are two separate issues concerning identification and normalizations in this model.
First, the previous literature has focused on sufficient conditions for point identification,
which includes scale and location restrictions. However, it is unclear whether these restric-
tions are necessary or potentially overidentifying. If so, estimators are generally inconsis-
tent. Second, once we have a set of restrictions that is non-overidentifying, it is important
to understand which parameters and features are invariant to arbitrary scale and location
restrictions. Although the implications in the CES case are more interesting, I start with
the more transparent trans-log case in which only the second issue arises. As pointed out
before, whether or not a restriction is a normalization depends on the specifics of the model,

and we will see that certain parameters are invariant in some settings, but not in others.

3.2 Trans-log production function

In this section I consider the production function
In 9t+1 = + Y1t In Qt —+ Yot In It + Y3t In Qt In It + No.t-
I now introduce additional assumptions that are commonly used in the literature.

12



Assumption 2. \gpo; =1 and pgo1 = 0.

Assumption 3.

(@) Ngt1 = Ager11 and pge1 = pori1q forall t =0,..., 7 —1

(b) ag =0and vy + 7y + v =1 forall t =0,..., 7 — 1.
Assumption 4.

(@) Are1=Arer1a =1land prsq = prepn =0forallt=0,...,7 —2.
(b) Bor =0 and By + foy =1 forallt =0,...,7 — 1.

Assumption 2 is usually thought of as a normalization, which is commonly imposed since
log skills are only identified up to scale and location. Here, I impose the restrictions on
the first measure, which is without loss of generality. Instead of fixing the intercept and
the slope coefficient in equation (2) for ¢ = 0, one could set py = 0 and p; = 1 and thus
“anchor” the skills at ). Assumption 2 anchors the skills at Zyo 1, but analogous issues
discussed here also arise with anchoring at @) (see Section 3.2.4 for details). Without such
an assumption, the parameters are not point identified. Assumptions 3(a) states that the
skill measures are age-invariant (using the terminology of Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022) —
see their Definition 1 and footnote 10). Assumption 3 imposes restrictions on the technology,
which Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022) refer to as a known scale and location assumption in a
more general context. Assumption 4(a) states that an investment measure is age-invariant.
Assumption 4(b) imposes constant return to scale of investment, which is a strong assumption
needed for point identification of all parameters without age-invariant investment measures.
If investment was observed (i.e. Zr;,, = Inl;), Assumption 4(a) is automatically satisfied.

I now characterize the identified set of the primitive parameters of the model under As-
sumption 1 only. I then discuss point identification under different combinations of Assump-
tions 1 — 4 and show that several policy relevant parameters are invariant to the restrictions
in Assumption 2 and are in fact point identified under Assumption 1 only. Finally, I illus-
trate why Assumption 2 is in general not a normalization for the primitive parameters of

the model as well as some policy relevant parameters.

3.2.1 Identification

Define

t,1

~ A
0, = exp(ﬂe,t,l)et .
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so that

In6, — Ho¢1
Ao,t1

"

Ing, = Hot1 + o1 1n 0, and Inf, =

Similarly, define

ALLt,1

jt = exp(ﬂl,t,l)ft

We can then rewrite the trans-log production technology in terms of 6; and I, because

In ét—‘,—l — Mop+1,1 In ét — Mot In ]~t — M1t In ét — Mot In jt — M1t
\ = ay +71t)\— ’Y2t)\— V3t 3 \ + Mot
0,t+1,1 0.t,1 It1 0.t,1 It1
After rearranging, we can then rewrite equations (1)—(5) as
(6) ln§t+1 = &t+’?1tln§t—’—"]V/Qtln_[t+;}’/3tlnétln.[t+ﬁ9,t tZO,,T—l
(7) Zgﬂg’m = ﬂG,t,m -+ S\G,t,m In ét —+ €0,t,;m t= g0 v ,T, m = 1, 2
(8) ZI,t,m = ﬂ[,t,m+5\1,t,mlnft+51,t,m = 7"'7T_17m:172
9) Inl, = BOt+Bltlnét+62tlnY;f+ﬁl,t t=0,..., T -1
(10) Q = pot+pmlnbdr+ng
where the parameters in equation (6) are
_ A,i41,1 Ab,t+1,1 A6,t41,1
r = No41,10¢ + [o 1411 — Mo 11t — HreaYet + ~——~ M1, 110,613t
Aot ALt Y RROIAR!
By = Ao t41,1 <’y ,uf,t,17 ) oy = A6,t+41,1 (7 Me,mfy ) Hay = Ao t4+1,1 y
= |7t — 3ty Yot = —~—— | Yot — 3t ], V3t = v v V3t
Ao, ALt ALt Aot Aot 1AL

with unobservable 7y = Ag 41170, the parameters in the measurement equations (7) and

(8) are figs1 = 0, 5\9,1&,1 =1, pfirg1 =0, 5\I,t,l =1,
S\G,t,m = )\Q,t,m/)\G,t,b ﬁe,t,l = Hot,;m — ()\O,t,m/)\ﬁ,t,l) Heo 1

S\I,t,m = A/ A1, Bren = frgm — (Aam/Are1) fret,

the parameters in equation (9) are

Bot = Maafor + trea — rea/Nos)toga B, B = o1/ Mos1)Bres  Bor = AP

with unobservable 7 ; = Ar: 171+, and the parameters in equation (10) are

P1HG,t1 ~ PN
kil =
Aot

Po = pPo —

The following theorem characterizes the identified set of the finite dimensional parameters
of the model.
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Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

1. The identified set of {Me,t,ma)\G,t,m}t:O,...,T,mzl,27 {Mf,t,m,)\I,t,m}t:O,...,T—Lm:Lz, (P07P1)7
{Bot, Buts Bar Y=gty {as, Yue, Yor, Y3t b imy' consists of all vectors that yield the same values
Of {ﬂ@,t,ma 5\G,t,m}t:O,...,T,m:l,Q7 {ﬂ[,t,ma S\I,t,m}t:O,...,Tfl,mZIQ; (ﬁOaﬁl); {BOUBH;B%}?:}};

and {as, Y1¢, Yor, V3¢ f1—g S the true parameter vectors.

2. Let {figs1, N1 o, {1, Maatieg, be fized constants with Mg 41, Are1 # 0 for allt. If

in addition { g1, MNs1 Yo = {Houas Nowa bimo and {pirs1, Area Yo = {Br.e1, Mad bico

then the identified set is a singleton.

The identified set of the primitive parameters consists of all parameters that satisfy cer-
tain restrictions, analogous to the probit model. The second part of the theorem shows that
the parameters are indeed not point identified and that the sources of underidentification
are the ambiguous scales and locations of skills and investments. For example, without addi-
tional assumptions, equations (1)—(5) and (6)—(10) are observationally equivalent. That is,
we cannot distinguish between the skills 6, and 0, and the corresponding production function
parameters. Even if investment was observed (and pr.; = 0 for all t), we can then only
identify (Ap.t+1.m/No.t.m) Y1, but not Agsn, and vy separately. Hence, we cannot distinguish
between changes in the quality of the measurements (Agti1.m/Aotm) and changes in the
technology (71¢). For example, suppose Zp;,, are test scores. We then cannot distinguish
between all kids getting smarter or tests becoming easier. Similarly, we can at best identify
~vo¢ up to scale, even with observed investment.

The theorem implies that all parameters are point identified under additional assump-
tions. These results are an extension of those in Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022), who assume

that investment is exogenous (in the sense that it is uncorrelated with 7).

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Suppose either Assumption 3(a) or As-
sumption 3(b) holds. Suppose either Assumption 4(a) or Assumption 4(b) holds. Then all

parameters are point identified.

The corollary also immediately implies that Assumptions 3(a) and 3(b) together impose
overidentifying restrictions, which is one of the main contributions of Agostinelli and Wiswall
(2016a, 2016b, 2022). As shown in Theorem 6 in the appendix and illustrated in examples
below, if the model is correctly specified and Assumption 1 holds, then there always exist
sets of parameters which are consistent with the data and satisfy Assumptions 1, 2, either

3(a) or 3(b), and either 4(a) or 4(b). These different sets of assumptions therefore impose
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no additional restrictions on the distribution of observables. While different sets of assump-
tions yield point identification and are observationally equivalent, the estimated primitive
parameters are usually quite different, as illustrated in Section 3.2.3. Moreover, these results
show that the primitive parameters are not point identified without Assumption 2. However,

setting the initial scales and locations to other values changes the identified values.

3.2.2 Invariant parameters

I now show that while the primitive parameters are generally very sensitive to the scale and
location restrictions, many objects of interest are in fact point identified under Assumption
1 only. To state the formal results below, let Q,(6;) be the a quantile of the skill distribution
at time ¢ and let Fi,,,,)(-) be the distribution function of log-skills at time ¢ 4 1.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

1. ky Oyt (at + 71 InQq, (Qt) +v2¢ In Qo (It) + 3¢ In Qo (91&) In Qa, (It) + Qa3 (779,15)) is point
identified for all oy, as, a3 € (0,1).

2. Let
InI,(Y) = Bot + B1eIn Qo (6;) + Bor InY + Qo (M14)
Then Fing, ., (ar+71¢ 10 Qa, (0r) +72e In L (Y) + 93 In Qu, (0) In L (Y) + Qay (00,)) s point
identified for all oy, as,ay € (0,1).

3. P(Q < q0s=Quy(05).{li = Quo, (1) }i=0's {0t = Qusu (0.4) }1=,") s point identified
for all oy, {any, as } 2 € (0,1).

4. P(Q < q|0s=Q40,),{Ys =wy}') is point identified for all a € (0,1).

5. Suppose Assumption 3(a) also holds. Then vi; + v3: In Qo (1;) is point identified for all
a and P(yy + vs In Iy < q) is point identified for all ¢ € R.

The function Fiyg,,, (@ +71¢ In Qu, () +7v2e In Quy (It) +y3¢ In Quy (01) In Qay (1) + Qg (6,4))
measures how changes in investment changes the relative standing in the skill distribution.
For example, consider an individual with 6; = Qo1(6;), which means that the person is in
the lowest 10% of the skill distribution at time ¢. Then, given investment I, = Qg.25(/;) and

a median production function shock, 7y = Qo.5(ne.t),

Fino,y (ar + 71 In Qo1 (6) + vor In Qo.25(Ly) + Y3 In Qo1 (0;) In Qo.25(11) + Qos5(n6,4))
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tells us the relative rank (or the quantile) in the skill distribution at time ¢ + 1. Also notice
that if investment was directly observed, then Q,,(I;) is also identified and belongs to a
particular level of investment. We can then for example vary the investment quantile/level
and analyze how future skill ranks are affected. Once we know the rank at time ¢+ 1 and fix
investment and production function shock quantiles in that period, we can also identify the
skill rank at time t 4+ 2. Thus, using these recursive arguments, we can identify the relative
rank in period T, given investment and production function shock quantiles in all period and
a skill quantile in period 0. We could then make statements such as: “A person at lowest
10% of the initial skill distribution would end up at the 30% quantile in the final period skill
distribution with a particular investment strategy and median production function shocks.”
These statements would allow comparisons of investment strategies, assessing heterogeneous
effects, and choosing optimal investments depending on the skill level. Instead of fixing the

unobservables at particular quantiles, we can also average them out because

/ Flug,,y (@t + 716 0 Qay (05) + vt In Qo (1r) + ¥3: I Qay (04) In Qo (1) + Qg (M0,) ) dxs
= /En9t+1 (ar + v In Qo (0) + Yo In Quy (1) + v3 In Qo (01) In Qo (1) + U)ane,t (n)

which is then point identified for all ay, as € (0,1).

One advantage of focusing on the relative rank (and the other features in Theorem 2)
is that we do not require scale and location restrictions, additional restrictions on the pro-
duction function, or age-invariant measures. As opposed to the primitive parameters, these
features are thus invariant to the units of measurement of the data and would be comparable
across different studies. Section 3.4 contains several illustrative numerical examples.

In this model, investment is affected by changes in Y;. The second part of the theorem
shows that, given a skill quantile at time ¢ and quantiles of the observables, we can identify
how changes in Y; affect the rank in the skill distribution at time t. Again, using recursive
arguments, one can then also identify the rank in the final period. If one performs this
exercise for all initial quantiles of the skill distribution, one obtains a distribution of ranks of
final skills that can be compared for different income sequences. These results can then show
if changes to income (or investment) increase the overall skill level or reduce the variance
- see Section 3.4 for numerical illustrations. Again, instead of fixing the quantiles of skills

and /or the other unobservables, one could also average over them. That is, let

In (Y, nre) = Bor + B In Qa, (61) + Sor InY + 0y .

17



Then

/ / Fin 01 (at—f_’ylt In Qal (et)_’—’YQt In ]t (Y7 77])+’73t In Qoq (015) In It(}/v n1)+n9)an0,t (n@)dFm,t (771)

is point identified for all a; € (0, 1), which shows the average effect of investment for different

quantiles of the skill distribution. We could average over skills as well and identify

/ / / Bt (@720 100420 In T(Y: 1) +ys0 I 010 I(Y, 1) ), (0)dFy , (10)AF (1)

and its derivative with respect to InY, which then tells us how a percentage changes in
income changes the quantile of the skill distribution on average.

Instead of considering the skill rank in the final period, we could also look at the dis-
tribution of the adult outcome @ (or, alternatively, one of the skill measures in the final
period). Notice that it is important to condition on the production function shocks, because

investment in endogenous. As before, we can consider averages and identify
/' o / P (Q < q | QS = Qam(eS)? {It = Qa2t(jt)}?:;17 {779,75 = nt}tT:_sl) ane,s (775) T ane,T—l(nT—l)

for all {ag; }1=.t € (0, 1), and we may average over 6, as well. Identification of the distribution

also implies identification of features, such as

/ - / E(Q 0, =0,{, = Quy, (1)) {100 = 1) T50) dEo(0)AF,, (n.) - dFyyp, (1)

We could then pick a sequence of investment that maximizes this mean adult outcome.
The fourth part focuses on the effect of income on skills, where income is exogenous
conditional on the initial skills. Again, we can point identify averages and features of the

distribution such as

/p (@< ql0.=0,{Y, =y} fo.(0)d0

and
/ E(Q 10, = 0,{Y: = y}=)) fo.(0)d0

The last expression differs from E (Q [{Y: =u tT:’Sl) due to a potential dependence between
{Y, = y,}=.! and skills. Also notice that

/E (Q [ 6s=0,{Y: = ys}i') fo.(0)d0 = po + 1 /E (Inbr | 05 = 0,{Y: = y:},5,") fo.(0)d0
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Thus, we can identify the sequence {Y; = y,}/_.' that maximizes the conditional expected
value of Infp. For this sequence, we do not necessarily need to observe an adult outcome
because we can use one of the skill measures in the final period in its place. To identify these
features, one only has to identify the joint distribution of (Q,Y3,...,Yr_q, 95) For example,
when s = 0, we can identify this sequence without any skill measures in periods 1,2,...,7T.3
It is important to note that objects such as [ E (07 | 0, = 0,{Y; = y,};—.") fo,(0)d0 are not
point identified without the scale and location restrictions and therefore sensitive to the

specific values used (see Example 2 below).

Remark 1. To summarize the production technology, Del Bono, Kinsler, and Pavan (2020)
show that standardizing skills can lead to features that are invariant to scale and location
normalizations and age-invariance. In particular, they show identification of the distribution
of (%ﬁ—f?f) /std(Inf;,1). One can then make statements such as “increasing investment
by 1%, increases log-skills by = x std(Inf,,1)” or “increasing investment by 1%, increases
indl(lnet“) by 2%”. Such statements can be hard to interpret, especially when the skill
and measures only have an ordinal interpretation. My results in part 1 of Theorem 2 offer
an alternative interpretation in terms of ranks that are not specific to linear measurement

systems and the trans-log production functions.

Remark 2. Identification is based on a two-step approach, where the distribution of a
linear combination of skills and investment is identified in the first step. Agostinelli and
Wiswall (2022) instead substitute measures into the production function equation and use
IV arguments with exogenous investment (i.e. investment is determined as in (4), but I; and
1.+ are independent). Aside from exogenous investment, there are no substantial differences
between the required assumptions, as both approaches are based on the joint distribution of
the measures; see also Freyberger (2018) for IV type arguments in linear and nonlinear factor

models. My main contributions are to study the roles of the scale and location restrictions

3Part 4 of Theorem 2 also implies identification of

0 _
J [ (GB@160 = 0.5 = V) ) v Bt

which Del Bono, Kinsler, and Pavan (2020) refer to as “anchored treatment effects”. Del Bono, Kinsler,
and Pavan (2020) show that these effects are identified without age-invariant measures. My results show
that not only is it irrelevant whether the measures are age-invariant, but one in fact does not even need any
measures of investments or measures of skills in periods s+1,2,...,T (and therefore also no assumptions on
the measurement systems). In addition, my arguments are not specific to the trans-log production function

and carry over to other settings.
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on the parameters of the model, prove which of the restrictions are necessary for point
identification, and show that many features are invariant to them and are identified without
age-invariant measures and restrictions on the production function. In the trans-log case, the
restrictions of Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022) are in fact necessary for identification, but in
the CES case, I show that commonly used scale restrictions, that are also used by Agostinelli

and Wiswall (2022), are overidentifying and imposing them yields biased estimators.

3.2.3 Non-invariant parameters

The arguments leading to Theorem 1 show that we can define skills 6, such that Assump-
tions 1, 2, 3(a), and 4(a) hold. Theorem 6 in the appendix states an analogous result for
Assumptions 1, 2, and different combinations of Assumptions 3 and 4: for any given set of
parameters and a distribution of skills satisfying Assumption 1, there exist an alternative set
of parameters and distributions which satisfy Assumption 2, either 3(a) or 3(b), and either
4(a) or 4(b) and which is observationally equivalent to the original set of parameters.

I now illustrate with a simple example that the estimated primitive parameters are very
different under the two sets of assumptions and that Assumption 2 is in general not a nor-
malization. Specifically, for simplicity, I assume that investment is observed and exogenous.
In this case, Assumption 4(a) holds. I then consider a data generating process (DGP) satis-
fying Assumptions 1, 3(a), and 3(b), but not Assumption 2. I then construct two alternative
sets of parameters, both of which are observationally equivalent to the original DGP. One
of these sets of parameters satisfies Assumptions 1, 2, and 3(a) and the other set satisfies
Assumptions 1, 2, and 3(b). All sets of parameters imply very different production functions
which shows that Assumption 2 is in general not a normalization with respect to those pa-
rameters, that the estimates are hard to interpret in practice, and that one has to be careful

about which counterfactuals to consider.

Example 1. I consider a model where investment is directly observed and Assumptions 1,
3(a), and 3(b) are satisfied for all ¢:

In6,,, = % In 6, + % Inly +ng
Zpia = Inb +¢Epn
Zoto = Mog2lnb; +epyio
Inl, = %ln@t%—llnl@—l—mi

2
Q = Infr+mng
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For simplicity, in this example I set a; = p9,+m = po = 0 and focus on the scale restriction
in Assumption 2 only. Notice that Assumption 3(b) holds because 7;; and 79 sum to 1,
the two slope coefficients are identical, and they do not change over time. In addition, Mg
does not change over time and Assumption 3(b) holds. If we estimate the model using the
measures {Zg%l, Z@7t72}tT:0, we will get consistent estimators of all parameters.

However, the measures often do not have a natural scale. For example, we could divide
all test scores by 10 or we could measure education in months rather than years. One would
then hope that changing the units of measurement does to affect the interpretation of the
results. As a specific example, suppose we estimate the model using a scaled version of the

measures, namely Zg;; = 1229,1;1- Then for all ¢

Inb,,, = %ln 0; + %ln I +ng+
Zopia = 12In6, 4+ €94,
Zota = Mog2Ilnb;+epio
Inl, = %lnﬁt—l—%lnYt—l—m,t
Q = Inbr+nq

where €¢1 = 1269,,1. Without knowing the true DGP, one would typically impose assump-
tions that yield point identification when estimating the model. By Corollary 1, one could
use either Assumption 3(a) or 3(b) next to Assumptions 1 and 2. Both sets of restrictions
yield models that are observationally equivalent to the true DGP, but imply different esti-
mated parameters and potentially different interpretations of the results. Moreover, Example
2 below illustrates that counterfactuals can be affected as well.

I first construct an observationally equivalent set of parameters satisfying Assumptions
1, 2, and 3(b). In particular, Theorem 6 (and its proof) in the appendix shows that there
are {0,}, such that

In étJrl = ’_}/175 In ét -+ (1 - ’_}/11&) In It + 779,1‘,

Zotm = S\G,t,m In6; + €0,t,m
Mogal, - 1
Inl, = 2 _Inf;, + =InY,
nl; _122nt+2nt+m,t
Q = @lné +
19 T T 1Q

where

(Fro, 11, T2, T3, Juas - - -) = (0.077,0.351, 0.435, 0.470, 0.485, . . .)
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and
(N.0.1> X011 Mo2.1, Mo, Mot - --) = (1,6.5,9.25,10.625,11.3125, . . .).

Moreover 7y — v1; = 1/2 and 5\9’1‘/71 — Xgt1 = 12 as t — oo. Imposing the restriction
5\970’1 = 1 then means that we estimate a model with alternative skills Inf, = 121n6, and
that we consequently obtain different parameters and different skill distributions. Although
these two models suggest very different dynamics, they generate identical measurements,
which illustrates that the parameters are not point identified under Assumptions 1 and 3(b)
only (and without Assumption 2). Imposing Assumption 2 then means that we estimate the
parameters of the second model, even though the first model might be the true DGP. Clearly,
this restriction is not a normalization for any of the primitive parameters of the model,
implying that these parameters are hard to interpret. For example the slope coefficient in
front of investment in the original model might be interpreted as: “increasing investment by
1%, increases skills in the next period by 0.5% and the effect is the same for all time periods”
(see for example Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022) for these interpretations). Contrarily, one
might interpret the coefficients in the alternative model with Assumption 2 as: “increasing
investment by 1% in period 0, increases skills in period 1 by 0.923% and increasing investment
by 1% in period 4, increases skills in period 5 by 0.515%”, suggesting that investment is more
beneficial in early periods. Similarly, the parameters in the investment equation are hard to
interpret. An immediate consequence is that once Assumption 2 is imposed, simply changing
the units of measurements of Zy,, affects the dynamics of the estimated parameters of the
model and could lead to very different interpretations of the model. Intuitively, the reason
is that the restriction \gp; = 1 fixes the scale of the log skills, but the relative scale of
investments and skills is crucial when vy + v9; = 1.

Next suppose that we impose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3(a) to achieve point identification.

Theorem 1 shows that with In ét = 121In 0, we can write
. 1 .
In 8t+1 = 5 In Ht +6 In It + ﬁe,t
Zotm = :\G,t,m In ét + €9.t,m

1. - 1
Inl, = ﬂln@—i—iln)@—l—nu
1 -
= —1In#
Q 1o nor +1q
with 5\97,571 = 1 for all t. Therefore, while the slope coefficient in the production function
in front of Inf, does not change, the slope coefficient of log investment changes. Thus,
statements such as “increasing investment by 1%, increases skills in the next period by

0.5%”, depend on the scale of the skills or the units of measurements of Zy; .
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To summarize, under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3(b), none of the primitive parameters
are invariant to the scale and location restrictions, which makes them hard to interpret.
Contrarily, under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3(a), Theorem 1 shows that the restrictions in
Assumption 2 are normalizations with respect to ~y;. However, the restrictions are not
normalizations with respect to v,:. See also Cunha and Heckman (2008) for this observation.

The next example illustrates that counterfactuals that depend on the level of skills can

be sensitive to the scale restrictions as well.

Example 2. As a specific numerical example, I use the DGP from Section 3.4, which is
based on the Monte Carlo simulations of Attanasio et al. (2020).* In this setup T = 2
and Assumptions 1, 2, 3(a), and 4(a) hold. Importantly, one of the skill measures and one
of the investment measures has a loading of 1. Now suppose Y; represents income, we can
exogenously increase the sum of income in periods 0 and 1 of each individual by two standard
deviations, and we want to distribute the additional income optimally across the two periods.
Denote the skills in period 2 as a function of income by 5(Yy + wz,Y; + (1 — w)x), where
Yy and Y; are the original incomes, x is the additional amount to be distributed, and w is
the share that is invested in period 0.
The left panel of Figure 1 shows
Bl0a(Ys + wa, Yi + (1 — w)a)] — E[fa(Ye, 1))
sd(02(Yo, Y1))

as a function of w. That is, the y-axis shows the increase in the mean measured in standard
deviations of the distribution. The black line shows the effect using the true parameters,
which suggests an optimal investment share of around 31% in period 0. Next, I multiply
all skill measures Zy,; by sy, which simply changes the units of measurements. We then
estimate a model where the skills are In 6?~t = s9In6; = In6;?. The implied effects of increasing
income for sy = 0.25 and sy = 4 can be seen in the left panel of Figure 1 as well. The optimal
investment shares are estimated to be 45% and 0%, respectively, which are both inefficient
choices. Additionally, they imply erroneous benefits of investment. For example, when
sy = 4 the estimated increase in the expected skill level is close to 0 standard deviations,
while with the original scale, the increase is around 0.5 standard deviations. Scaling the
measures has identical effects to imposing A\gp1 = 1, when the data is generated with a
loading of 0.25 or 4. Thus, the scale restriction is not a normalization for this optimal income

sequence. Intuitively, the reason is that we now maximize E[0,(Yy 4+ wz,Y; + (1 — w)z)] =

4n Section 3.4 T use a CES production function, as do Attanasio et al. (2020), but for this numerical

examples I use a trans-log production function that leads to similar observed data.
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E[0:(Yo+wzx,Y1 4 (1 —w)z)*] which is not invariant to sp. While such counterfactuals could
be relevant if a welfare function is a function of the skill level, they are not identified without
fixing the scales and locations, and then depend on the units of measurements of the data.

The right panel contains analogous results, but now considers log-skills rather than the
level. As discussed below Theorem 2, in this case, the optimal income sequence does not
depend on the scale of the measures. In addition, dividing by the standard deviation, implies
that the objective (E[lnfy(Yy+ wz, Y] + (1 —w)z)] — E[ln6y(Ys, Y1)])/sd(In (Yo, V1)) =
(Enby(Yy + wz, Vs + (1 — w)z)] — E[ln6,(Yy, Y1)])/sd(In b5(Yy, 1)) is invariant to the scale.

3.2.4 Anchoring

Recall that we can write
In ét+1 = a;+ 7Y ln ét + Yo In Iy + 3¢ In ét InI; + 7jg,
Zogm = [otm+ 5\(9,zt,m In ét + €o,t,m
Zigm = [Brigm+ S\I,t,m In ft + €rtm
hl—ft = BOt +Blt lnét +B2t InY; + 774

Q = fo+pInbr+n0

with fig+0 = fir+0 = 0 and 5\97,5,0 = 5\17,5,0 = 1, and the parameters in this system of equations

are point identified by Theorem 1. Now define 9, such that
1n1§t = ﬁo ‘l— p~1 lnét.
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We then get

In T§t+1 = po + p1a: — Poyir + Vi In 1§t + p1Yee In Iy + 3¢ In Qgt In Iy + p17e,

~ Y 5\ m 5\ m 2
Zotm = Hotm — po b ZObm ) Uy + &
P1 P1
Zigm = Prigm T AremInl +er4m
= = pobre  Bu, = . 5 _
Inly, = PBo— 5 +ﬁ—ln0t+ﬁ2tlnYt+m,t
1 1

Q = Indp+ng

Cunha and Heckman (2008) estimate a model for In ), which anchors the skills at the adult
outcome. In particular, they first identify the model with In 0, by using Assumptions 2 and
3(a). They then identify py and p;, redefine the skills as In ¥:, and estimate the production
function parameters. This strategy is equivalent to imposing the restrictions py = 0 and
p1 = 1 instead of Assumption 2. Anchoring can help with the interpretation of certain
parameters of the model. For example, when E(Q | Ind7) = Indy, then an increase of Indr
by one corresponds to a one unit increase in the conditional expectation of ). Moreover,
the observed variable () can be used to study counterfactuals, such as income transfers,
under Assumption 1 only, as shown in Theorem 2. However, as illustrated in Example 2,
investment or income sequences that maximize the levels of the skills depend on the units of
measurements of the anchor and are therefore hard to interpret. Instead on should focus on
the log skill in which case such optimal sequences are invariant to the units of measurements.?

As noted by Cunha and Heckman (2008), 44, is invariant to the anchor. However, notice
that Assumption 3(a) is an assumption and not a normalization with respect to ;4. Specifi-
cally, even with observed investment, 7y, is only equal to vy, if Ag11 = Ags41,1. The coefficient
in front of investment is hard to interpreted because it depends on the specific anchor and its
units of measurements (as also noted by Cunha and Heckman (2008)). Moreover, notice that
skills are anchored at the adult outcome, but investment is not, and many of the estimated
parameters also depend on the units of the investment measures. While anchoring makes
most sense under Assumption 3(a), in which case the skills in all periods are in the units

of @, we could instead use Assumption 3(b) to achieve point identification. In this case

>The identification arguments are fundamentally different if the anchoring equations was in levels instead
of logs of the skills. That is, if Q@ = po + p107 +ng = po + méz/)‘wl +n¢g. In this case it can
be shown that the joint distribution of (Q,6r) is identified, which identifies Ag ;1. Thus, the distribution
of O7 is identified up to a scaling factors, which implies that even sequences of income or investment that

maximize the level of skills are identified.
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different adult outcomes or different units of measurements lead to different coefficients that

possibly suggest very different dynamics, just as in Example 1.

3.2.5 Estimation

To estimate these features, one can use any existing estimator that relies on either Assump-
tions 1, 2, 3(a) and 4(a) or another set of identifying assumptions of Corollary 1. For example
the estimator of Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022) (if investment is exogenous) is computation-
ally attractive. All of these sets of assumptions yield observationally equivalent models with
potentially very different primitive parameters, but all features described in Theorem 2 will
be identical. It is typically most convenient to set g1 = pre1 = 0 and Ngy1 = Ar1 = 1,
estimate the implied primitive parameters, and then calculate the features in Theorem 2.
Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022) use Assumption 4(b) instead of 4(a) because they are con-
cerned that their investment measures are not age-invariant. However, the restrictions in
Assumption 4(b) are hard to interpret economically (in terms of constant returns to scale)
because the parameters depend on the units of measurement of the data, as illustrated in
Example 1. For the features described in Theorem 2, these assumptions are not required
and the estimates do not depend on which set of assumptions is employed.

An alternative could be to use Assumption 1 only and an estimator that allows for
partial identification. However, these methods can be computationally demanding with
many parameters and seem to offer little benefits in this setting, because under Assumption
1 only, the identified sets are typically unbounded. Moreover, the features in Theorem 2 are

point identified and can be recovered from an estimator in a point identified model.

3.3 CES production function

I now discuss the CES production technology where

(A1) Our = (b +2d7) exp(m,) t=0,...,T—1

(12)  Zotm = Hogm + NotmInby +cgm t=0,....,T,m=1,2
(13)  Zrtm = it +AtmInli+Erim t=0,....T—1,m=1,2
(14) Inl;, = Bor+ Bulnb,+ BoInY, + 11, t=0,...,T—1

(15) Q = po+p1lnbr+mng

In this case, it is also common that the measurement system is linear in In #;, as in Cunha

et al. (2010) or Attanasio et al. (2020), to ensure that estimated skills are positive.
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3.3.1 Identification

Similar to the trans-log case, define 6, = exp(u&t,l)et)‘g’t’l so that

1
0, = exp <——'§9’t’1> éfe’t’l .

0,t,1

Similarly, let I, = exp(m,t’l)lt’\ P41 We can then rewrite the production technology in terms

of 6, and I,. That is, we can rewrite equations (11)-(15) to

- o A9 t+1,1%t

~ ~ ~ ot
(16) 6y = (%teﬁvtvl + %tzjfvt’l) exp(7g.¢) t=0,...,T—1
(17) ZO,t,m = ﬂH,t,m + 5\6’,t,m In ét + €0,t,m t= 07 s aTa m = 15 2
(18)  Zrsm = firgm + AemInly+eppm t=0,....,T=1,m=1,.2
(19) Inl, = BOt‘i‘Bltlnét"‘BQtlDYt‘i‘ﬁI,t t=0,....,T-1
(20) Q = po+plnbr+mg
where

~ Mo t+1,1 Heo .1 ~ Mo t+1,1 K1
Y1t = Y1t €Xp | Oy - and o = Yo €xp | 0y -
Mo+l Aot Nog+11 ALt

and the other parameters are defined as in the trans-log case. The following theorem char-

acterizes the identified set of the finite dimensional parameters.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

(a) The identified set of {f10t.msNotm tt=o... Tm=1.2, {IItms ALt =0, . T—1.m=12; (P0,P1),

{Bots But, Bat Yimots {16, Yar, 0, i Yoy consists of all vectors that yield the same values of

~ 1 ~ 1 ~ ~ o~ T-1
{uo,t,m, >\9,t,m}t:0,...,T,m:1,2; {,UI,t,ma AI,t,m}t:O,..,T—l,m:lQ; (Po, Pl); {’Yltﬁzt, ﬁ, Af: L Jt=0

otpr \T—-1
Xo,t+1,1 3t=0"7

and {Bot, Bit, Bgt}?:Bl as the true parameter vectors.

(b) Let {figs1}ro, {fireaticg, and {dos1}l, be fived constants with Ngs1 # 0 for all t.
Under the additional restrictions {pg 1} = {Hosa}ieg and {prsitisy = {fre1}ieo

and {Xos1}o = {fias1}1q the identified set is a singleton.

An important implications of part (a) is that the fraction :\\fzi = )“i;:’l 74 is point
identified for all ¢ =1,...,T — 1. Hence, if we restrict A\g;1 to a constant, ;. is identified,

which is very different to the trans-log case. Intuitively, since skills and investment have
the same exponent in the CES production functions, the relative scale is identified by the
functional form restrictions.

As before, I now introduce additional assumptions to achieve point identification.
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Assumption 2’. Ao =1 and pgo1 = 0.

Assumption 3’.

(a) por1 = pogp1q forallt=0,..., 7 —1

(b) vit+yar=1foral¢t=0,...,7—1.

Assumption 4’.
(@) pre1 = pres1n =0forallt=0,...,7 — 2.
(b) Boy =0forallt=0,..., 7 — 1.
Assumption 5’.
(a) Xot1=Agsr11 forallt=0,....,7 —1.
(b) Yy =1forallt=0,...,7 —1.
The following result shows how point identification can be established.

Corollary 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2’ hold. Suppose either Assumption 3’(a) or As-
sumption 3°(b) holds. Suppose either Assumption 4’(a) or Assumption 4’°(b) holds. Suppose
either Assumption 5’(a) or Assumption 5°(b) holds. Then all parameters are point identified.

A common restriction with the CES production function is to set ¢, = 1 for all ¢ (see
e.g. Cunha et al. (2010) and Attanasio et al. (2020)). In this case, Theorem 3 implies

Ao t+1,1

= 1) is not
Ao,t,1 )

that % is point identified. Hence, assuming age-invariance (i.e.
required, and it is in fact a testable implication. Moreover, with this additional restriction,
Corollary 2 implies that the only scale restriction needed is A\go; = 0.° Nevertheless, it is
common practice to set A\g;1 = Ary1 = 1 for all ¢, which are not normalizations, but in
fact very restrictive assumptions (even if 1, # 1). Setting the scales to different numbers
or changing the units of measurement of the data then affects all estimated parameters,
optimal investment sequences, and other counterfactuals. The exact consequences depend
on the estimation methods used. As an illustration I consider the estimator of Attanasio
et al. (2020) in Section 3.4.

Again, these sets of assumptions are not only sufficient, but also necessary for point

identification. In particular, as shown in Theorem 7 in the appendix and illustrated in

. A .. . .
6Since ﬁ is identified, one could also fix A7 1 instead.
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examples below, if the model is correctly specified and Assumption 1 holds, then there
always exist sets of parameters which are consistent with the data and satisfy Assumptions
1, 2’ either 3'(a) or 3’(b), and either 4’(a) or 4’(b), and either 5’(a) or 5’(b). Again, different
sets of assumptions yield observationally equivalent models, but potentially very different

primitive parameters.

Remark 3. There is also a large macroeconomic literature on normalized CES production
functions; see for example Klump and Grandville (2000), Klump, McAdam, and Willman
(2012), Temple (2012) and references therein. They note that one can always write

1
I 0, \"" AN
(Y107 + el ) ot = Ay (’_%e (e—t) + (1 =%) (Tt) >

t t

where 0, and I, are fixed constants to be chosen by the researcher to standardize the inputs,

_ 71t9_?t

_ _ _ 1
Tt = Not TO¢ and At = ’Ylte(n + 7215[01 "
Y167 + Yarl (6 ")

Estimating the production function with these two different specifications yields observation-
ally equivalent models with the same elasticity of substitution. By standardizing the inputs,
we can evaluate the production function at 6, = 6, and I, = I, to get the output A,. If
the units of measurements of the inputs are known, such standardizations can help interpret
the parameters and calibrate the model, while without an implicit normalization ~;; and 7o,
are harder to interpret. Moreover, the consequences of changing o;, while holding the other
parameters fixed, on functions of interest might depends on how the model is parameterized
because 7, and A, depend on o;.

One potential choice of standardizations could be 6; = E[f;] and I; = E[I;] (see Embrey
(2019) for this standardization). However, since the inputs are not observed, E[f;] and E[I}]

are not identified. Instead, we can write
6\ /L \"\ 7
et"rl t (% < E[Qt] > + ( P)/t) (E[[t]) ) eXp(ne,t)

It It

_ B ét g1 ]t X1 ot
9t+1 - eXP(Me,t+1,1)At f_}/t I + (1 - ’Vt) ~ eXp(ﬁQ,t)
BB Pasa Ell, -

as

Ag,t+1,1%t

To achieve the desired standardization, we would have to standardize the inputs in equation
(16) by E[H}I/Ae’t’l]’\em and E[ftl/’\l’t’l])‘fyf’l, respectively, which are not identified. We could
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instead standardize by E[f;] and E[L], but is not clear if such a standardization would yield
a useful interpretation of the parameters. Finally, notice that the most important issue with
the current specification of the CES production function is overidentification and biased

estimators due to setting the scales, which is not mitigated by standardizing inputs.

3.3.2 Invariant parameters

As in the trans-log case, important policy relevant parameters are point identified under

Assumption 1 only. The interpretation of these features has been discussed in Section 3.2.2.

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

1. Fy,,, ((vthal(Qt)‘” + vthQQ(It)"t)% exp(Qas (7]9715))) is point identified for all oy, aia, g €
(0,1)
2. Let
In14(Y) = Bor + Bie In Qa, (6:) + Por InY + Qo (11,4)
Then
Foer (026Qar (007 + 32 u(Y)™) 7 exD(Quy (1))
is point identified for all ay,as, oy € (0,1).

3. P (Q <q | 0, = Qal (Qt)a {]s = Qazs (Ls) Z:_tla {770,5 - Qa3s (779,5)}?;:_151) is point identiﬁed
for all aq, {0425, Q3¢ Z:_tl € (O, 1)

4. P(Q < q|by=Qalb0), {Ys =ui}—y) is point identified for all a € (0,1).

5. If in addition either Assumption 5’(a) or Assumption 5°(b) holds, then the distributions

of
Oln 0t+1 . 0

= 1
Jln 6, 0ln o,

1
n (Y107 + yaelyt) o

and Jln 6 0
N1 L
— In (1607 + Yo I7t)
81n[t aln]t n(’Ylt t +/Y2t t )

are point identified and

91n o 4 2
a111 te—i-l Y In (107" + y21}") Z
né, |, 0= (In 62) 0 Ty=Qay (In I1) n v In0:=Qa, (In0:),In [t=Qay, (In It)
and
Oln 0t+1 9 o
= In (71,07 I7)e
otn I, A

In6:=Qa; (In6:),In [t=Qa, (In It) In6:=Qa; (In6:),In [t=Qa, (In It)

are point identified for all aq, e € (0,1).
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The features in parts (1)—(4) are analogous to those in the trans-log case and can be
used to calculate optimal investment/income strategies and anchored treatment effects, as
discussed after Theorem 2. As opposed to the trans-log case, now the relative scales of
skills and investment are point identified. Consequently, elasticities are identified under

Assumption 1 and either age-invariant skill measures or ¢; = 1 only.

3.3.3 Non-invariant parameters

To achieve point identification of all parameters, we need to fix the levels of the log skills
and investment, for example by setting 901 and p 71 to 0. I now discuss whether these
restrictions are normalizations with respect to any of the primitive parameters. Again, I
assume that investment is observed and focus on the location of the skills. Notice that
with the age-invariance assumption 91 = ftg 4411, Theorem 3 implies that pgoq = 0 is in
general not a normalization with respect to v, and 79;. An exception is the special case
where A\gy1 = Ag¢11,1. Then pgo; = 0 is a normalization with respect to 74, but not ;.
Next, consider the restriction 7y, + 72: = 1. In this case pgo; = 0 is in general not
a normalization with respect to ~y; or 9 and different scales can lead to very different
dynamics, which I illustrate in the example below. Here pp0; (and not Agg;) affects the
scale because we can identify the distribution of 9~97t,1 = exp(ug,tyl)et)‘ %! and the production

function is in levels rather than logs of 6.

Example 3. The issues with the restriction jg0; = 0 in the CES case are analogous to the
issues with the restriction A\gp1 = 1 in the trans-log case discussed in Example 1. I now
consider a numerical example analogous to Example 1 and focus on the measurement and

the production function only. That is, suppose that
1 1
01 = 5915 + §It exp (7,
Z@,Lm = 111(12) + In Qt + 69,t,m

Hence, ~; and 79 sum to 1, they are identical and they do not change over time. Moreover,
Notm = 0 = 1 for all t. Notice that

Ze,t,m = 111(12(%) + €9,t,m-
Let 6, = 126,. Just as in Example 1, we get

Op1 = (%tét + (1 - %t)]t) eXP(ﬁG,t)

Z€ tom ﬁ@,t,m +1n ét + €0.t,m
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where
(Y10, 911, Y12, V13, - - -) = (0.077,0.351,0.435,0.470, . . .)

and
(exp(fio.o.m), exXp(fi1,0,m), €xp(fi2,0.m), €Xp(f3.0.m); - --) = (1,6.5,9.25,10.625, .. .).

These two models are observationally equivalent, but the two sets of parameters might

suggest very different dynamics.
3.3.4 Anchoring
Again we can write the measurement system and the adult outcome as

ﬁO /~\~0,t,m + S\GLt,m

P1 P1
Q = Indr+mng

ZQ,t,m = ﬁ@,t,m - In 1§t + &

where the joint distribution of {In ﬁt}le and py and p; are point identified. In general, the
implications of anchoring are similar to those in the trans-log case and it replaces Assump-
tion 2’. However, recall that the relative scale of investment and skills is identified and we
therefore cannot anchor both variables to a measure or adult outcome. Moreover, if invest-
ment was observed and either Assumption 5’(a) or Assumption 5’(b) holds, then {A\g; 1}/,
is point identified and the model can only be consistent with one particular (identified) scale
of the skills. Thus, we can only have a CES production technology for {0,}7_, if oy = 1 and

the model cannot be consistent with different anchors or different units of measurement.

3.3.5 Estimation

As in the trans-log case, we can estimate the model using any combinations of assumptions in
Corollary 2 that yield point identification. No matter which combination is used, estimates
of the features in Theorem 3, including elasticities when v, = 1, will be identical. In this
section I outline one particular way to do so based on equations (16)—(20) together with
Assumptions 1, 2’, 3'(a), and 4’(a), and 5’(b) and an adaptation of the estimation approach
of Attanasio et al. (2020).

In the first step, we can use the restriction 5\9%1 = 5\1,t,1 = 1foralltand fig¢m = firgm =0
for all ¢ and m to estimate the joint distribution of ({#,}7 o, {L;, i}, Q) as well as Ag s,
/N\[,tm for all ¢ and m > 1, py, and py. For example, Attanasio et al. (2020) assume that the

measures, log-skills, and log-investment, log-income, have a normal mixture distribution. In
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the second step, we can take draws from the estimated joint distribution and estimate the

remaining parameters. To do so, let {{f;,;}, {1, Vi } o, Q; J_, be these draws and let

J

2 2 2 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2
(Gors Bhes ) = argmin 3 (ndy; = for = Bl by = B n Yy, )
{Bot.B1t,P2t} j=1

and ﬁ[,t,j =In jt,j — BOt — Blt In ét,j — B2t In Y%J‘. Next set 5\97071 = )\97071 =1 and let

A T—1 ¢\ A2 I3 £ \T-1
({Ae,t,l}tzl ,{)\I,t,l, Ots Y1ty V2t Kft}t:o )
. ~ 0,t+1,1 N2o.t,1 FALE ~ Z
= arg min E E (hl 0t+1,j — o In (Vltet,j + ’}/Qt[t’j > — Htﬁ],t,j)

T— _\T—
Do e o g e 1,00me 726, g =1 j=1 t

Using these estimates, we can the recover Ag¢m = NotmAot1, AMtm = AamAe1, Bor = ;\fitl,

R 2 2 % A ~ A A 3 . L. o

Po = Po, P1 = P1her1, P = P ;\“’1, and Py = ;\’8” , as well as the estimated distributions
1,t,1 I,t,1

of skills and investment using the relationship In 6, = Ah; ftl and In I, = ;?—tftl The estimation

procedure also easily allows imposing additional assumptions, such as age-invariance of the

s

first skill measure in which case Ag11 = g1 for all .
The parameter estimates generally depend on the scale and location restrictions imposed
and are therefore are very hard to interpret. However, using these estimates, we can calculate

the features in Theorem 3, which are invariant to the restrictions.

3.4 Monte Carlo simulations

I use a very similar data generating process as Attanasio et al. (2020). In particular, I use

Orpr = Ay (07" + (1 — ) I7) 7t exp(na,e)

for t = 1,2. Allowing for A; # 1 is equivalent to not imposing the restriction that the coeffi-
cients in front of #; and I, sum to 1. Since I want to study income transfers as counterfactuals,

I augment the setup of Attanasio et al. (2020) and add the equation
Inl; = B Inb; + Boy In Y, + 14

where Y; is the same in all periods. To simulate data, I first draw (In(6),In(Y)) from a
normal mixture distribution. Given (In(f),In(Y")) and normally distributed 7y, and n;; I
then generate Iy, 61, I, and 05 using the model. If In [; was equal to InY;, the setup would
be exactly equal to that of Attanasio et al. (2020) with parameters as in their Table 9,
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which are based on their empirical results, and I use oy = o0 = —0.5.7 I deviate slightly
from their setting by using the additional investment equation with g; = 0.1, oy = 0.9,
and 77y ~ N(0,0.1?). T simulate three measures each for ¢, and I, which have a factor
structure with py9m = ferm = 0 for all m,¢. In addition A\g; = N1 = 1 for all ¢,
which imposes the scale restrictions and the age-invariance assumptions. These loadings
are then also “normalized” to 1 in the estimation procedure. Specifically, following Attana-
sio et al. (2020) I first estimate the distribution of the measures and of log-income using
a normal mixture model. Then, assuming that (In(6y),In(6;),1n(6s),In(ly),In(1;), In(Y))
also has a normal mixture distribution, one can use the factor structure and the restric-
tions to estimate that joint distribution.® Once we have the estimated joint distribution of
(In(6y),In(61),1n(62),1In(1y), In(1;),In(Y)), we can draw a sample from that distribution and
estimate all production function parameters by nonlinear least squares.

I use the estimation procedure explained in Section 3.3.5, which simplifies in this setup
because investment is exogenous (and thus, x;, = 0). Moreover, to focus on the scale re-
striction only, I set (g ¢m = ptr1m = 0 for all m and ¢. Finally, I impose that the first skill
measures is age-invariant, set \g;1 = 1 for all ¢, and estimate A;;;. I therefore impose As-
sumptions 2’, 3'(a), and 4’(a), as well as both parts of Assumption 5. While only one part
of the last assumption is needed (i.e. age-invariance of the skill measures could be dropped),
they are both satisfied in this setup. That is, I estimate A;,; along with the production

function parameters by solving

()\I,t,l, 01,02, 711, V21, V11, 721)

T ) )
. ~ 1 ~ 2t
- arg min § : § : (ln Ori15 — P In (’Yltet,} + ’Y2t[t?3{’ 1))
t

AL1,01,02,711,721,711,721 1 =1

where 9~t7j and ft,j are draws from the estimated distribution. Similarly, we can estimate (1,
and Py from a regression of INW- on étyj and Y;. In addition, I use the estimator of Attanasio
et al. (2020), which also imposes the overidentifying restriction A\;;; = 1 for all ¢.

In the following, I will investigate the effect of multiplying the skill measures by a single

constant sy in all periods, which changes the loadings, but not the age-invariance assumption.

I use slightly different notation to be consistent with the notation above. Specifically, the periods are
t =0,1,2 instead of t = 1,2,3, I use I; instead of X; for the second latent variable, and I use o; instead of
pt to denote the elasticity of substitution. The distribution of (In(6p),In(Y")) is the same as the distribution

of (In(fy),In(X)) in Attanasio et al. (2020).
8Interestingly, one can see from the DGP that (In(f),In(;),In(f2)) does not have a normal mixture

distribution due to the nonlinear production function, but this misspecification bias seems to be relatively

small in this simulation setup.
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For example, the first measure, say Zgﬁm, is generated by
Ze,t,l = log(0:) + €911
but when I estimate the model, I use
Zosn = 502041 = 50log(0;) + 505011,

which is also an age-invariant measure. The estimators still impose that the loadings are
equal to 1 (Ag,1 = 1 for all £ with my estimator and A\p;; = 1 and A;;; = 1 for all ¢ with
the estimator of Attanasio et al. (2020)). Of course, in practice, we do not know the DGP
and there is no reason to believe that the true loading is 1. Ideally, the restriction should be
a normalization in which case the results would be invariant to scaling the data or changing
its units of measurement. However, Corollary 2 implies that the estimator of Attanasio
et al. (2020) is inconsistent. I look at the implications for elasticities and counterfactual
predictions, which are point identified (as shown in Theorem 4) and are invariant to the
scaling when using the new estimator. I take sy = 1, which is the correctly specified model,
as well as sy = 2/3 and sy = 2, which are small changes of the units of measurement that
have a large impact on the results. I report average estimates from 200 simulated data sets.

To summarize the production function estimates I report d1n(6#;)/01In(6y) as a function of
quantiles of In(fy) and evaluated at the median value of Iy and 91n(f2)/01n(1;) as a function
of quantiles of In(/;) and evaluated at the median value of 6;, which are point identified,
as shown in the last part of Theorem 4. Figure 2 shows these partial derivatives for the
true parameters, the 2-step estimator of Attanasio et al. (2020) with different values of sy,
and the invariant estimator that also estimates the scale. In this and the following figures,
the results obtained with the invariant estimator are always almost identical to those with
the 2-step estimator and sy = 1 and very similar to those with the true parameter values.
However, the figure also demonstrates that small changes in the units of measurements can
have a large effect on the results when using the 2-step estimator. The invariant estimator,
on the other hand, can adapt to the scale change and yields identical results for the reported
features (but not the parameter estimates) no matter what the scale is. One interesting
finding is that the 2-step estimator underestimates the partial derivative with respect to
In(fy) for small values of the inputs and overestimates it for large values when sy = 2/3.

As a first counterfactual, consider an individual, whose value of 6y equals Qo.1(6p) and all
unobservables are 0. I then exogenously change the income sequence of that individual and

check the implied quantile in the skill distribution in period 2. Of course, the larger income,
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Figure 2: Partial derivatives
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the higher the relative rank/quantile in the last period. I report results where a feasible
choice of income in each period is a given quantile (that will be varied). Instead of using the
feasible choices, I distribute the total income among the two periods to maximize the skill
quantile in the last period. The second part of Theorem 4 implies that these counterfactuals
are point identified, can be consistently estimated with the invariant estimator, but the
results with the 2-step estimator of Attanasio et al. (2020) will depend on sy.

The left panel of Figure 3 shows the quantile as a function of the feasible income quantile
(0.5 is the median, etc.). Using the true parameters, we can see that, even for large income,
the quantile in period 2 is at most around 0.22 and does not go much below the initial value
of 0.1 for low income. The right panel of Figure 3 shows the corresponding optimal income
shares in period 0. With the true parameters, income should be similar in both periods.
The 2-step estimator with sy = 1 and the invariant estimator (irrespective of the scale) yield
almost identical conclusions for the optimal income sequence, but have a small bias for the
estimated quantile in period 2 (due the approximation error of the joint distribution of the
measures/skills as mixtures of normals).

Figure 3 also demonstrates that changing the units of measurement can lead to inefficient
income transfers when using the 2-step estimator. For example, with sy = 2/3 the results
suggest that we should mainly invest at ¢t = 0, and with sy = 2 it appears that we should

mainly invest at ¢ = 1. Moreover, the estimated gains of income transfers are misleading
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Figure 3: Response to income changes and optimal shares
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in this case. As can be seen from the left panel, the inconsistent estimates suggest that
large income transfers can increase the quantile to around 0.4 in period 2 when sy = 2/3.
Contrarily, with sy = 2 we would underestimate the effect. Importantly, the results for the
new estimator are invariant to changes in the units of measurements.

As the last illustration, I consider how exogenous income changes affect the skill distri-
bution. To do so, I take draws from the estimated joint distribution of income and skills
in period 0 (based on the average of the estimated parameters to get representative results)
and consider four counterfactual marginal income distributions. First, I increase everyone’s
income by two standard deviations in period 0. Second, I increase everyone’s income by two
standard deviations in period 2. Third, I set income to the median for everyone in both
periods. Fourth, I increase income by two standard deviations in both periods, but only if
the initial skill and income quantiles are below 0.5. I set all unobservables to their median
values. I report results for the invariant estimator only.”

I report the results in two ways. Figure 4 compares the final period skill quantiles implied

by the different counterfactual income distributions with the original quantiles (one panel

9These results are based on a slightly different DGP where initial log skills and log income have a bivariate
mixture normal distribution with means of the two components equal to (—4, —2) and (2, 1) (instead of (6, 3)
for the second component). The original DGP basically consists of two completely separated normals, which

might not be a good representation for most applications.
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for each of the four cases). These results are invariant to sg. Figure 5 shows the implied
distribution of one of the skill measures in the final period (which could be a test score or an
adult outcome in an application). These results depend on and should be interpreted relative
to the units of measurements of that measures. Figure 5 is based on sy = 1. One can see
that increasing income in either of the first two periods has very similar effects and leads to
an increase in skills. Since everyone’s income increases, everyone is better off. If everyone
receives the mean income, the variance of the final skill or outcome distribution decreases
considerably. If we only increase income for people with low initial skills and income, then

predictably, mainly the lower tail of the distribution will be affected.

Figure 4: Skill quantiles under different investment sequences
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4 Nonparametric identification

Figure 5: Outcome distributions under different investment sequences
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I now extend these results to a general nonparametric model where

9t+1 = ft(et;]tanl,t,%,t)

Zotm = Gotm(0 €0tm)
Zitm = Grem(Le€rem)
Iy = (6, Ye,mre)
Q = r(br.ng)
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Similar to Cunha et al. (2010) and Agostinelli and Wiswall (2022), in the nonparametric

model, we need three measures in each period. I adapt Assumption 1 as follows.

Assumption 5.

(a) {{eo.t.m =0, Tym=12, {€1.t:m }t=0,...7—1,m=1,2, Mg} are jointly independent and independent
of {{0:}L, {I;}]=)'} conditional on {V;}/-;.

(b) All random variables are continuously distributed with strictly increasing cfds and have

bounded first and second moments.

(¢) The joint density of {{Zptm im0, . Tom=123: {Z1tm}t=0,.7—1,m=123> Qs {0} 10, { Lt } 1o}
is bounded conditional on {Y;}/_;' and so are all their marginal and conditional den-
sities.  {{Zps1} o, {Z141}1='} is bounded complete for {{Zy 2} 0, {Z112}'} and
{03, {1}, } is bounded complete for {{Zp1} 0, {Zr.s1}i=5 }-

(d) 9o.tam, gr.m, and r are strictly increasing in both arguments for all m and ¢. f; and hy

are strictly increasing the last argument for all ¢.
(e) 6; and I; have strictly positive support for all ¢.

(f) nr+ is independent of (6;,Y;) for all ¢ and ¢ is independent of (Iy, ¢, Y;) for all ¢.

These assumptions are similar to those Cunha et al. (2010), where now 7y, enters the
production function directly. As a special case, suppose fi(0y, Iy, e, <o) = fe(Or, Iy, kenre +
o). Then with ng; = ke + <o, we have Elngy | O, m14, Y] = K4nre, which is part (h) of
Assumption 1. Here, the unobservables are allowed to enter much more flexibly. Parts (a) —
(c) are analogous to assumptions made in Cunha et al. (2010) and I build on their results

to identify the joint distribution of

{{ZQ,t,m}t:O,.‘.,T,m:IQu {Z],t,m}t:O,...,T—l,m:1,27 Q7 {§9,t(9t)}?:07 {gI,t(It)}?:_(]l}

up to unknown and strictly increasing functions gy, and gy This result is similar to the
identification result in Lemma 1, which shows identification up to linear transformations.
Cunha et al. (2010) make an additional assumption, which ensures that the functions gy, and
gr.+ can be pinned down (i.e. condition (v) of their Theorem 2). This assumption is similar to
Assumption 2 and it is not a normalization with respect to f;. I do not use this assumption

and instead focus on features that are invariant to these monotone transformations.

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption 5 holds. Then
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1. Fy o, (f1(Qay (01), Qan(It), Qus (M1,t), Qau(So,t))) is point identified for all ay, ca, a3, o4 €
(07 1) SUCh that (Qoq (et)a Q(X3 (It)7 QaQ (nl,t)v Qa4 (§97t)) 18 0n the SUppOTt Of (eta Ita nI,t7 gH,t)-

2. Let
It(Y) = ht(Qal (et)a Y7 Qas (nI,t))

Then Fy,, (fi(Qa,(01), I.(Y), Qas(14), Qas(So,t))) is point identified for all on, o,y €
(0,1).

3. P (Q <q|0s=Qa,(0s), {1y = Qazt(It)}tT:Bla e = Qa3t<771,t)}g:sla {0 = Qau (§9,t)}tT=;1)
is point identified for all oy, {owy, sy, g Yy € (0,1) such that the quantiles are on

the joint support of the random variables.
4. P (Q <q|bs=Qa0s),{Y: = yt}tT:*Sl) is point identified for all a € (0,1).

Just as before, we can identify how investment/income and shocks affect the relative
standing in the skill distribution. We can also identify the effect of a sequence of invest-
ment/income on adult outcomes, given a quantile of the initial skills. Notice that these
parameters are point identified without any normalizations and they neither require scale
and location restrictions on the production function nor age-invariant measures. These
feature are now not only invariant to changes in the units of measurement, but to any
monotone transformations of the measures. Notice that we can only identify a nonlin-
ear transformation of the skills. Therefore, the sequence of investment that maximizes
E0r | 0, = Qu(0,),{Y; = y,}1=.") is not point identified and choosing a particular transfor-
mation can yield erroneous conclusions regarding the role of investment. It is also important
to mention that in nonadditive models, support conditions play an important role because
we cannot extrapolate using the functional form. The results also implicitly contain an
instrument relevancy condition because if h; is constant in Y;, then Q,,(l;) is completely
determined by (Qay (6:), Qus (711)).

Another advantage of stating results without any seemingly innocuous normalizations
is that one can easily impose more structure on the model without having to check and
potentially adjust the normalization. For example, to reduce the dimensionality of the

model, we might want to simplify the measurement system to

Zogm = 9o.4m(0 +€04m) t=0,....,T,m=1,2,3
Zigm = Grem(li+erem) t=0,....T—-1,m=1,2,3
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A normalization in the more general model might then not be a normalization in the more
restrictive model. Also here, the results from Theorem 5 apply and we can identify features

that are invariant to monotone transformations of the measures.

5 Conclusion

This paper is concerned with normalizations in general and skill formation models in par-
ticular. As a methodological contribution, the paper provides a formal definition of when a
restriction is truly a normalization. Since restrictions typically affect many of the estimated
parameters of the model, a normalization has to be with respect to some function or feature
of interest, such as a subvector or a counterfactual prediction. Therefore, a restriction could
be a normalization with respect to some functions, but not others. Specifically, I define a
restriction as a normalization if imposing the restriction does not change the identified set of
a function of interest. Normalizations are specific to a model and slight changes in the model
can affect if a restriction is a normalization. When a normalization yields point identifica-
tion, which is common in applications, the definition implies that all functions of interest
need to be identified without normalizations. To ensure that the results are interpretable,
researchers should argue that this is the case. When it is complicated to show this property
formally, a standard robustness check could be to fix normalized parameters to alternative
values and check how the conclusions change. It is also important that estimated parameters
that depend on arbitrary normalizations might not be suitable to calibrate other models,
unless one can argue that all main conclusions are unaffected by the restrictions.

In an important class of skill formation models, the paper shows that seemingly innocuous
scale and location restrictions are not normalizations, can be overidentifying, and can affect
parameters and counterfactuals. In particular, simply changing the units of measurements
can yield ineffective investment strategies and misleading policy recommendations. The ex-
act implications depend on the feature of interest, the production function, the measurement
system, and the estimation method. To tackle these issues, the paper presents a new iden-
tification analysis, which pools all restrictions of the model and characterizes the identified
set without normalizations. These results clarify which features depend on the scale and
location restrictions. Importantly, many key features are invariant to these restrictions, are
identified under weaker assumptions, provide robust policy implications, and are comparable

across different studies.
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A Additional results

A.1 Identification

Theorem 6. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and consider the model

Inbi1 = ap+y1eln0p + v Inly +v3¢ In O In Iy + 194 t=0,...,T—1
Zotm = Motm T NoemInbs +eotm t=0,....T\m=1,2
Zigm = Wtm T ArtmInl+ertm t=0,...,T—1

Inl; = PBor+Lulnb+ BorInY; + 11 t=0,...,T—1
Q = po+pilnbr+ng

Then there always exist sets of observationally equivalent parameters which are consistent with the
data and satisfy Assumptions 1, 2, either 3(a) or 3(b) and either 4(a) or 4(b).

Theorem 7. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and consider the model

O = (07" + 'ygtfft)% exp(ng.¢) t=0,...,T—1
Zotm = Hotm+ NotmInb+egm t=0,....,T,m=1,2
Zitm = WRitm T AngmInly +erem t=0,...,T—1

Inly = Bo+ Prenb; + Boy InY; + 4 t=0,...,7—-1

Q = po+p1lndr+mng

where o¢ # 0 and vy1¢,v2¢ > 0 for all t. Then there always exist sets of observationally equivalent
parameters which are consistent with the data and satisfy Assumptions 1, 2’, either 3’(a) or 3’(b)
and either 4’(a) or 4°(b) and either 5’(a) or 5°(b).

B Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1. We have

(cov(ze,s,l, Zo,t,1)> B <Ae,s,lxe,t,1cov(ln 0, In @))

cov(Zy,s,1, Zo,t,2) Ag,s,120,¢,2c00(In O, In 0;)

and
(COU(ZLSJ, Z(;’t’l)) B </\1,5,1)\97tylcov(ln I, In 9t)>

cov(Zr51,2Z0+.2) ALs1Ag,,2cov(In Iy, In 0y)

Since Ag.¢m # 0 and Af¢, # 0 for all m and t and cov(In I, In6;) # 0 or cov(Inbs,Iné;) # 0 for
some s, it follows that Ag;1/Mg 2 is identified for all t. Analogously, A1 1/Ar 2 is identified for all
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t. It now follows that for m # m/

0,t,m )‘G,t,m
Hotm — 2 Mo tm! = E Z@,t,m - \ Zﬁ,t,m’
0,t,m’ 6,t,m’
is identified as well. Now write
Ze,t,m = Ho,t,m + )\G,t,m In 9t + €0,t,m
)\9 t,m )\9 t,m )\9 t,m
ﬁze,t,m’ + 1o tm — ﬁ#e,nm’ = 1g,t,m + Ng,t.m In0O; + 3 =0 tm!
6,t,m’ 0,t,m’ 6,t,m’

Lemma 1 of Evdokimov and White (2012) implies that the distributions of fig¢m + Agtm In6;
and €¢ ¢, are identified conditional on Y7,...Y7_;1. Since @ is another measure in period T, the
distribution of 7q is identified as well. Similarly, the distributions of s ¢ m + ArtmInly and €74,
are identified conditional on Y7,...Yp_1.

Next, condition on Yj,...Yr_; and for any random variable X, let ¢x be its conditional

characteristic function. Then

joint distribution is identified. That is, ¢, 3, ,

It follows that ¢y, , 4+ xg s nb:}eo.. is identified

LTym=1,2A 11,6, m ALt m I Tt} =0, . T—1,m=1,2,p0+p1 In O (S)
for all nonzeros of Pleo.tm}imo . Since the zeros of this function are
isolated and since characteristics functions are continuous, the characteristic function of {19 ¢, +
At Ot ti—o . mm=12, {1 t;m + ArtmIn Lt}imo,. 7-1,m=12,p0 + p1Infr and therefore its joint
distribution is identified.

O]

Proof of Theorem 1. 1 first show that {ﬁe,t,maX@,t,m}tzor,_,T’m:l’Q, {/.1[7t7m,5\]’t7m}t:07n_7T_17m:172,
(@, A1e, Aoty A3t o' {Bot B, Bat b, and (o, p1) are identified. By Lemma 1 the joint distribution
of ({In ét}t:()w";p,mzl,g, {In ft}t:O,...,T—l,m:l,% Q) is point identified conditional on (Yp,...,Ypr_1).
The proof of that lemma also implies that we can identify the distributions of €¢ 4 ,, and €7, and
thus, also fig ¢ m, S\G,t,ma fi1,t,m, and S\I,t’m for all m and t. From the identified joint distribution, we
also know

E[lnft | ényi] = BOt +Bltlnét +B2t1nYt

and thus, we can identify Bo;, Bis, and Bor. Similarly, E[ln I, | Q] and therefore py and p; are
identified.
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We can also identify E[ln 9~t+1 | 0;, I, Y;] we can write as

Elnbiiq | 04, I, Yy] = ap + A1 I 0y + Fop In Iy + 3¢ In 0 In Iy + Eng, | Or, I, Y]
=G+ A1 0 + Ao In I + A3 0 In Iy + Ngpy11E[ngs | O, iir e, Vil
=a -+ 0 + Yo Iy + F3: In Oy In Iy + Nggs11Elmoye | i)
=a; + Y1t In ét + ot In —ft + 3¢ In ét In ft + (Not+1,1/A161)KeMr e

The second line follows because ét, ft, Y; is identical to conditioning on ét,ﬁLt,Yt due to the line
relationship in equation (9). The third and fourth line follow from Assumption 1(b) and the
relationship 77, = Arg1mr¢. Hence, we can identify a¢, J1¢, Yor, J3t, and (Nge41,1/Ar,6,1)k¢ by
regressing In 9~t+1 on In ét, In ft, In ft, and 77 = In ft — B()t — Blt In ét — Bgt InY;.

Now suppose we have an alternative set of parameters, denoted by {ig ¢ m, ;\97t,m}t:07m,T7m:172,
{R1tms Motam Ye=0,..T—1,m=1,2, {8t F1e: Yot V3t Hmo » {Bot: Bits Botti—g'» and (po, 1) that yields the
same values of {fig.¢.m> N.tm =0.... Tam=1.2> LTt Mt =0, T—1.m=125 150t Bits Bat } gt s (Pos p1)s

and {dt,&lt,%tﬂgt};‘tl. Define 0; and I; such that

fige1 +Xoga 0 = g1 + Ny nby =1nd,
and

pre1+ 5\1,1&,1 Inl; = i1+ Are1lnly =In ft

For m # 1, we then have

fo.tm + Notm 00 = figt.m + No.tm (hl 0; — ﬂe,t,1) /o1

_ 5\0 t,m 5\0 t,m A
= lu/e’Lm — % —|— % lnet
Aol Aol

= Hytm + 5\e,t,m In 6;
and similarly
Brtm + Arem Il = firem + S\I,t,m In ;.

Then the two models generate the same distribution of the measures. In addition, the parameters

and @, are consistent with the production technology because

fo.t411 + Ao tt1,1 10 0pq
=6y
=G +F1e 0 + Ao In Iy + Y3, n Oy In Iy + 7jg
= ay + 1 (fige1 + N1 In0) + For In Iy + Y3 In(fig 1 + Ao In6p) In Iy + 7o
= a; +Y1e(fo41 + N1 In0;) + For In Iy + s In(fig g1 + N1 In6y) In Ty + 7o
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Since

. s o Noi+11 - A0,t+1,1 _
ay = Ngp4+1,10¢ + fot41,1 — —< [, e 11t — —=——— J1,t,172t
A6,t,1 ALt
51 = X ( 1 5 ﬁI,t,lf_y ) S = Mg ( Yot ﬂe,t,g_y ) 5 N1
1t = Agt11 | = 1t — = 3t ], Yor = Aggr11 | < — =3 |, Y=v—"5—
Ao,t,1 ALt ALt1l Aol A0t 1AL L

and 7 = Ag1+1,176,¢, it is easy to show that

01 =a;+ 5160 + Yo In I + Y3 In 0, In I + Mot

Ao, t+1,1
Ao,t+1,1 0.t
Analogously, one can show that

with 79+ =

Inly = Bot + B In by + Bor In Yy + 714
Q=po+pInbr+1qg

For the last part first notice that once {Ag+1, 1.1, 1o+.1, 1,41 }e=1,..7 are fixed, the vector
{X0,t.m ALtmos 140.t,m [0 4,m ft=1,...,7 is uniquely determined for all m # 1 due to the restrictions the
parameters in the identified set have to satisfy. From these restrictions, we can then uniquely deter-
mine y3; and with that parameter also v1; and ~9;. Similarly, all the other parameters are uniquely
determined. We then found the unique parameter vector for which {Xg s 1, Ar4.1, o1, 1141 b e=1,..T
are fixed and that yields the same values of {fig ¢ m, 5\97t,m}t:o,,.,,T,m:1,2, {L1,t,m 5\17t,m}t:07m,T_1,m:1,2,
{ae, A1e, Vot 3t =o' > (Pos A1), and {Bor, Bie, Bat b i—g -

O

Proof of Corollary 1. The last part of Theorem 1 immediately implies that all parameters are point

identified under Assumptions 1, 2, 3(a), and 4(a). Now suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3(b), and 4(a)

. A . . e A .
hold. Then, since a; = pre1 = 0, fg1+1,1 — pot1 i’;i’lﬁylt is identified. In addition %’ylt is

identified. We also know that pg o1 = 0, which identifies p9 11 and then we can recursively identify

.. . . A
po e for all t. In addition, we can identify Mg ;41172 because Ag¢41.1 ('ygt - /;\6272’17315)’ i’gtll’lfygt,

and g1 are identified. Next notice that, we can also identify

A0,t+1,1 A6,t+1,1 Not+11 Ag+1,1 Ao,t+1,1
= (1 =y —y3) = - 2% —
A6,t,1 Ao.t1 Ao.t.1 A6.t.1 Ao.t1

Since Ago1 = 1, we can identify Ay 11 and then, using the previous equation, Ag ;1 recursively for
all . Once we know pig 1 and Ag; 1 for all ¢, identification of the production function parameters
follows immediately. In addition, since ’}\99% and 1. ¢m + (Mot,m/Not,1) o1 are identified, we can
identify Ag ¢, and pg ¢, for all m. It then also immediately follows that SBo, B¢, Ba2t, po, and p1
are identified.

Now suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3(a), and 4(b) hold. Then, using the argument as in the proof

of Theorem 1, {Agt.m, 16.t,m, }t=1,...7 is uniquely determined. Next, using the expressions for B
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and Bo and B11+ Bo; = 1, we can identify By, Bar, and A 14,1 With Bos and Bo; = 0, we can uniquely
determine ji7 1. Once the coefficients in the measurement error equation are identified for one of
the measures, the second part of Theorem 1 implies that all other parameters are identified as well.

Finally suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3(b), and 4(b) hold. Then, using Sy = 0 and S + B2 = 1
we can write ot = pre1 — Biettor,1 and Aoy 1Bie + Bar = Arg1. Now assume that g1 and Mgy 1,
are identified. Then pr;1 and Ar; 1 are also identified. Notice that since yis + y2¢ + 72¢ = 1, we

have
AL

.11

Y1t Yor . A0,t+1,1 Aot
+ + Y3t = v~ — Mgl
A1l Mgl A0t 1AL ALt

1. -
Y3t — Het,1 V3t
1

and thus, Ag 111 and A\rpp11 = )\9,t+1,151,t+1 +ﬁ~27t+1 are identified. Then ~1¢, y2¢, and =3¢ are also
identified. Using the expression for a; together with a; = 0 then identifies j19 41,1 and prsp11 =
Bout1 + Brasiftosi11. Since pgo1 = 0 and N\gg; = 1, these arguments imply that g1, p11.41,
Mo.t.1, and Ajy 1, are identified for all £. Once the coefficients in the measurement error equation are
identified for one of the measures, the second part of Theorem 1 implies that all other parameters

are identified as well.
O

Proof of Theorem 2. For the first part, notice that

Fong,, (@ + 31010 Qay (07) + F2¢ 0 Qay (1) + V3t In Qay (01) In Qay (1) + Qs (7l0,1))
= Fg,,, (@ + 51 Qo (o1 + Mot In0p) + T2t Qo (14,1 + Are1 In 1)
+ Y3t Qay (16,61 + Mot 1 In01) Qay (1,61 + A1 1 InIy) + Qs (Mo jt+1,1M6,1))
g @+ Y1e(poen + X0,61Qar n(0r)) + Y2e(pr e + A11Qay (In 1))
+ A3t (ko,6.1 + A0.0.1Qa; In(01)) (1410 + A141Qas (I Iy)) + Ngt111Qas (M0,4))
= Fos., (a1 + A1 (ar + 716Qay In(0;) + Y2t Qo (In Iy) + ¥3:Qay In(0) Qay (In Iy) + Qs (16,6)))

= Fo, (ap +716Qay In(0r) + 72t Qay (In 1) + v3:Qay In(0;)Qa, (InIy) + Quy(6,:))

Since the joint distribution of ({ln 9}},5:0,”_71’, {In ft}t:g7,,.7T_1) and az, Y1¢, Yot, and 3¢ are identified

and since 7)g; = In 0~t+1 — (&t + A1¢ In 0, + For In Iy + A3¢ In 6; In It>, it follows that

Fd, (a¢ + 16 10 Qay (1) + F2 I Qay (1) + 3¢ 10 Quy () I Qary (1) + Qs (77.4))

and therefore

F‘ln 9t+1 (at + '71tQa1 ln(et) + 7215@062 (ln It) + /73tQ011 ln(et)Qag (ln It) + QO(C’) (779,15))

is point identified.

For the second part notice that

hlft(Y) = BOt + Blt In Qq, (ét) + th InY + Qa, (ﬁl,t)
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= Bot + Bt (o1 + Not.1Qay n(0:)) + Bar InY + Quy (Mr.e1m14)
= prea + A1 (Bor + B16Qay (In(6y)) + Bor InY + Qay(M14))
=pr1+ A1 In I (Y)

is identified. Then using the same arguments as above, it follows

Fln(;t“ (@ + Y1 In Qo (ét) + 2t In it(Y) + 3¢ In Qal(ét) In ft(Y) + Qas(19,t))

= Fing,ps (ar + 716 M Qay (1) + v2r I I (Y) + v3: In Qo (62) In I (V) + Qas(19,4))

is point identified for all g, as, ay € (0,1).
For the third part we have

P (Q < q | Ht = Qal (et)’ {Is = Qazs (Is)}z;f17 {779,5 = Qaas (779,5) z;1>
=P <Q < q ’ ét - Qal (ét)v {js = Qags (is)}z:_tl7 {ﬁ@,s - Qoz?,s (ﬁ@,s)}zz_tl)

and hence, the left hand is identified.
The fourth part follows from identification of the joint distribution of (Q, 6y, {Ys}1-})

Finally, notice that
A0,t+1,1 (
0.t,1

[Ag]

1t + Y3t In I = Y1t + y3e In 1)

whose distribution is identified under Assumption 3(a).
O

Proof of Theorem 8 . The same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1 implies that Bot, Bit, Bot,

po and p; are identified. Moreover, we can also identify E[ln §t+1 ] 0, I, Y;] which we can write as

- [ A et it I
Elnfiys | 6,1, ;] = 2241100, (wﬁ“ + %tzt*”“> + Eliig. | 01, 1,. Y]
t

A0,t+1,1Ut v v _
= 22 0 (100, 7 + A )+ (N1 /A1) Feding

Ot
Hence
OE(In014110¢,1:,Y7] - o 4 q__ot
804 . )‘Lt,lBNAG,t,l j ALl
OEn 014 1]0:,14,Y:] Ao.t1 Y2t t t
Ol

. . . AI,t,l ;\ht ot o ;7’/12& P . . .
which identifies o130 Noid and YRR Hence, 1ris identified. In addition (Ags41,1/A1,,1)k¢ is

identified. Now write

Ellnbi | 0,1,V =

A6,t+1,1Ut T vk B v Noi+11%t _
2O LI :LQt et I ) 4 28T Foy + (Ngws11/ Ao )Reiin g

Ot V2t o
O't o

D . S, AN =3
which is linear in In %Qt o1 4 I, I

t
t,1

A A ~ . .
> and therefore 9’“;1’1% and G’t“;’lwt In 79, are identified.

Hence 71; and A9 are identified.
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Now suppose we have an alternative set of parameters, denoted by {/ig ¢ m, 5\0’t7m}t:0’m7T7m:172,
{01 .m5 Mtom Y0, T—1.m=1,2, 1Gts T1ts V2t, Vat> Ut Fo» {Bot B, Bot}izg's and (po, p1) that yields

the same values of {fig ¢m,No.tim }i=0, . Tom=12s LIt M tm =0, . T—1m=1.2, 180t Bits Bot fieg »

and (po, p1). Define 0; and I; such that

ot Aeut1,1Pi\T—1
t=0 »

S o
{'71ta'72ta)\9t17)\“17 o

figr1 + Nog1 100 = pg et + Nos1Indy = Ind,

and
frgn+Aeanly = preq + Arealnly =In

For m # 1, the arguments of the proof of Theorem 1 imply that

Fotm + Notm 00t = fig4.m + 5\e,t,m In ;

and
ﬁ],t,m + S\I,t,m In jt = lll,t,m + 5\I,t,m In jt

Then the two models generate the same distribution of the measures. In addition, the parameters
and 6; are consistent with the production technology because

_ AN0,t41,1 A
eXp(Me,t+1,1)9t+1 = 0r1
Ag.t+1,1%t

ot
) exp(iiny)

It

It

~ Aol ~ FALt1
= <’Ylt9t +'72tIt

B Ao, t+1,1%t
ALt ot
) exp(7a,t)

YRRt _
K11 I)‘I,t,l

g1t ~
0, 4+ Joexp | os
ALt

~ 16,1
= | 7t €xXp <0't)\ >
0,t,1

~ Ao, t+1,1%t
ALt Ag,t+1,19t

and thus
X0t -
) exp(ne,t/)\é,tJrl,l)

I—/\I,m

Xg,t,1
t

061 5 -
>‘9,t,1 ¢ I)tvl

i Pot+11 ) [ - B\ 7 s fi
Ory1 =exp | - Y1t €Xp | Ot 0, + Y2t €xp | Oy
A0,t+1,1 A,t,1 ALt

Since Mg t1/01 = Aot1/0t, Area /01 = Ar1/or and Ag 1190 /50 = Ngar1,1%1/0r we get
7 - _ (el Hog+11 25, - _ (Bre1 Heg+11 75
9t+1=<’YlteXP(Ut< - = >>9ft+'ygtexp(at< — = >>Ift>
Aol Mg+l ALl Aou411

__ %
= (507" + J2I7*) 7t exp(jg,e)

=

Qi

t - —
exp(7a,e/No,t+1,1)

1 = Ao, t4+1,1
with = S lpg .
n@,t )\6,t+1,1779’t
Analogously, one can show that

Inl; = Bot + BieIn by + Bor In Yy + 714
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Q = po + p11Infr + 7o

For the second part, notice that identification of /\;t It

and It implies identification
17 Argn’ Ag,t4+1,1%t p

ALl
£ AL
Ag,t,1

;. Using the expression for 7;; and g, it is easy to see that 1; and ~o; are identified, once pg ¢ 1

. Hence, once A\g 1 is fixed, we can identify A\;; 1 and oy for allt =1,...,7 —1 and then also

and pg 2 are fixed for all ¢. Identification of the remaining parameters follows from arguments as

those in the proof of Theorem 1
O

Proof of Corollary 2 . The first part of Theorem 3 implies that can identify oy, Ag s 1, Art,1, and 1y
for all ¢ under Assumptions 1 and 2’ and either Assumption 5’(a) or Assumption 5'(b).

Now suppose that in addition Assumptions 3’(a) and 4’(a) hold. The last part of Theorem 3
immediately imply that all parameters are then point identified.

Next suppose that in addition to Assumptions 1, 2’, and either 5’(a) or 5’(b) Assumptions 3(a)
and 4(b) hold. Then {tg+m, }¢+=1,..7 is uniquely determined. Moreover, we have BOt = pre1 —
51tu(9,t,1, implying that {1 ¢m, }+=1,. 7—1 is identified. Once the coefficients in the measurement
error equation are identified for one of the measures, the second part of Theorem 3 implies that all
other parameters are identified as well.

Next suppose that in addition to Assumptions 1, 2’, and either 5’(a) or 5’(b) Assumptions3’(b)
and 4’(a) hold. Notice that

- Ho.t+1,1 Ho.t,1 ~ Hot+1,1
Y1t = Y1t €Xp (Ut ( - >> and o = o1 €Xp (Ut <>>
Not+11 Aot A0,t+1,1

Mo 41,1 Hot1 \ ~ ~
1 =714+ v2t =exp <—0t> (GXP <0t> Y1t + 72t>
A0,t+1,1 Ao.t1

Since p9,0,1 = 0 and the right hand side is strictly monotone in y9 1,1, we can identify j6 1,1 and then

and

recursively pg 1 for all £. Once the coefficients in the measurement error equation are identified for
one of the measures, the second part of Theorem 3 implies that all other parameters are identified
as well.

Finally, suppose that in addition to Assumptions 1, 2’, and either 5’(a) or 5'(b) Assumptions
3’(b) and 4’(b) hold. Notice that

Bot = pre,1 — Biepios

Hot+1,1 Mo\ - Hre1\ -
1 =exp <—Ut> (GXP <0t ) A1t + exp <0t> 72t>
A0,t+1,1 Ao,t1 ALt

Using pg0,1 = 0 and the first equation, we can determine po 7 1. Given pgo1 = 0 and po 7,1 and the

and

second equation, we can determine py 1 1. Then using recursion, we can identify g ;1 and py 41 for
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all t. Once the coefficients in the measurement error equation are identified for one of the measures,
the second part of Theorem 3 implies that all other parameters are identified as well.
O

Proof of Theorem /4. The first four parts proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 2. For the last
part notice that can identify Ag¢y1.1/Xo¢1 and Agy1/Ar1 for all t under Assumption 1 and either

Assumption 5’(a) or Assumption 5’(b). Moreover,

. - " A9 t41,1%t
Olnb,4 _ /\9715,1 0ln by _ )\e,t,l 0 <’~Y1t9~>\9’;1 —I—’Nygtfh’;l oy
O0lno; Mot+11 Oln b Ao,t+1,1 O1n 6, K t
and
- - o Ag,t+1,1%¢
0ln 641 _ A Oln ;4 _ A1 Ao 0 <%téke,i,1 +%th1;’1> 7t
Olnl; Noi+1,1 Olnly Ao,t,1 Aoye1,1 Oln Iy t t
whose distributions are then identified. O

Proof of Theorem 5. The joint distribution of

{Zo.t.m Y=o, Tm=1.23, {21 t2m }t=0... T—1.m=123 @, {G0.6(04) Yo, {010 (T1) Yog' Y

is identified by Theorem 1 of Cunha et al. (2010) up to unknown and strictly increasing functions

got and gr; conditional on {Y1,...,Yr_1}. Moreover, let

e = Fypp (1) ~ U0, 1]
Then we can write

It = h(04, Y, F&i(ﬁ[,t))
and thus,

91.:(Ie) = are(he(3 " (90,6(01)), Y, Fy, ' (i 1))
or
1,¢(1) = hu(Go(6), Ye,7i14)

Now notice that
QaGr.e(Ie) | G0.4(64),Ys) = he(Go.4(6r), Yz, )

which implies that hy is identified. We can now write
e = by ' (Gre(I), Go . (0r), Y7)
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and therefore the joint distribution of (gr:(1¢), e.+(6:), Yz, 7r,t) is point identified.

Now write

Ori1 = fr(On Iiynresson) € Gour1(0er1) = Jo.er1(Fe(Gg (G0.6(00)), 31 4 (1.6(10), By, (i) so.0)-

We can therefore identify

Qay(G,t41(041) | Go,t(0r) = Qo (G0,¢(04)), Gr,e(It) = Qan (Gr,e(1t)), M1t = a3)
= Go.0+1(fe(T54 (Qan (G0.6(0)), 37 4 (Qas (Gr.(11)), ' (@3), Qary (s0,1)))
= g@,t+l(ft(Qa1 (et)a Qag (It)v Qas (771,7&), Qa4 (§0,t)))

and

F§9,t+1(0t+1) (ge,t+1 (ft(Qal (at)v Qozz (It)? Qas (nf,t)a QOé4 (ge,t)))) = F9t+1 (ft(QOq (et)a Qaz (It)7 Qas (nl,t)’ Qa4 (ge,t)))

For the second part notice that

Gr4(L(YV)) = 914 (he(Fg 141 Qe (0,4(60))), Ya, . (@3)))
= hi(Qay (J0.4(6r)), Yy, a3)

is identified by the previous arguments. We can therefore identify

Qas(90,641(0r41) | Go,t(0¢) = Qay (96,6(01)), Gr,6(Ly) = gre(1e(Y)), M1 = a3)
= Go,0+1(fe(Fg; (Qay (90,6(00)), 374 (Gr.4(L(YV))), Fy, 'y (@3), Qas (0,1)))
= gO,t-&-l(ft (Qal (91‘,)7 I; (Y)> Qaz (77],15)’ Qa4 ((6,15)))

and

F@e,t+1(9t+1) (§97t+1(ft(Qa1 (015)7 It(Y)v Qaz (771,15), Qa4 (gﬁ’,t))))
= F9t+1 (ft(QCu (915)7 It(Y)a Qaz (n[,t): Qa4 (§9,t)))

For the third part notice that

Go.441(06+1) = Go.041(fe(Gg 4 (F0.6(00)), 074 G1,6(L)) By, (Tire)s Foy s (So.0))-

with & ¢ = Fiy (o) ~ U0, 1]. We can therefore write ¢y; as an identified function of the random

vector (Go,t4+1(0e+1), Go.t(0+), Gre(1t), 71 +). Hence, the joint distribution of

(Q. G0.0(00), {1, (T) Y2 s Yo {G,s 1)

is identified. Finally,
P <Q < q |0 = Qay(01), {Is = Qay, (Is) sT:_t17 {771,5 = Qas, (771,5)}5;17 {§6’,s = Qa45(§0,s) sT:_t1>
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=P (Q <q ‘ et Qal ((915) {gft(lt) QaQs (gI,t(It»}z:_tlv {ﬁLS = Qa3s (ﬁl,s)}z:_tlv {69,8 = Qa4s (59,5)}3:_tl> :
The fourth part follows from identification of the joint distribution of (Q, gg.¢(6;), {Ys}.5).

O]

Proof of Theorem 6. Let [igg1 = 0, 5\9’071 =1and Infy = 16,0,1 + Ng0,11n60. Let fig1 and Aot 1
and In 6; be such that

fot1+ N1 Inb = por1 + Nor1 Ind,.

These values are not unique for ¢ > 0 and will be determined by the other assumptions. Now let
;\G,t,m = 5\9,15,1

Ag,t,m = _ Ag
2ot and Mot m = Hotm >\6 A NG,t,l +

ug ¢1 in which case

Hotm + j\e,t,m Inf; = 10,t.m + Ag,tm 00y
for all m.

Next suppose that fi;;1 = 0 and 5\1,,571 =1 for all £ and define

Inl; = < (1 — Breg + Are1ndy).
1t,1

Y N )\[7,5y — )\
and )\I,t,m = )\I,t,l by t? and HItm = KHItm — >\I 1 HI,t,l +

,uI ¢1 in which case
Brtm + Argm Iy = prem + AremIn Iy
for all m. Moreover, it is easy to see that there are (Bou Bt ﬂ_gt) and 77 such that
InIy = Bo + BreIn by + Bor InY; + 77

Instead of assuming fiy;1 = 0 and 5\1,15’1 =1, first write

g1 — A
In T, = Bor + Bus (Me,m poat | Aoniy 9t> B n Y+
Ao.t.1 Aot L

fo,t1 — Mot Ao, 5
= Bot + Pt (W) + ,Blt/\ 56, + Bor InY; + N1t
1

’tz

which implies that

Il =B1Inb + BoInY; + 0y

with 7
i e ()
hl_[t = 7
Qtl
g1 + Bar
Ao,t,1
~ Bu )
G T X S M -
ﬁlt)\et1+ﬁ2t /BltAgt1+52t
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It is now easy to see that there exist fi; ;1 and 5\“”1 such that

fren+Areilndy = pren + ArgaInly.

. = _ .t
Then define and )\”m = )\” 1 )\“T and fif ¢ m = I tm — /\”’1” 4,

Hrem + S\I,t,m Inl; = KT tm + Aem In Ty

for all m.
In both cases, there are parameters that consistent with the second, third, and forth equation
of the model. In addition, we now have known constant fi; ;1 and A 1,t,1 and a random variable In I
such that
Bren +Are1nb = preq + ArgaIn .
We next show that there production function parameters that are consistent with Assumption
3(b). To do so, write

Inbii1 = as+ ¢ 6 +yoeIn Iy + 3¢ In 0y In Iy +ng 4

o.0.1 — o1y firg1 — Mot -
—at+71t(ue’t’1 Ho,t,1 i 6,t,1 ln9t> +’yzt<w’t’1 KIt1 X It1 1n[t>

Ao.t1 A6,t,1 ALl AL
i — A ii — A _
N, <,u9,t,1 Me,t,l 0,t,1 o ) (Ml,t,l K11 i It1 In It) + 0.
A.t.1 )\9 41 ALt ALt
o1 — Hot1 It — MIt1 Pot1 — Mot Bl — M1
:at“")’lt)\i“")@t%‘i‘%’)t K K
0,61 ALt A.t,1 ALt
Mot 1 laltlﬂltl)\et1> = i1 [0 — Hot1 A1 -
+ lt 1Yy + 3t Uy Uy by ln 0t + 2t Uy _|_ 3t 1Yy by tAe) ln It
<7 A6,t,1 K ALt Ao.t1 7 ALt 7 A6,t,1 ALt
Mol A
+ 3t Ol 2L 6, In T, + Nt
Aot ALt

which we can write as

61 = Y1e IO + For In Iy + F3: In 6 In Iy + 74

where
no —(a Bo.t,1—He,t,1 Bre1—H1e1 ot 1—Ho ¢ It 1—HI ¢t
nd . t+1 t T 7 >\0 t,1 T 72t ALl RNED Ag,t,1 ALt
nt+1_ >\9t1 ﬂltl—ultl 0,t,1 Nth_MQtlj\Itl 0t1/\1t1
1t )\6t1+’7 ALt A9t1+7 /\It1+7 Ao,t,1 )\I,t,1++ 3t Xa,e1 M1
;\B,t,l Bre1—HIe1 5‘0,7&,1
5 it Ag,t,1 7 ALt Ao,t,1
1t N - —
Ag.t,1 BIt1—HI,e1 Ao, ALt B,t,1— 18,1 AI,t,1 )\G,t,l ALt
RSy 3 ALl Ao,t,1 + 72 t X1 + 73t Ao,t,1 ALl + s t X001 )\Itl
:\I,t,l Ho.t1—Hot,1 5\1,t,1
_ T2tx; 1 + 3 Ag,t,1 ALl
V2t

Ao,t,1 Brt1—HBI,t1 Mot X1t Fo,t.1—Ho,41 M t,1 Ae,m )\I,t,l
Tt Ao,t,1 + 73t ALLt,1 Ao,t,1 + 72 203761 + 3t Aot,1 ALLt,1 RERNETD vy Xo,t1 A1
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~ o1 A
3N t1 Mot1

Y3t =

BI,e,1— 11,81 Ao,t,1

Bot,1—Ho,t,1 5\1,t,1 5\9,t,1 5\1,15,1
ALl Ao,t,1 + s

Ao t1 ALl Ao,t,1 AIe1

Xe,m 5\1,15,1
v + 3¢ RERCTS v p kT

It is now easy to see that there exist fig ;41,1 and 5\9,1;+171 such that
Hotr1,1 + 5\9,t+1,1 g = 1O t+1,1 F Age41,1 10041

We can now use the arguments recursively and show always exist sets of parameters for the
first four equations that are consistent with the data and satisfy Assumptions 1, 2, 3(b), and either

4(a) or 4(b). It also immediately follows that the exist py and p; such that

po+ p1Infr = pg + p1Inbr

The arguments in Section 3.2.1 imply that there always exist sets of parameters that are con-
sistent with the data and satisfy that Assumptions 1, 2, either 3(a) and 4(a).
Finally, suppose Assumptions 1, 2, either 3(a) and 4(b) hold. Let

In 6, = Hot1 + Ngg1 In by
Then we can write
Inl =16+ BoInY; + iy

with
Inl; — (501‘, + Bt (M)>

Ao,t,1

1
ﬁltm + Bat

lnft =

i

Brit Bos

Ao,t1 3

D and Bop = ———————
1 1

ﬂlt}\et1+62t ﬁltA9t1+ﬂ2t

It is now easy to see that there exist fiy ;1 and 5\[,1&,1 such that

Bt =

frea +Arealnly = pren + ArgaIn k.

Using the previous arguments, we can then write

Ho.t,1 — Hot,1 BTl — MIt1 o401 — o401 HIt1 — M1
+ ot + V3¢
A,t,1 ALt Ao,t,1 ALt

Ag,t,1 et = e Ao 5 ALt fio,e1 = [o,00 At -
Yy + ,}/3t °Yy °Yy °Yy 1n et _|_ )\97t+171 ’YQt [he) _|_ ’7375 °Yy [he) °Yy 1n It
A6,t,1 ALt A6,t,1 ALt A6,t,1 ALt

01 = pro.441,1 + Mogs11 <at + 71

+ o411 <71t

N1 A 0. 1n T,
0,41 ALt OrIn Iy + Ngt 41,170,

Aot ALt

+ Ao ,t+1,173t
Setting fig,1 = 0 and 5\9,1:,1 =1, it is easy to that there are ay, 414, J2:, and 73; such that such that

b1 =ar+y1e 0 + Yo In I + Y3 In Oy In I + g4
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Proof of Theorem 7. As in the proof of Theorem 6, there are constants fig;; and 5\9@1 and a

random variable In ; such that
fos1 + M1 nb; = pgg1 + Ngs1In by
and figp1 = 0 and 5\970,1 = 1. Then there exist fig . and 5\97t7m such that for all m
0.t.m + Aot I00p = Lo 1 m + No.tm 1 O
Next consider the production function and write

”
01 = (y1e07" + YoeIy") ot exp(ng,c)

- Yt
_ A0,t,1 ot
Hot1 — Mol \ 77 g1 o
= | neexp <Ut)\ 0, +y2ed{" | exp(ng)
0,t,1
Pt
_ 6,t,1 ot
i ’ oy 2011 20,61\ Tt g 11
0,t,1 — MOl \ 5 " re,e,1 A6,t,1
= | yirexp <O't)\9 X > 0, + vor | Ly exp(ng.¢)
)t
1 = A
and with &; = oy /\221 we have
_ Yt
20.t,1 _ 20,61\ 9t @ \
2o,t,1 Mol — Mol a5 X601 0.,t,1
i1 = | neexp (Ut 07" +vae | 1 exp |~ g,
0,t,1 Aot1

We also know that we need to satisfy the relationship

_ B b\ -
exp <m,t,1 ALen | Aeny It) _1
)\[7,571 )\I,t,l

Hence,

20,t,1

_ _ 5, 20:t.1 Mt.1

X1 Hot1 = Mol oo _ A1 11 — ML\ 7 R0 Moa Ao,t,1

i1 = [ yeexp | or—"——— | 0" +yarexp | Ot < I exp | =gt
Ag,t,1 Ao,t,1 ALt

Since ,
20.t.1 20,t4+1,1

2o.t.1 _
N1 /\97'571 Hot+1,1 — Hot+1,1 9*;\9@,1 Ao, t+1,1
t+1 — & b \ t+1

0,t,1 0,t+1,1

we then write

D
Ho,t,1—10,t,1 — Agt,1 BIe1—MI,t1 A X 5y
] exp (o S5 ) g exp (G5l BELIIALY 5 o M Mo
9t+1 _ it 6ot 4 0,t,1 't AR exp [ 20bly,
exp (& A0,t,1 B0,t41,1—H0,t4+1,1 t exp (& Ng,t,1 116,t41,1—H6,t4+1,1 ¢ >\0t 1
2\ Y 112}
t)‘9,t,1 A9, t+1,1 t>\9,t,1 A0,t41,1
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g

_ A9,1&,1 Art1 A
_ G - g t,1 ALt 0,t,1
= | 07" + ml exp <— 779,t>
Ao,t1

Ag,t.1 Bt~ Mt
ex 20,t,1 HIe, )t
Y2t p( )‘tl )\Itl )

where
Ro.t,1—Ho .1
Y1t €Xp (Uti)\et : )
— = and A9 =
0,t,1 Ho,t+1,1 —Ho,t+1,1 exp b2 AR Ho t+1,1—H60,t+1,1
o1 Aot

Yt = 3
exp (Ut Xo,0.1 Xo.t111

n A0.t.1 Aot Gt Ot+1
and )y = Py Toos T = g S

wt wt Ao,t,1 Ao,t4+1,1 toy Ot+1

We now show that under different combinations of the assumptions, there always parameters

that are consistent with the model. First notice that it has to hold that
No.t1

N ALt
A6,t,1
Now write
[L1.t,1 — MIt1 5\1,t,1 = [o.t,1 — [o,t,1 5\0,@1 =
(M PRIl | In It) = Bot + Pt <M Potl In 91;) + Bor InY; + 14
ALt ALt Ao.t1 Ao.t1
which implies that
- 11 Bre1 — (L1 ALt )\I,t,l fot1 — 16,1 = ALt
Inl; = Boi < S i + B1en; + Boy="-InY; + 11
ALt 1 ALt ALt1 )\I,t,l Ao,t,1 ALt
It follows that 5, = 5 and By = ,Bgt are determined and
> ALt ﬁ1t1—ult,1)\1,t1 ALed Hoe1 — 16,1
Bor = Bot= = e By :
ALt ALt ALt oy 41 Ao.t,1
If instead 1y = 1, take 5\97t+1,1 =

If )\etl = )\9t+11 =1, set ¢y = Uy 9“”111 and 7; = Utﬁ
. Either way, o, ¢, and /_\97,5,1 are uniquely determined

— Xo,t1
t, n _
¢t)\9,t,1 Aot+1,1 and 01 = oy X011 -
Now suppose that fig:1 = i1 = 0. Then By is uniquely determined and so is
Ho.t,1 =16 .1 — Agt1 BIt 1=t
Y1t €XP (Ut Notn ) ~ Y2t €XPp ( Xo.e1 7&7“ >
- and A9 = . .
0,t,1 Ho,t4+1,1 —HO,t4+1,1 — A9 t,1 MO t4+1,1 MO t+1,1
X —
) exp (Ut Xo,t.1 Xo,t+1,1 )

Mt = —
eXp (O—t 5\9:,5:1 )\9,t+1,1
Hence, we found parameters that are consistent with the first four equations of the model

)
Next suppose that fig;1 = 0 and By; = 0. Then also fig.t+1,1 = 0. Again let
ot 1—Ho 1
Y1t €XP <Ut7/\(m1 )
— Agt,1 6, t+1,1—H,t+1,1
exp (Ut Ao.t,1 Ag,t+1,1 )

Y1t =

Then we can find fir¢ 1 such that Bor = 0. Finally let
2A0,t,1 MI,t,l*MI,f,l)

exp |o
B Y2t €XP ( 1 A t1
2t = — .
i >\9,t,1 Hot+1,1—Ho,t+1,1
A0, t+1,1

exp <5t o 11
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Hence, we found parameters that are consistent with the first four equations of the model.

o1 . :
5\; ’t’i is uniquely determined. It
t,

Next suppose that jir;1 = 0 and 14 + 2 = 1. Then BOt = Bot
then has to hold that

io,t,1— 16,1 — Xo,t,1 Bt 1M1
- .t it oxp (&, 201 ALt, t
~ Y1t €XpP (Ut Not1 ) ~ Y2t €Xp ( VI v )
Y1 = — and Ay = e .
exp (5 0,61 HOt4+1,1—H,t4+1,1 exp (& Ao,t,1 F19,t41,1—H,e 41,1
t X0t A0,t+41,1 t X0, A0,t+1,1

and 71; + Y2 = 1. Since the denominator of the fractions is strictly monotone in fig ;411 and
has range (0,00), there exists a unique value of figp ;411 such that 714 + 52, = 1. We then found
parameters that are consistent with the first four equations of the model.

Finally, suppose that By = 0 and Y1t + 2t = 1. Then we can find a unique value fir;1 = 0
such that Bp; = 0. Given this value, it has to hold that

Ho,t,1—16,t,1 — Aot,1 BIe1— MLt
exp (o, Fouts it exp (&5, 201 AL, it
~ Y1t €XP ( [ v ) ~ 2t €XP ( t)\e’m Noa >
e = A0,t,1 B,t41,1—H0,t4+1,1 and 7 = ot B0,t41,1—H0t41,1 )
ex gy 285t > > t+1, ex gy 25t > > t+1,
p( t X001 Ag,t+1,1 ) p( t X001 A0,t+1,1 )

and 714 + Y2t = 1. Again, we there exists a unique value of fig 111 such that 71, + J2; = 1. We
then found parameters that are consistent with the first four equations of the model.

In all four cases, it also immediately follows that the exist pg and p; such that

po+ p1Inbr = pg + p1In b7

58



References

Agostinelli, F. and M. Wiswall (2016a). Estimating the technology of children’s skill formation.
NBER Working Paper No. 22442.

Agostinelli, F. and M. Wiswall (2016b). Identification of dynamic latent factor models: The
implications of re-normalization in a model of child development. NBER Working Paper No.
22441.

Agostinelli, F. and M. Wiswall (2022). Estimating the technology of children’s skill formation.
NBER Working Paper No. 22442.

Aguirregabiria, V. and J. Suzuki (2014). Identification and counterfactuals in dynamic models

of market entry and exit. Quantitative Marketing and Economics 12, 267-304.

Anderson, T. W. and H. Rubin (1956). Statistical inference in factor analysis. In Proceedings
of the Third Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical Statistics and Probability, Volume 5:
Contributions to Econometrics, Industrial Research, and Psychometry, Berkeley, Calif., pp.

111-150. University of California Press.

Attanasio, O., S. Cattan, E. Fitzsimons, C. Meghir, and M. Rubio-Codin (2019). Estimating the
production function for human capital: Results from a randomized control trial in Colombia.
NBER Working Paper No. 20965.

Attanasio, O., C. Meghir, and E. Nix (2020). Human Capital Development and Parental Invest-
ment in India. The Review of Economic Studies 87(6), 2511-2541.

Attanasio, O., C. Meghir, E. Nix, and F. Salvati (2017). Human capital growth and poverty:
Evidence from Ethiopia and Peru. Review of Economic Dynamics 25, 234-259.

Aucejo, E. and J. James (2016). The path to college education: Are verbal skills more important
than math skills? RePEc Working Paper 1602.

Chiappori, P.-A., I. Komunjer, and D. Kristensen (2015). Nonparametric identification and esti-

mation of transformation models. Journal of Econometrics 188(1), 22 — 39.

Cunha, F. (2011). Recent developments in the identification and estimation of production func-
tions of skills. Fiscal Studies 32(2), 297-316.

Cunbha, F. and J. Heckman (2007). The technology of skill formation. The American Economic
Review 97(2), 31-41.

Cunha, F. and J. Heckman (2008). Formulating, identifying and estimating the technology of

cognitive and noncognitive skill formation. Journal of Human Resources 43(4), 738-782.

Cunha, F. and J. Heckman (2009). The economics and psychology of inequality and human
development. Journal of the European Economic Association 7(2), 320-364.

59



Cunha, F., J. Heckman, and S. Schennach (2010). Estimating the technology of cognitive and

noncognitive skill formation. Econometrica 78(3), 883-931.

Daruich, D. (2018). The macroeconomic consequences of early childhood development policies.
FRB St. Louis Working Paper No. 2018-29.

Del Bono, E., J. Kinsler, and R. Pavan (2020). A note on the importance of normalizations in

dynamic latent factor models of skill formation. Working paper.

Embrey, I. (2019). On the benefits of normalization in production functions. Lancaster Economics
Department Working Paper No. 2019,/0049.

Evdokimov, K. and H. White (2012). Some extensions of a lemma of kotlarski. Econometric
Theory 28(4), 925-932.

Fiorini, M. and M. Keane (2014). How the allocation of children’s time affects cognitive and

noncognitive development. Journal of Labor Economics 32(4), 787-836.

Freyberger, J. (2018). Nonparametric panel data models with interactive fixed effects. Review of
Economic Studies 85(3), 1824-1851.

Gao, W. and M. Li (2019). Robust semiparametric estimation in panel multinomial choice models.
SSRN Working Paper No. 3282293.

Hamilton, J., D. Waggoner, and T. Zha (2007). Normalization in econometrics. Econometric
Reviews 26(2-4), 221-252.

Heckman, J., R. Pinto, and P. Savelyev (2013, October). Understanding the mechanisms through
which an influential early childhood program boosted adult outcomes. American Economic
Review 103(6), 2052-86.

Helmers, C. and M. Patnam (2011). The formation and evolution of childhood skill acquisition:
Evidence from India. Journal of Development Economics 95(2), 252-266.

Hernéndez-Alava, M. and G. Popli (2017, Apr). Children’s development and parental input:
Evidence from the UK millennium cohort study. Demography 54 (2), 485-511.

Joreskog, K. and A. Goldberger (1975). Estimation of a model with multiple indicators and
multiple causes of a single latent variable. Journal of the American Statistical Association 70,
631-639.

Kalouptsidi, M., P. T. Scott, and E. Souza-Rodrigues (2020). Identification of counterfactuals in

dynamic discrete choice models. forthcoming, Quantitative Economics.

Klump, R. and O. D. L. Grandville (2000). Economic growth and the elasticity of substitution:

Two theorems and some suggestions. The American Economic Review 90(1), 282-291.

Klump, R., P. McAdam, and A. Willman (2012). The normalized ces production function: theory
and empirics. Journal of Economic Surveys 26(5), 769-799.

60



Komarova, T., F. Sanches, D. Silva Junior, and S. Srisuma (2018). Joint analysis of the dis-
count factor and payoff parameters in dynamic discrete choice models. Quantitative Eco-
nomics 9(3), 1153-1194.

Lewbel, A. (2019). The identification zoo: Meanings of identification in econometrics. Journal

of Economic Literature 57(4).
Madansky, A. (1964). Instrumental variables in factor analysis. Psychometrika 29(2), 105-113.

Matzkin, R. L. (1994). Restrictions of economic theory in nonparametric methods. Volume 4 of
Handbook of Econometrics, Chapter 42, pp. 2523-2558. Elsevier.

Matzkin, R. L. (2007). Nonparametric identification. Volume 6 of Handbook of Econometrics,
Chapter 73, pp. 5307-5368. Elsevier.

Murphy, K. M. and R. H. Topel (2016). Human capital investment, inequality, and economic
growth. Journal of Labor Economics 34(2), 99-127.

Rubio-Ramirez, J. F., D. F. Waggoner, and T. Zha (2010). Structural vector autoregressions:
Theory of identification and algorithms for inference. The Review of Economic Studies 77(2),
665—696.

Temple, J. (2012). The calibration of ces production functions. Journal of Macroeconomics 34 (2),
294-303.

Williams, B. (2020). Identification of the linear factor model. Econometric Reviews 39(1), 92—
109.

61



	1 Introduction
	2 Normalizations
	3 Skill formation models
	3.1 Model
	3.2 Trans-log production function
	3.2.1 Identification
	3.2.2 Invariant parameters
	3.2.3 Non-invariant parameters
	3.2.4 Anchoring
	3.2.5 Estimation

	3.3 CES production function
	3.3.1 Identification
	3.3.2 Invariant parameters
	3.3.3 Non-invariant parameters
	3.3.4 Anchoring
	3.3.5 Estimation

	3.4 Monte Carlo simulations

	4 Nonparametric identification
	5 Conclusion
	A Additional results
	A.1 Identification

	B Proofs

