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Abstract

This paper identifies the probability of causation when there is sample selection.
We show that the probability of causation is partially identified for individuals who
are always observed regardless of treatment status and derive sharp bounds under
three increasingly restrictive sets of assumptions. The first set imposes an exogenous
treatment and a monotone sample selection mechanism. To tighten these bounds,
the second set also imposes the monotone treatment response assumption, while
the third set additionally imposes a stochastic dominance assumption. Finally, we
use experimental data from the Colombian job training program Jdvenes en Accion
to empirically illustrate our approach’s usefulness. We find that, among always-
employed women, at least 10.2% and at most 13.4% transitioned to the formal labor
market because of the program. However, our 90%-confidence region does not reject
the null hypothesis that the lower bound is equal to zero.
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1 Introduction

Many policy evaluation questions involve two simultaneous identification challenges: the
causal parameter of interest depends on the joint distribution of potential outcomes (Heck-
man et al., [1997; Pearl, 1999; Tian and Pearl, 2000} |[Jun and Lee, 2022; Cinelli and Pearl|
2021)), and sample selection is present (Lee, [2009; Chen and Flores, 2015; Bartalotti et al.,
2023). For example, when evaluating the effects of job training programs (Heckman et al.|
1999; Attanasio et al., [2011} 2017; Blanco and Flores-Lagunes, 2018), the researcher may
be interested in learning to what extent the transition from informal to formal employ-
ment can be attributed to the policy. Still, she only observes formality status among those
who are employed. This double identification challenge also arises when researchers ana-
lyze the effects of a political campaign on agents’ opinions (DellaVigna and Kaplan, 2007;
DellaVigna and Gentzkow, [2010) if agents may not reply to the researchers’ survey.

In this paper, we derive novel sharp bounds around the probability of causation param-
eter (Pearl, |1999; Tian and Pearl, 2000; Jun and Lee, 2022; Cinelli and Pearl, 2021)) for
individuals who self-select into the sample regardless of their treatment assignment. The
probability of causation parameter summarizes one crucial aspect of the effects of treat-
ments on binary outcomes: the proportion of individuals who benefit from being treated
within the subgroup who would, counterfactually, experience a negative untreated outcome.
Thus, our target parameter helps researchers gauge to what extent the transition from one
state to another can be attributed to the treatment in a relevant latent sub-population.

Our partial identification strategies are based on three increasingly restrictive sets of
assumptions. They extend the identification of probabilities of causation to scenarios with
endogenous sample selection. In our model, treatment effects can be related to the sample
selection mechanism even though treatment take-up is exogenous. We also discuss when our

assumptions have identification power and how to test them through necessary observable



conditions.

Our first identification result relies on a monotone sample selection mechanism. This
condition imposes that treatment has a non-negative effect on the sample selection indicator
for all individuals. In the job training example, this restriction implies that the treatment
can move workers into employment but never out of employment.

Our second result further assumes a monotone treatment response to tighten the iden-
tified bounds. This condition imposes that treatment has a non-negative effect on the
potential outcomes for all individuals. In the job training example, this restriction implies
that the treatment can move workers into formal jobs but never into informal jobs.

Our final result additionally relies on a stochastic dominance assumption to further
reduce the identified set. This condition imposes that the sub-population that self-selects
into the sample regardless of the treatment status has higher treated potential outcomes
than the sub-population that self-selects into the sample only when treated. In the job
training example, this restriction implies that the agents who are always employed are
more likely to have a formal job if treated than those who are employed only when treated.

Additionally, we propose parametric estimators for all these bounds. We also combine
the precision-corrected bounds proposed by |(Chernozhukov et al. (2013) with a Bonferroni-
style correction to derive confidence regions that contain the identified region with a pre-
specified confidence level.

To empirically illustrate the usefulness of our approach, we provide bounds for the
probability of causation of an intensive training program: Jdvenes en Accion. This program
aimed to improve the labor market prospects and, in particular, the quality of jobs held by
disadvantaged youths in seven large cities in Colombia. It offered in-classroom intensive
training in occupational skills to qualify unemployed individuals for locally demanded jobs.
Additionally, it focused on socioemotional development and offered on-the-job internships

with formal employers.



Previous research (Attanasio et al., 2011, 2017) finds that this program positively af-
fects employment and unconditional formality. However, less is known about whether the
program achieves its goal of improving job quality conditioning on having a job. We study
its effects on the job quality margin by considering the share of women that transitioned to
the formal labor market because they participated in the training program. We find that
incorporating selection and bounding the probability of causation leads to a pessimistic
view of the program’s impacts. More precisely, we find that at most 13.4% of the always-
employed women switched their formality status because they were assigned to the Jovenes
en Accion training program. Moreover, our 90%-confidence region includes the zero, im-
plying that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that our target parameter’s lower bound
is equal to zero.

Concerning its theoretical contribution, our work is inserted in two research areas: iden-
tification of probabilities of causation and identification in the presence of sample selection.

Heckman et al.| (1997) motivate the focus on a parameter closely connected to the
probability of causation based on the political economy of policy evaluation. They argue
that a program would only be adopted in a democracy if it benefited most people in the
population. They either make strong probabilistic assumptions or impose model restrictions
on treatment take-up decisions to point-identify this parameter, while we focus entirely on
partial identification strategies based on a menu of easily interpretable assumptions.

Pearl (1999) and Tian and Pearl (2000)) discuss how to interpret and partially identify
probabilities of causation in a single population where agents are always observed. |Cinelli
and Pearl (2021]) extend their work by combining experimental results from multiple trials
to extrapolate probabilities of causation from one population to a different population.
Moreover, [Jun and Lee| (2022)) extend their work by considering endogenous selection into
treatment.

We extend the work by Pearl| (1999) and Tian and Pearl (2000) in a different direction.



We identify probabilities of causation when the agents’ realized outcomes may not be
observed due to endogenous sample selection. To do so, we combine the tools developed in
the literature about probabilities of causation with the trimming bounds developed in the
sample selection literature (Horowitz and Manski, [1995; Leel |2009; Chen and Flores|, 2015;
Bartalotti et al., 2023).

Concerning its empirical contribution, our work is inserted in the literature about job
training programs. Attanasio et al. (2011) and |Attanasio et al.| (2017) analyze the average
treatment effect (ATE) of Jovenes en Accion on short and long-term outcomes associated
with labor force attachment. We extend their work by analyzing a treatment effect pa-
rameter that focuses on job quality instead of labor force attachment. Importantly, |Blanco
and Flores-Lagunes (2018) also analyze the impact of a job training program on job qual-
ity using partial identification strategies. However, we focus on different contexts (Job
Corps v. Jovenes en Accion) and different target parameters (Quantile Treatment Effects
v. Probabilities of Causation).

This paper is organized as follows. Section [2| presents our structural model, sample
selection mechanism, and identifying assumptions. It also discusses the testable restrictions
imposed by our model. Section [3| describes our main identification results, while Section
proposes a parametric estimator for our bounds and discusses an inferential method for the
identified region. Moreover, Section [5| discusses the results of our empirical application. In
the end, Section [0 concludes.

Moreover, we also have an online appendix with additional details and results. Appendix
[A] presents the proofs of all our identification results, while Appendix [B]intuitively explains
them using a numerical example. Moreover, Appendix [C] brings a detailed discussion about
the testable restrictions of our identifying assumptions, while Appendix [D| compares our
target parameter against other causal parameters. Furthermore, Appendix [E| detailedly

explains our estimator and inferential method. Finally, Appendix [F| presents additional



empirical results.

2 Analytical Framework

We aim to identify the probability of causation (Pearl, [1999; Tian and Pearl, 2000; |Jun
and Lee| 2022; (Cinelli and Pearl, [2021)) within the always-observed subsample. To do so,
we consider the generalized sample selection model (Lee, [2009), described in the potential

outcomes framework: )

Y* = Y;-D+Yy-(1-D)

{8 = 8-D+5y-(1-D) (1)

\ Yy = Y*.§
where D is the treatment status indicator (in our application, being selected to enroll in
the Jovenes in Accidn training program). The variable Y* is the possibly censored realized
outcome variable (indicator for whether the agent has a formal or informal job) with support
Y ={0,1}, while Y and Y;* are the possibly censored potential outcomes when the person
is untreated and treated, respectively. Similarly, S is the realized sample selection indicator
(indicator for whether the agent holds a job), and Sy and Sy are potential sample selection
indicators when individuals are untreated and treated. Moreover, Y is the uncensored
observed outcome. Finally, X is a set of exogenous covariates (indicator variables for each
course-city pair in the Jdvenes in Accion training program) whose support is denoted by
X. The researcher observes only the vector (Y, D, S, X), while Y, Y, S; and Sy are latent
variables.

In the setting analyzed here, learning about the probability of causation (Pearl, 1999;
Tian and Pearl, 2000; |Jun and Lee, 2022; Cinelli and Pearl, [2021)) is further complicated
by the potential for nonrandom sample selection. As pointed out by |Lee| (2009)), even in

the simpler case of the average treatment effect (ATE), point identification is no longer

possible, leading him to derive bounds for the ATE.
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This paper combines the insights of these literatures to develop sharp bounds for the
probability of causation under sample selection. To do so, we define four latent groups
based on the potential sample selection indicators. The sub-populations are defined as:
always-observed (Sy = 1,57 = 1), observed-only-when-treated (Sy = 0,57 = 1), observed-
only-when-untreated (Sp = 1,57 = 0), and never-observed (Sy = 0,57 = 0). They are
denoted by OO, NO, ON and NN respectively.

Following Zhang et al. (2008)) and Lee| (2009), we focus on the always-observed sub-
population (Sp = 1,57 = 1). Importantly, this sub-population is the only group with cen-
sored potential outcomes observed in both treatment arms. For the other three sub-
populations, treatment effect parameters are not point-identified or bounded in a non-
trivial way without further parametric assumptions because at least one of the potential
outcomes (Y, or Y7*) is never observed. Since we focus on a fully non-parametric identifica-
tion strategy, we do not discuss parametric identification of unconditional treatment effect
parameters or treatment effect parameters associated with the latent groups ON, NO and
NN.

Our target parameter is the probability of causation within the sub-population that is

always observed:

0%° =P[Yy =1|Y; =0,5 =1,5 = 1] (2)

and depends on the joint distribution of potential outcomes (Y, Y7").

The unconditional probability of causation (P[Y;" = 1|Y; = 0]) captures, within the
sub-population whose untreated potential outcome is equal to zero, the share whose treated
potential outcome is equal to one. Intuitively, it measures the share of agents who benefited
from the treatment within the subgroup with a negative untreated outcome. In our empir-
ical application, the unconditional probability of causation captures, within the population
with an informal job if untreated, the share of workers with a formal job if treated. (In Ap-

pendix [D] we compare the probability of causation parameter against other treatment effect
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parameters frequently discussed in the literature. In particular, we discuss the concepts of
“persuasion effect” proposed by |[Jun and Lee (2022)), of “distribution of gains at selected
base state values” and “probability of employed with treatment, not employed without
treatment” proposed by Heckman et al.| (1997)), and of the average treatment effect.)

Our target parameter in Equation focuses on the probability of causation for the
always-observed latent group. In our empirical application, our target parameter captures,
within the population who is employed regardless of treatment status and has an informal
job if untreated, the share of workers with a formal job if treated. Intuitively, we focus
on the population who is always employed and found a job of higher observable quality
because they were assigned to the Jovenes in Accion training program.

Analogously toHeckman et al. (1997)),|Jun and Lee| (2022)) and (Cinelli and Pearl (2021)),

identification of 99

is complicated because it depends on the joint distribution of the po-
tential outcomes (Y, Y;*) while, even in a randomized controlled trial, we can only identify
the marginal distributions of the potential outcomes. Analogously to Lee| (2009), identifi-

cation of 699

is complex because sample selection is nonrandom and possibly impacted by
the treatment.

To simultaneously address these issues, we follow a layered policy analysis approach
(Manski|, [2011) and consider three sets of assumptions to partially identify our target pa-

rameter. The identified set weakly shrinks when stronger assumptions are used. Assump-

tions are sufficient to derive sharp bounds around 6°°.

Assumption 1 (Random Assignment) Treatment D is randomly assigned after condi-

tioning on the covariates, i.e., D 1L (Y7, Y], So,S1)| X.

Assumption modifies the standard independence assumption (Imbens and Wooldridge,
2009)) to account for sample selection. Instead of assuming that the treatment variable is

independent of the potential outcomes only, we also assume independence between the



treatment variable and the potential sample selection indicators similarly to |Lee (2009)). In
our empirical application, it holds conditionally on course indicators because the possibility
of enrolling in the Jovenes in Accion training program was randomly allocated within

oversubscribed courses.

Assumption 2 (Positive Mass) Both treatment groups and the always-observed sub-
population who chooses Yy = 0 exist after conditioning on the covariates, i.e., 0 <P[D = 1| X = z] <

1andP[Yy =0,5=1,5 =1/X = x| >0 for every value x € X.

Assumption [2] is crucial for the identification results because it ensures that our sub-
population of interest exists. In our empirical application, it requires that oversubscribed
courses are the only ones to exist and that there are always-employed individuals who have

an informal job when untreated for every course-city pair.

Assumption 3 (Monotone Sample Selection) Treatment has a non-negative effect on

the sample selection indicator for all individuals, i.e., S1 > Sy.

Assumption |3|is a monotonicity restriction that rules out the existence of the observed-
only-when-untreated sub-population and is commonly used in the literature about sample
selection (Lee, |2009; Chen and Flores| [2015; Bartalotti et al.; 2023)). In our empirical appli-
cation, it imposes that the Jovenes in Accion training program can only move agents into
employment. This assumption is plausible if the training program improves the workers’
social skills, boosting their performance in job interviews. However, this assumption is
implausible if the training program stimulates them to pursue further education.

Assumptions form our first set of assumptions required to derive sharp bounds
around the probability of causation within the always-observed individuals. Importantly,
this set of assumptions has a testable implication, as discussed in Lemma

Even though these assumptions are sufficient to derive sharp bounds around §°°, the

identified set may be substantially tightened by additionally imposing that the treatment
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can only increase the possibly censored potential outcome.

Assumption 4 (Monotone Treatment Response) Treatment has a non-negative ef-

fect on the censored outcome variable for all individuals, i.e., Y* > Y.

Assumption [] is a monotonicity restriction common in the partial identification lit-
erature (Manski, [1997; [Manski and Pepper, |2000; Jun and Lee, 2022). In our empirical
application, it imposes that the Jovenes in Accion training program can only move agents
from informal jobs to formal ones. This assumption is plausible if the training program
increases the workers’ productivity. However, this assumption is implausible if the training
program stimulates them to open their own informal firms.

Assumptions form our second set of assumptions required to derive sharp bounds
around the probability of causation within the always-observed individuals. Importantly,
this set of assumptions has an extra testable implication, as discussed in Proposition [I}

We may further shrink the identified set around 6°¢ by adding Assumption 5| and

completing our final set of identifying assumptions.

Assumption 5 (Stochastic Dominance) After conditioning on the covariates, the treated
counterfactual for the always-observed group stochastically dominates the treated counter-

factual for the observed-only-when-treated group, i.e.,
]P)[Y'l* = 1|SOZ 1,51 = 17X:$] Z]P)[Yi* = 1’50:(),51 = 1’X:x]

for every value x € X.

Assumption [5| is a stochastic dominance restriction that imposes that the always-
observed sub-population has higher potential treated outcomes than the observed-only-
when-treated group. This type of assumption is common in the literature (Imai, 2008;

Blanco et al [2013; Huber and Mellace, [2015; [Huber et al., 2017; Bartalotti et al., 2023)
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and is intuitively based on the argument that some sub-groups have more favorable under-
lying characteristics than others. In our empirical application, it imposes that the always-
employed sub-population has higher potential formality when treated than the employed-
only-when-treated sub-population. This assumption is plausible if individuals with better
employment status are more likely to have better (i.e., formal) jobs because they are more
productive or skillful. However, this assumption will be invalid if always-employed individ-
uals have jobs because they are willing to accept any working opportunity, even if it is an

informal job.

2.1 Testable Restrictions

This subsection discusses testable restrictions implied by the assumptions described in
Section
First, the testable restriction implied by Assumptions was already derived by |Lee

(2009). We state it here for completeness.
Lemma 1 Under Assumptions |3, the following inequality holds:
P[S=1D=1,X]-P[S=1]D=0,X]>0.

Second, we derive a set of testable restrictions implied by Assumptions as detailed

in Proposition [I} Its proof is in Appendix [A.1]
Proposition 1 Under Assumptions[1H, the following inequalities hold:

P[S=1|D=1X]-P[S=1]D=0,X]>0, (3)

P[Y =1|D=1,X]-P[Y =1|D=0,X] > 0. (4)

Intuitively, the monotonicity of the sample selection indicator and the censored potential

outcome implies that treatment positively affects the uncensored potential outcome.
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These restrictions can be easily tested using two one-sided tests of mean differences. In
Appendix [C] we discuss the relationship between these testable restrictions and the bounds

proposed in Section [3]

3 Identification Results

In this section, we partially identify the probability of causation within the always-observed
sub-population (Equation (2))). To do so, we start by identifying the conditional probability

of causation within the always-observed sub-population,
090 (z) =P[Y=1]Yy =0,8=1,5=1,X = 1],

and, then, integrate over the distribution of the covariates for the always-observed sub-
population with a zero untreated potential outcome, X|Y; = 0,5, = 1,5 = 1, to identify
our target parameter §°¢ (Equation (2))).

First, we identify ¢ (z) under our three sets of assumptions and discuss the identifying
power of our assumptions.

Combining Assumptions[IH3] we derive sharp bounds around the conditional probability

of causation within the always-observed sub-population as detailed in Proposition [2] Its

proof is in Appendix [A.2]

Proposition 2 Under Assumptions[1{3, the conditional probability of causation is partially

wdentified for the always-observed subgroup, i.e.,
LB (z) <6°° (2) <UB, (z),

where

LB, (&) ;:max{[B@)—“—A( -] +c<x>—170}7

)
UB; (z) == min { b (x)c[ésx)] ; 1} ;
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P[S=1D=0,X =z
P[S=1D=1,X =z
P[Y =0|/S=1,D=0,X = z| for every value x € X.

Ax) =

B(x) =PlY=15S=1,D=1,X =z], and C (z) =

Moreover, these bounds are sharp.

Corollary [1] describes when Assumptions have identifying power, i.e., the identified

set in Proposition [ is strictly smaller than the unit interval. Its proof is in Appendix [A.9]

Corollary 1 If Assumptions hold and

P[Yy =0, =1 X = ]

>max{P[Y"=0,5=1X=2|,P[Y"=1,5=1X =2z|} (5)
for every value x € X, then LBy (x) >0 and UB; (z) < 1.

Intuitively, Assumptions have identifying power if the group who is informally em-
ployed when untreated is sufficiently large.

In practice, the bounds in Proposition [2l may be wide even though they are sharp. To
derive tighter bounds, researchers can add increasingly stronger assumptions. Even though
the credibility of these assumptions depends on their empirical contexts, applied researchers
frequently have some prior about the direction of the treatment effect. Using this prior,
the researcher can impose the monotone treatment response condition.

Formally, combining Assumptions , we derive sharp bounds around 6°€ () as de-

tailed in Proposition [3] Its proof is in Appendix [A.4]

Proposition 3 Under Assumptions[1{4}, the conditional probability of causation is partially

identified for the always-observed subgroup, i.e.,
LB (z) <60°° (2) <UB, (z),

where
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for every value x € X.

Moreover, these bounds are sharp.

Corollary [2| describes when Assumption 4| has additional identifying power, i.e., the

identified set in Proposition [3] is strictly smaller than the identified set in Proposition [2]

Its proof is in Appendix [A.T0]

Corollary 2 If Assumptz’ons hold, Inequality holds, and
P[Vy=1Y'=1Sy=1,S=1X=2]>0 (6)

for every value x € X, then LBy () > 0 and UBs () < UB; (x) < 1.

Note that the identifying power of Assumption 4| is illustrated by a strictly smaller
upper bound in Proposition [3] in comparison with Proposition [2| Intuitively, Assumption
[ has additional identifying power if some always-employed individuals have a formal job
regardless of their treatment status.

To achieve even tighter bounds, researchers can impose the stochastic dominance condi-
tion. Formally, combining Assumptions[I}5} we derive sharp bounds around the conditional

probability of causation within the always-observed sub-population as detailed in Proposi-

tion [4 Its proof is in Appendix [A.6]

Proposition 4 Under Assumptions[1{J, the conditional probability of causation is partially

identified for the always-observed subgroup, i.e.,
LBs(x) <60°° (2) <UB, (z),

where

for every value x € X.

Moreover, these bounds are sharp.
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Corollary [3| describes when Assumption [5| has additional identifying power, i.e., the

identified set in Proposition [4] is strictly smaller than the identified set in Proposition [3]

Its proof is in Appendix [A.T1]

Corollary 3 If Assumptions[1{5 hold, Inequalities and (6) hold, P[Sy = 0,51 = 1| X = z| >
0 and P[YF =0,Y =05 =1,X=2] > 0 for every value v € X, then LBs(x) >

LBy (z) >0 and UBy (x) < UBy (z) < 1.

Note that the identifying power of Assumption [o|is illustrated by a strictly larger lower
bound in Proposition [ in comparison with Proposition [3| Intuitively, Assumption [j] has
additional identifying power if there are employed-only-when-treated individuals and if
some employed-when-treated individuals never have a formal job.

Second, we identify the distribution of the covariates for the always-observed sub-
population with a zero untreated potential outcome, X|Y; = 0,5 =1,5; = 1, in Lemma
2l For ease of notation, we assume that all covariates X are discrete, as in our empirical

application. This lemma’s proof is in Appendix [A.8|

Lemma 2 Under Assumptions[1{3, the distribution of the covariates for the always-observed

sub-population with a zero untreated potential outcome is point identified, i.e.,

w(x)=P[X=2|Yy=0,5=125 =1]

 PY=0,S=1D=0,X=2] PX =2z
 YweaP[Y=0,5=1D=0X=2] PIX =2

for every x € X.

Finally, we can combine Propositions and Lemma [2] to partially identify our target

parameter #°° (Equation (2)) as detailed in Corollary [4]

Corollary 4 The probability of causation is partially identified for the always-observed
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subgroup, i.e.,

> LB (x) w(x) <099 <Y UB (2) - w(x)

TEX reX

under Assumptions [1{3,

> LB (x) w(x) <099 <Y UB,(2)-w(z)

zeX zeX

under Assumptions[1H{], and

D LBy(x) w(x) <099 <Y UB, () w(x)

TeEX reX

under Assumptions [1{J

Furthermore, in Appendix [B] we illustrate this section’s results with a numerical exam-

ple that captures the intuition behind them.

4 Estimation and Inference

This section is divided in two parts. In the first part, we discuss how to estimate the bounds
proposed in Section[3] In the second part, we propose estimators for 90%-confidence regions
that contain the identified sets described in Corollary

Importantly, in Section [4.2] we do not discuss how to conduct inference around the
target parameter in Equation . Our choice of conducting inference around the target
parameter’s identified region may have a cost in terms of statistical power and may explain
our null results in Section [5| However, our chosen procedure has the advantage of being

simpler and more intuitive.

4.1 Estimation

In this section, we propose estimators for the bounds described in Propositions and

Corollary[] and the weights in Lemma[2} To do so, we need to estimate P[S = 1| D = d, X = z],
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PlY=y|S=1,D=d, X =2],P[Y =0,S=1|D=0,X =z| and P[X = z| for any y €
{0,1}, d € {0,1} and z € X.

We estimate these objects parametrically using maximum likelihood estimators. To
simplify our notation, we follow our empirical application and impose that the covariates
X are stratum (course-city pair) fixed effects (417 strata). Moreover, to ensure that the
first part of Assumption |2 holds, we delete non-oversubscribed strata (327 strata remain).
Finally, to estimate B (z) and C (z), we delete strata without post-treatment employed
individuals (246 strata remain).

Let A (+) be a link function, such as the logistic link function or the normal link function.

Our parametric regression models are given by:
1. P[S=1D=d, X =z =X ag+a;-d+ a,),

2. PlY=1|S=1,D=d, X =x] = AN(fo+ b1 -d+ B,), where we only use the em-

ployed subsample to estimate [y, 5; and (3, and
3. PIW=1D=d,X=z|=A(yw+m- -d+), where W :=1{Y =0,5 = 1}.

Denoting our coefficients’ estimators with the hat notation, the bounds in Propositions
can be estimated using the following objects:

A(Go + ay)
A(Go + Gy + @)’

2. B(x) :)\<BO+31+BI>, and

=
s

(z) =

3. C(x)=1—\ (Bwﬁ;).
Furthermore, the weights in Lemma [2| can be estimated by

Ao +4) - o, 1{X; = 2}
Zx’ex A (/AVU + /Ayx’) ) sz\il 1 {X, = I,}

In Appendix [E.I] we present the full formulas of our estimators for the bounds in

w(z) =

Propositions and Corollary [4
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We must also test the restrictions in Proposition (I} The first restriction is equivalent
to testing the null hypothesis that a; > 0. The second restriction is equivalent to testing

the null hypothesis that ; > 0 in the following model:
PY=1D=dX=2]=X0+6-d+7,).

To control size appropriately, we use a Bonferroni correction for the p-values of both tests.
When using either a Probit Model or a Logit Model for the link function A(-), we find
Bonferroni corrected p-values equal to 1.00 for Hy : a; > 0 and Hy : 67 > 0. These results

suggest, based on Proposition [l that our identifying assumptions are not refuted.

4.2 Inference

In this section, we suggest possible estimators for 90%-confidence regions that contain the
identified sets described in Corollary [} To fix ideas, we will focus on the bounds under
Assumptions [I[5] but all the ideas here extend to the bounds under our other sets of
assumptions.

Imposing Assumptions , we have that 699 € [}, v LBs (2) - w(z),>,cx UBs () - w (z)]
and 0°° (z) € [LB; (z),UB; (z)] for any z € X. We want to find random sets Q (z) and
.fiN such that

P([LBs (2), UB, ()] € Qn ()| = pq — 0 (1) (7)

for any x € X and

|

where N is the sample size, pg € (1/2,1) and p = 0.9.

> LBsy(x) w(x), UBs(x) w(x)

zeEX reX

The pgo-confidence region @ ~ () is given by the precision-corrected estimator proposed
by (Chernozhukov et al.| (2013]). The p-confidence region Ry is given by a set that com-
bines the precision-corrected estimator proposed by (Chernozhukov et al. (2013) with a

Bonferroni-style correction.
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~ ——CLR ——CLR

For any 2 € X, let Qu (z) = |LB3y (z, 0+ra))f2),UB, x (z, (1+pQ)/2)], where
/\CLR /\CLR . . .
LB3y (z, 0+pe)f2) and UB, 5 (v, (1+2q)/2) are the precision-corrected estimators pro-

posed by (Chernozhukov et al. (2013)) for the bounds LBs (x) and U By (x). These estimators

satisfy

P [fégﬁ (z, (1+pa)/2) < LB; (g;)] > 1 sz —o(1)

and
L+po

P |:UB2 (x) < @;iﬁz (x, (1 +pQ)/2)] > o(1),

implying that Equation holds. We formally prove this result in Appendix .

Now, we define

EN =

S IByx (z, (4va)p) o (x), S UByy (, (1+5a)2) - & (a:)] )

zeX zeX

This choice of estimator for a feasible p—confidence region is inspired by the unfeasible

set given by

RN =

S IByx (x, (40a)p)-w (@), S UByy (v, (1+50)2) - w (x)] . (10)

TeEX zeX

which assumes we know the true population weights w (-) instead of using the estimated
weights & (-) proposed in Section [4.1]

In Appendix we show that the unfeasible set Ry is a valid p-confidence region
around the identified set [> v LBs(2) w(z),> ,cx UBs(2)-w(z)]. In particular, a
Bonferroni-style correction implies that p = 90% if pg = 99.96%. Additionally, if our goal
was to derive half-median unbiased estimators, we could use pg = 99.8%.

Appendix also contain details on how to implement the precision-corrected estima-
tors proposed by |Chernozhukov et al. (2013). This appendix relies heavily on the work
done by Flores and Flores-Lagunes| (2013), who intuitively explain the method proposed

by |Chernozhukov et al.| (2013).
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As a caveat, we highlight that we do not show that the feasible set Ry is a valid
p-confidence region around the identified set. We believe that taking into considera-
tion the uncertainty behind the estimation of w(-) is beyond the scope of this paper
and emphasize that a rigorous treatment of feasible inference around the identified set
[>cx LBs () -w(z), >, UBs (2) - w ()] is an interesting area for future work.

Despite the absence of a formal proof, Appendix describes a Monte Carlo Simula-
tion that illustrates the finite sample properties of the feasible inference procedure proposed
in this section. We find that, in our simulated data-generating process, EN covers the iden-
tified set more frequently than its nominal confidence level of 90%. This result suggests
that using the feasible set Ry in place of the unfeasible set Ry may work appropriately,
suggesting the importance of developing formal results related to this inference procedure

in the future.

5 Empirical Application: Transition into Formality in

the Jovenes in Accion Training Program

Our empirical application uses experimental data on a large job training program called
Jovenes en Accion, implemented in Colombia’s seven largest cities between 2002 and 2005.
The program’s main goals were to increase the labor market attachment and the quality
of jobs that disadvantaged young individuals (between 18 and 25 years old) held. To this
end, Jovenes en Accion combined three main components: (i) three months of classroom
training on occupational-specific skills in private training centers, with an additional focus
on building “soft” skills, such as proactive behavior, resourcefulness, openness to feedback
and teamwork; (ii) three months of on-the-job training provided by legally registered com-
panies in the form of an unpaid internship; (iii) elaboration of a project of life, orienting

youth towards a positive visualization of their abilities and work perspectives.
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An additional key feature of Jovenes en Accion was that the payment structure of
training centers incentivized them to help their trainees complete the program and secure
jobs after the program. Specifically, training centers received a large fraction of their
payment conditional on the student completing the course and obtaining an internship.
More importantly, they were awarded an additional bonus if the firm hired the trainee on
a formal contract. This tight incentive structure and curricula encompassing a large set
of potentially productive skills allows one to consider Jovenes en Accion as an intensive
program with high potential to improve the employability and the quality of jobs held by
its beneficiaries.

The short-run experimental effects of the program have been described in |Attanasio
et al.| (2011) and point to improvements along the employability and job quality margins.
We follow |Attanasio et al.| (2011) and |Attanasio et al.| (2017) in analyzing effects separately
by gender, focusing on women since there was a significant differential sample selection into
employment in this sub-sample in the short run. Specifically, women selected to participate
in Jovenes en Accion were 6.1 percentage points (or 9.6%) more likely to be employed
between 13 and 15 months after exiting the program according to |Attanasio et al. (2011)).
Moreover, they also document that women selected to participate in Jovenes en Accion
were 7.1 percentage points (or 36%) more likely to be formally employed approximately
one year after exiting the program.

Differently from |Attanasio et al.| (2011]), we are interested in learning more about the

effects of Jovenes en Accion on job quality after accounting for sample selection. Distin-

guishing between effects on the job quality margin that would occur irrespective of the
movements towards employment is important to understand better whether the program
led to more favorable labor market outcomes. We focus on formality, which, in most devel-
oping countries, is strongly associated with employer compliance with labor market statutes

(minimum wage and firing regulations), higher productivity and pay, and social security
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contributions (Meghir et al., [2015; |Attanasio et al., [2017).

We use our partial identification results to learn about the share of women who became
formal because they were selected to participate in the program. As explained in Section
2 our target parameter is the probability of causation for the latent group that would
be employed regardless of treatment assignment. We compute bounds around this prob-
ability of causation by considering assignment to the program as the treatment indicator,
employment (either in the formal or the informal sector) as the selection indicator, and
an indicator that equals one if the person has a formal job and zero if the person has an
informal job as our variable of interest.

We start by providing descriptive statistics on the size of our latent groups of interest,
i.e., the share of the female population who would be employed regardless of being assigned
to the Jovenes en Accidn training program and, within this group, the share of women who
would have an informal job if they were assigned to the control group. Since both objects
are point-identified under Assumptions [T}, we focus on our first set of assumptions when
estimating them. We find that 71.9% of the women are always-employed using either a
Probit or Logit model as the link function A (-). Within this subgroup, we also estimate
the probability of having an informal job when untreated as 49.7% using either a Probit
or Logit model as the link function A(-). Thus, our latent group of interest represents
a non-negligible share (approximately 35.7%) of the program’s pool of potential female
participants.

Our main results are presented in Figure [l The intervals in this figure represent
estimated lower and upper bounds on the probability of causation for the always-employed
women (Corollary 4)) using data from the job training program Jdévenes en Accion and the
estimator proposed in Section 4.} The black estimated intervals are based on Assumptions
M3} The dark gray estimated intervals are based on Assumptions [If4 The light gray

estimated intervals are based on Assumptions [If5] Subfigure [Ia] uses a Probit Model as
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the link function A (-) while Subfigure [1b| uses a Logit Model. The dots represent the lower
and upper bounds of 90%-confidence regions around the identified sets. These confidence
regions are based on the inferential method proposed by |Chernozhukov et al. (2013)) and
explained in Section [£.2] Since the bounds with a Probit or a Logit link function are very

similar, we focus our discussion on the former.

Figure 1: Estimated Bounds on the Probability of Causation in the Jovenes in Accion

0.5 0.5
0.4 T 0.4
0.3

0.3

0.2 0.2

Probability of Causation
Probability of Causation

0.0 . . 0.0

= Assumptions 1-3 = Assumptions 1-4 Assumptions 1-5 = Assumptions 1-3 = Assumptions 1-4 Assumptions 1-5

(a) Probit Model as Link Function (b) Logit Model as Link Function

Notes: The intervals in this figure represent estimated lower and upper bounds on the
probability of causation for the always-employed women (Corollary |4 using data from the
job training program Jdvenes en Accion and the estimator proposed in Section 4.1, The
outcome of interest is formal employment one year after the training program, the selection
indicator is employment, and the treatment is a randomized assignment indicator. The
black estimated intervals are based on Assumptions[I}3] The dark gray estimated intervals
are based on Assumptions The light gray estimated intervals are based on Assumptions
[}l Subfigure [la] uses a Probit Model as the link function A (-) while Subfigure [Ib] uses a
Logit Model. The dots represent the lower and upper bounds of 90%-confidence regions
around the identified sets. These confidence regions are based on the inferential method

proposed by (Chernozhukov et al.| (2013) and explained in Section .
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We start by presenting the bounds on the probability of causation for the always-
employed women (Corollary under Assumptions . In this case, we only impose,
beyond the random assignment and positive mass assumptions, that participation in the
program does not deter employment (monotone sample selection).

Assumption 3| is plausible in the Jovenes in Accion context. First, the training pro-
gram’s focus on “soft skills” is likely to boost the workers” performance in job interviews,
improving their employment prospects. Second, as discussed in Section[d] the test proposed
in Lemma [I] does not reject the null hypothesis that is implied by Assumptions [T}3]

We find that the estimated bounds are very wide. They imply that our estimates are
consistent with a large variety of values for the probability of causation for the always-
employed women ([6.6%,41.8%]). It implies that the Jdvenes in Accidn training program
formalized, at least, 6.6% of the women who are always-employed and would have an
informal job if untreated. Moreover, the 90%-confidence region includes the zero, implying
that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that our target parameter’s lower bound is equal
to zero.

To tighten the estimated intervals, we now discuss the bounds obtained by additionally
imposing Assumption [ In this case, we assume that participation in the program can
only move agents from informal jobs to formal ones.

Assumption {4 is plausible in the Jovenes in Accion context. First, the program’s
occupational-specific classes and on-the-job training are likely to increase the workers’
productivity, helping them find better (i.e., formal) jobs. Second, training centers are
incentivized to help their trainees secure a formal job in the firm where they interned.
Furthermore, as discussed in Section [4] the test proposed in Proposition [1] does not reject
the null hypotheses that are implied by Assumptions [1H4]

We find that imposing a monotone treatment response decreases the upper bound sub-

stantially. The dark gray interval in Figure [la] suggests that Jovenes en Accion formalized
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at most 13.4% of the women who are always-employed and would have an informal job if
untreated. Furthermore, the upper bound of the 90%-confidence region decreases to 29.4%.

To further tighten the estimated intervals, we discuss the bounds obtained by ad-
ditionally imposing Assumption In this case, we assume that the always-employed
sub-population has higher potential formality when treated than the employed-only-when-
treated sub-population. This assumption is plausible because individuals with better em-
ployment status are more likely to be more skillful, increasing their chances of having a
better (i.e., formal) job.

We find that imposing this stochastic dominance assumption increases the lower bound.
The light gray interval in Figure [Lal suggests that Jdvenes en Accion formalized at least
10.2% of the women who are always-employed and would have an informal job if untreated.
Importantly, the 90%-confidence region includes zero, implying that we cannot reject the
null hypothesis that the lower bound of the probability of causation for the always-employed
women is zero.

Finally, in Appendix [F], we present additional results focusing on the heterogeneity

generated by different course-city pairs.

6 Conclusion

This paper partially identifies the probability of causation for the always-observed sub-
group when sample selection occurs. This parameter is important for researchers aiming
to describe treatment effects in a way that is relevant to policy-makers. Intuitively, it de-
scribes the share of the population induced by the treatment to switch from a negative to
a positive state. We derive sharp bounds around this parameter under three increasingly
restrictive sets of assumptions.

To illustrate the usefulness of our partial identification strategy, we use experimental
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data from the Colombian job training program Jovenes en Accion.  Contradicting the
positive effects on the share of women employed in the formal labor market (Attanasio
et al., 2011)), we find that incorporating selection and bounding the probability of causation
leads to a pessimistic view of the program’s impacts. More precisely, we find that at most
13.4% of the always-employed women switched their formality status because they were
assigned to the Jdvenes en Accion training program. Moreover, even our tightest 90%-
confidence region includes zero, implying that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that
our lower bound is equal to zero.

Beyond the analysis of job training programs, our partial identification strategy can be
useful for researchers interested in assessing the impacts of interventions in the presence of
sample selection. For example, when analyzing the effects of a political campaign (DellaV-
igna and Kaplan, 2007; |DellaVigna and Gentzkow, 2010)), the researcher may be interested
in identifying the share of the population who supports policy A when treated, given that
they would support policy B if untreated. In this case, the researcher only observes the
agents’ opinions if they reply to a survey. This double identification challenge also arises
when researchers consider the effects of health interventions on health quality (U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 2004) if agents may pass away, or the effects of
educational interventions on learning (Angrist et al., [2006; Chetty et al., 2011} Dobbie and

Jr., [2015)) if there is selection into test-taking.
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Supporting Information

(Online Appendix)

A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

To prove Proposition [I, we must prove that Inequalities and hold. Since the
validity of Inequality (3|) is a direct consequence of Lemma , we focus on proving Inequality

([@). Note that

P[Y=1D=1]-P[Y =1|D = (]

=P[Y-S1=1D=1]-P[Y]-So=1|D = (]

by Equation (1)
=Py -S1=1] -P[Yg - S =1]

by Assumption [I]
=PY=1,8=1-P[Yy =1,5 =1]
>PY =1,5=1-P[Yy =1,5 =1]

by Assumption [3]
>PIYy=1,5=1-P[Yy =1,5 =1]

by Assumption [4]

=0.
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A.2 Proof of Proposition

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

To prove Proposition , we first show that LB; < 6°° and #°° < UB;. Then, we show
that LB; and UB; are sharp bounds. For completeness, we state four lemmas previously

derived in the literature and used in our proofs. We prove them in Appendix
Lemma A.1 Boole-Frechet Bounds (Imai, 2008): We have that

PV =1S=1,8=1+P[Yy=0/S=15 =1 -1
<P[Yy =1, =0/S =15 =1]

§m1n{]P’[Y1*:1‘5’0:1,51:1],[?[%*:0]50:1,51:1]}

Lemma A.2 [Horowitz and Manski (1995, Corollary 1.2): Under Assumptions [1] and [3,

we have that

P[Y =1|S=1,D=1]—-(1-P[S=1,5 =19 =1))
]P)[SO:LSl:HSl:l]

P[Y =1|S=1,D=1]
- P[Sozl,&:l]sl:l]

Lemma A.3 |Lee (2009): Under Assumptions we have that

P[S =1|D = 0]

IP[50:1,51:1|51:1]:P[S:HD:1].

Lemma A.4 Lee (2009): Under Assumptions we have that

P[Yy =0[Sy=1,8=1=P[Y =0[S=1,D=0].

A.2.1 Lower Bound: LB; < #°°
Note that
0°C =P[Y =1]|Yy =0,5 = 1,5, = 1]
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P[Y; =1,Yy =0/S =1,5 = 1]
P[Y; =0[S =1,5 =1]
PlY;=1S=1,5=1]+P[Y;=0/S =15 =1 -1
P[Yy =0[S =1,5, = 1]

by Lemma [A]]
PlY=1S=1,D=1]-(1-P[Sy=1,5=1|5 =1))
]P)[SO:LSl:HSl:l]

>

v

P[Y; =0[S =1,5 =]

by Lemma

P -usL0 i (1 gy
P[S=1]D =0 +P[Yy =0[S=1,5=1-1
_ P[S=1|D =1]
R P[Yy = 0[Sy =1,8 = 1]
by Lemma [A.3]
rros-vo-- (- )
P[S=1]D =] +P[Y =0[S=1D=0]-1
_ P[S=1|D =1]
- P[Y —0]S=1,D =0
by Lemma [A.4]

Moreover, #°© > 0 by definition.

A.2.2 Upper Bound: §°° < UB,;

Note that

0% =PV =1|Yy =0,8 =1, = 1]
CP[Yy =1,Yy =0[S=1,5 =1]
 PlY;=0|Sy=1,5 =1]
cmin{P[VF =1]8 = 1,5 =1],P[Y = 0[S = 1,5 =1]}
- P[Y; =0]S=1,5 =1]

by Lemma

B P[Yy=0[S =185 =1]
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P[Y =1/S=1,D=1]
IP’[SO:LSl:HSl:l]

< mi 1
=M Y Py =0[So =15, = 1]
by Lemma [A.2]
P[S=1|D=1]
PlY=1S=1,D=1]-
_ min [ | ’ ] P[S=1]D =0 1
B P[Yy =0|S =1,9 =1] ’
by Lemma [A.3]
P[S=1|D=1]
PlY=1S=1,D=1]-
_ min [ | ’ ] P[S=1|D =0 1
- P[Y =0[S=1,D=0 ’
by Lemma [A.4]

A.2.3 LB; and UB; are sharp bounds

To show that LBy and U B; are sharp bounds, we have to show that, for any 6 e [LB,,UB],
there exist candidate random variables <1~/0*, 171*, So, Si, D) that satisfy the following con-

ditions{]
icti ) i 2 Y ) y ) ~07 S ’ b i
(A) The model restrictions hold, i.e (YO* Y, So, S D) satisfy Assumptions

(B) The data restrictions hold, i.c., P [Yf - 1‘§: 1,D :d] —PlY=1/S=1,D=d],
]P’[S*:l’f):d] —P[S=1|D =d for any d € {0,1} andIP’[f)zl} —P[D=1],

where Y* =Y - D+Y;-(1-D),S=85,-D+5,-(1-D) and}}:ff*-g

Intuitively, the definition of sharpness says that there exist candidate random variables
(}70*,}71*, Sy, S1, ﬁ) that attain the candidate target parameter é, satisfy the model restrictions and are
indistinguishable from the true latent variables (Y, Y7, So, S1, D) in the sense that they generate the same
distribution of the observable data ()7, S, D) as the distribution of the data that is actually observed, i.e.,
(Y, S, D).

2From the observable data, one can estimate:

(a) The joint distribution of (S, D), which is equivalent to estimating P[S = 1| D = d] for all d € {0, 1}
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(C) 0 is attained, i.e., P [}71* = 1‘ }70* =0, go =1, 51 = 1] — 0.
To do so, we construct random variables (Yg, Yy, So, S1, D) by:

Part 1. imposing a joint distribution that satisfies Assumptions and ensures that the

marginal distribution of D is the same as the marginal distribution of D;

Part 2. imposing a joint distribution of (S, S;) that satisfies Assumptions and ensures
that the conditional distribution of S ‘ D is the same as the conditional distribution

of S| D;

Part 3. constructing a conditional distribution (ffo*, }71*)‘ <~§, Sf ) that is a probability dis-
tribution, satisfies the data restrictions, and generates a probability of causation
parameter 6 respectively equal to:

(3.a) the lower bound;
(3.b) the upper bound;

(3.c) any value in the interval (LB, UBy).

Part 1: The distribution of D and Assumptions

Fix (yo, 41, S0, 51,d) € {0,1}° arbitrarily.
To ensure that Assumptionholds, we impose that [P [}70* =y, Y = 1,50 = 50,51 = 51, D = d| =

P %*2907?1*:917*?0:50,5'1 :51] P[D:d] .

and P[D = 1] given that S and D are binary;

(b) The joint distribution of (Y, D)|S = 1, which is equivalent to estimating P[Y = 1| S =1,D =d] for

all d € {0,1} and P [D = 1] because Y and D are binary.

Hence, the data restrictions guarantee that the proposed latent variables are indistinguishable from the

real latent variables in the data.
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We set
]P’[[):l}:IP[Dzl]. (A.1)
Note that Assumption 2| holds because P[D = 1] € (0,1) according to Assumption [2| for
the true variable D.

We also impose that

]P[D:o]:pp[f):q, (A.2)

so that D has a probability distribution.

Part 2: The distribution of (go, Sl) and Assumptions

Since we have defined P [D = d} in Part 1, it remains to define
P |:}7b* - yo’f/f< = y17‘§0 = SOagl = 51:| .

Since P [)70* = yo,f/l* = yl,go = S0, gl = 81] =P [Y/o* - 9075}1* =

So = 0,51 = 81] P [go = 50,51 = 5
we define P [50 = 30,51 = 51} here and P [}70* = yo,f/l* = y1’ 30 = 30,51 = 31} in Part 3.
We set

P[§0=1,§1=1}=P[S=1|D=0], (A.3)

implying that Assumption[2Jholds because P[S =1|D = 0] =P[Sy, = 1] =P[S; = 1,5 = 1] >
0 according to Assumption for the true latent variables.
To ensure that Assumption |3| holds, we set P [So =1,5,=0| =0.

To finish defining the distribution of (S, Sy), let

P[50=0,§1:1]:P[S:1|D:1]—]P>[S:1|D:o] (A.4)

and

P[Sozo,slzo}:1_1@[5:1;1):1]. (A.5)



To see that what we have indeed defined a probability distribution for (50, gl), note
that

Pﬁwzquq}:Pwpzu—wwb:uzpu%zmsp:uzo

by Assumptions [I] and [3] for the true latent variables, and

P[S*o:o,él:o] +P[§0:1,§1=0} +IP’[5’0:0,§1=1} +IP>[50:1,S*1=1 —1

by construction.
We conclude this part by showing that the distribution of S |D is the same as that of

S|D. Note that

P[§:1

D:o] :P[§0:1] :P[SOZLSF ]:IP[S:HD:O]

and that

1@[5‘:1’1}:1} :1@[51:1] :P[S’ozl,él:l}+P[30:0,51:1
—P[S=1/D=0+P[S=1|D=1-P[S=1|D =0

—P[S=1|D=1].

Part 3: The distribution of (Y%, Y3)|(S1,So)

Since we have defined P [D = d} in Part 1 and P [5’0 = 50,51 = 31] in Part 2, it remains
to define P [Y/O* = yo,f/l* = yl‘ S*O = S0, S, = 31]
We will define (Y}, Y5)|(S1, So) in three different ways so that 6 attains each value in the
identified interval [LBy, U B;] and f/‘ S =1, D has the same distribution as Y|S =1, D.
(Part 3.a) Constructing a conditional distribution such that § = LB,
Since P [5’0 =1,5 = ()] = 0, we do not need to define P 17}]* = yo,fff‘ =y1|Sy=1,5 =0][.

We define P [f/o* =0, Yy =

So=0,5, = 0} = 1/s for any (yo,y1) € {0,1}%. We also de-

fine the constant
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P[Y:l]S:l,D:l]—(1_P[S:1|D:0]>
0

_ P[S=1|D=1]
¢ = max P[S=1]D =) e
P[S=1|D = 1]

and the conditional probabilities

P—Y”JZO,YG*=1 50:1,51:1_ =max{¢+P[Y =0/S=1,D=0]—-1,0} (A.6)

PlV:=1,7=18 =18 =1 =min{l ~P[Y =0/S=1,D=0], 4} (A7)

PlV:=0,Y7 =03 =128 =1] (A.8)
:P[Y:0|S:1,D:0]—IP>[?O*:0,?1*:1’50:1,51:1],
P[on* —1,7; 20‘30: 1,8 = 1} (A.9)

:P[Y:1|S:1,D:O]—P[}7J=1,371*:1’5'0:1,51:1],

pm*:o,z*zl\so:o,glzl} (A.10)
) ) . P[S=1/D=0
P[Y:1,;5:1,1):1]-1@[1@*:1‘50:1,51:1]-P{S_llD_J
- 1_]P’[S:1|D:0] ’
P[S=1/D=1]
PlV:=1V=15=035=1]=o0, (A.11)

Pv: =07V =0[3 =08 =1 zl_p[yo*:o,yl*:1 5*0:0,51:1], (A.12)

PV =1 =05 =005 =1] =o0. (A.13)

(Part 3.a.1) The candidate conditional distribution is a probability distribu-
tion
Now, we want to show that the functions described by equations (A.6)-(A.13) are a

probability mass function. First, note that:
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We must show that all values in (A.6))-(A.13) are in the interval [0, 1].
Note that

¢c<[0,1]

because 4 > 0 by construction, and, using Lemma [A.3] the expression in the definition
of 4 becomes the expression on the left hand side of Lemma and, therefore, ¢ <
PY{|So=1,5=1] < 1.

Furthermore, by construction, we have that:
max{0,4 —1+P[Y =0|S=1,D=0]} =P [Y/O* — 0,V =15y =1,5 =1| < ¢ (A.14)

ogp[%*:1,?l*:1|§0:1,§1:1} <1-Ply=0lS=1,D=0<1  (A.15)

Given Equation (A.15) and the fact that 1-P[Y =0(S =1,D =0 =P[Y =1|S =1,D = 0],

Equation (A.9) implies that

0§P[%*:1,)ﬁ*:0|§0:1,51 :1] <1. (A.16)

Given Equations (A.7)) and (A.14]), Equation (A.8) implies that

1—05@[%*:0,&*:0\50:1,51 - 1] <P[Y=0[S=1,D=0<1. (A7)
In order to bound P [370* =0, }71* = 1’ Sp=0,5; = 1], consider three cases:

Case 1) ¢ =0:

In this case, using Equations (A.6) and (A.7), we get that:
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:P[YO*:LY/; ~ 1|5y =1,5, :1} —|—P[}70*:0,}71*:1|§0:1,§1:1]

Also, by the definition of ¢, it is the case that:

]P’[Y=1|S:1,D:1]Sl_P[SiHDZO]

implying, by Equation (A.10), that

P[Y =1/S=1,D=1]
0<
— 1— P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

:P[%*:O,iﬁ*zl 5020,51:1] <1.

Case2) ¢ >1—-P[Y =0/S=1,D=0].
In this case, Equations (A.6) and (A.7)) imply that

P[Y;‘:1

§0:1751:1i|
:P[%*:Lﬁ’f:l‘éozl,élzl}+P[Y/;:0,ﬁ*:1 §0:1,§1=1]
—1-P[Y=0[S=1,D=0]+4—(1-P[Y =0/S=1,D=0)])

— 9.

Case 3) € (0,1-P[Y =0/S=1,D=0].
In this case, we have that P [}70* =0, 171* = 1‘ Sp=1,5 = 1} = 0 by Equation (|A.6))
and P 170* = 1,}71* = 1’ So=1,5, = 1] = ¢ by Equation (A.7)), implying that

P[ﬁ*:1‘§0=1,5’1:1] sy

In Cases 2 and 3, we can use Equation (A.10]) to see that

[S=1|D=1]
1 _ E[S=1D=(] ’
P[S=1/D=1]

Y - = . Py =1|S=1,D=1] — ¢ 25=1P=0
!
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implying, by the definition of ¢, that

Py =0V =1 S*Ozo,él:@ (A.18)

Py =1is=1,0=1]- By =15 =1,0=1] - (1 - F={=1}))

1 _ BIS=1]D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

= 1.

Since P [170* =0,Yy =18, =0,5, = 1] € [0, 1], Equation (A.12]) ensures that

Plv: =01 =03 =05 :1} e [0,1].

(Part 3.a.2) The candidate conditional distribution satisfies its data restric-
tions

The data restrictions for }7‘ S =1, D are satisfied because:

. P[?:1‘§:1,D:0} Py =1/S=1,D=0]

To see that, use Equations (A.7) and (A.9)) and the fact that P [go =1,8 = O] =0

to write:

—P |7 =15 =1]

:P'%*:1’50:1,§1:1]

:P'%*:1,171*=1‘§0:1,§1:1} +P [V = 1,77 =0/ 8 = 1,5 = 1]

—PlY=1S=1,D=0.

. P[?‘S‘:l,b:l} —P[Y|S=1,D=1].

To see that, note that we can write:
PV =15=1,D=1]
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Now, note that we can sum Equations (A.10) and (A.11)) and find that

) .
IP’[Y:1|S:1,D:1]—IP’[Y1|SO:1,51:1] - He=up—d

P Yy =1]S,=0,5 = 1} = | _ BlS=1D=0)

~ P[S=1|D=1]

(A.19)
Using Equations (A.4]) and (A.3)) from Part 1, we get:
. N . P[Sl—lasozl} P[S=1|D =0
P[Sl_1750_1|51:1i|: ~ ~ ~ ]P)[S_]_D_].]
P[So_l,slz ]+IP’[50:0,51—1] =1|D =
(A.20)
Plugging (A.19) and (A.20) in the expression above, we get:
PV =15=1,D=1]
~ ~ ~ P[S=1|D =0
—P Yy =15 =125 =1|-
[ P =% =15 ] P[S=1|D = 1]
PY =1/S=1,D=1] - P V|5 = 1,5 = 1] 35555 P[S—1|D
+ 1 _ PIS=1|D=0] ' 1_IP[S 1|D

~ P[S=1|D=1]

—P[Y=1/S=1,D=1]

(Part 3.a.3) The probability of causation 0 reaches the lower bound LB,

Finally, note that the lower bound LB is attained because

P[ﬁ*:1)%*:o,§0=1,§1:1}

ﬂﬁ:@ﬁ:ﬁ&:La:q

P[ffo*:o 8021,;?1:1}

42



p[%*:o,ﬁ*zl\gozl,slzl]

IP’[{/O*:(),?I*:1 30:1,5*1:1]+]p>[370*:0,371*20‘§0:1’§1:1}

P[%*:O,Yfl*:1

So=1,5 :1]

P[f@*:@,}ﬁ*:l 5‘0:1,5*1:1]+]P>[Y:0|S:1,D:0]—P[%*:O,?l*:1‘§0:1,51:1]

ik ol U e r. )
o P[S=1|D =0 +P[Y=0/S=1,D=0]-1,0
- P[S=1|D =1]
: P[Y =0|S=1,D = (]
:LBl

(Part 3.b) Constructing a conditional distribution such that 0 = UB,

Since P [5’0 =1,5 = O] = 0, we do not need to define P SN/;)* = yo,f/l* =1 So=1,5,=0|.

We define P [f/o* =0, Yy =

So=0,5 = 0} = 1/4 for any (yo,y1) € {0,1}>. We also de-

fine:

P[}fo*:o,ﬁ*:1‘§0:1,§1:1} (A.21)

P[S=1|D=1
:min{P[Y:HS:l,D:l]-P[S:HD:O%,P[Y:mS:l,D:O]},

P[YO*=1,Y1*:1

So=1,5 = 1} (A.22)

:max{min{IP’[Y:HS:1,D:1]-£ i(ﬂ,l}—P[Y:0|S:1,D:O],O},

P[%*:fol*:o‘go:l,gl:q (A.23)

So=1,5 = 1} (A.24)

P[¥y = 0,77 = 1\ So=0,8 =1] (A.25)
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P[S =1|D =0
P[S=1/D = 1]

PlY=1S=1,D=1] -

- e | _P[5=1]D=0] N
P[S=1D=1]
PlV:=1¥=18 =025 =1] =0, (A.26)
Pifzoj?zoém_a&zl::1—@“3:&&%:1&:03p=q, (A.27)
P|Yy=1Y=0[S =05 =1=0 (A.28)

>P[Y=0/S=1,D=0-P[Y=0/S=1,D =0

>0,
and
Pﬁ?:Lﬁﬁﬂu%:Lﬁzq
>PY=18S=1,D=0-14+P[Y=0/S=1,D=0]
=0
and

Moreover, note that P [170* =0,Y; = 1‘ So=0,5, = 1] € [0,1) by construction.

Notice also that the data restrictions are satisfied because

PV=1
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:P[%*:l,f/l*:1 50:1,51:1}+P[170*:1,?1*:o So=1,8 =1

—P[Yy=1/S=1,D =0
and
P[f/:l‘é:uﬁ:l}
:P[ﬁ*:1‘§1:1]

:P[ﬁ*:1’§0:1,§1=1} -P[§0:1,§1=1

5’1:1]
+P[ﬁ*:1‘§0:o,51:1].(1—P[§0:1,§1:1 5121}),
:(p[%*:o,ﬁ*:1150:1,§1:1]+P[170*:1,171*:1 So=1,8 =1])

-P[§0:1,§1=1

§1:1}
+ <]P> [%*:0,37;:1‘&:0,51:1} +P[%*:1,ﬁ*:1’50:0,§1=1])
-(1—1@[50:1,5‘1:1 5*1:1})

:min{P[Y:uS:LD:u.P[S:”D:” }.P[S:”DZO]

P[S=1D=0 J P[S=1/D=1]
e . P[S=1]D=0
]P’[Y—1’5—1>D—1]_P[S:1|D:1]O 1 P[S:HD:O]
+ max 1 P[S=1|D = 0] ’ '(_IP’[S=1|D:1]>
 P[S=1|D=1]
:min{P[YZ1]521,D:1]’££zﬂgz(ﬂ}
+maX{P[Y:1|S:17D:1]_g{giﬂgz(ﬂ’o}

=PlY=1/5=1,D=1].
Finally, note that

P[ﬁ*:1)%*:0,§0=1,§1=1}
P[}”fo*zo,}ﬁ*:1)§0:1,§1:1]

P[%*:O‘S():L&:@
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p[%*:o,ﬁ*zl\gozl,slzl]

IP’[{/O*:(),?I*:1 5'0:1’5'1:1]_|_]P>[)70*:0,f/1*:0‘510:1’§1:1}

P[%*:O,Yfl*:1

So=1,5 :1]

P[f@*:@,}ﬁ*:l 50:1,5*1:1]+]P>[Y:0|S:1,D:0]—P[%*:O,ﬁ*zl‘gozl,glzl]

,]P’[Y:O]S:LD:O]}

== UBl

(Part 3.c) Constructing a conditional distribution that attains any § € (LB;, UB;)
Since § € (LBy,UB,), there exists w € (0,1) such that § = w - LBy + (1 — w) UB,.
Since P [50 =1,5, = ()] = 0, we do not need to define P Y/O* = yo,ffl* =1 So=1,5,=0]|.

We define P [}70* =0, Yy =

Sy =0,5, = 0} = /s for any (yo,41) € {0,1}*. We also de-

fine

—w P, [12)*:0,171*:1‘50:1,31:1}+(1—w).IP>U [}70*:0,171*:1 So=1,8 = }

]P’[ffo* — 1,7 = 1‘50: 1,8 = 1} (A.30)
—w-P, [%*:1,1@*:1 §0=1,§1:1} Y (1-w) Py [%*:1,171*:1 §0=1,§1=1},

IP’[Y/O* — 0,77 =03 =125 = 1} (A.31)
—w-P; [fqzo,ﬁ*:o 5*0:1,5*1:1} Y (1-w) Py [570*:0,?1*:0 5‘0_1,5*1:1},

PYy =177 :o‘éoz 1,5 =1] (A.32)

—w P [%*:1,171*:0’50:1,51:1} +(1-w) Py [%*:1,}71*:0‘50:1,51:1},

P [on* — 0,77 =18, =0,8 = 1} (A.33)
— WPy [%*:0,1?1*:1 5*0:0,5*1:1} Y (1-w) Py [%*:0,?1*:1 50_0,5*1:1},
P[%*:l,ffl*zl 3020,51:1} (A.34)

—w P, [12)*:1,}71*:1‘50:0,51:1} (1w Py [}70*:1,171*:1‘30:0,51:1},
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where the sub-index L denotes the conditional probabilities defined for the lower bound

(Equations (A.6)-(A.13)) and the sub-index U denotes the conditional probabilities defined
for the upper bound (Equations (A.21])-(A.28)).

Notice that the data restrictions are satisfied because

—w pL{yzl\g:m:d}+(1_w>.PU[3>:1\g:1,ﬁ:d
=P[Y =1|S=1,D=d].
Finally, note that
P[}ﬁ*:1)%*:o,~0:1,§1:1}

P[%*:O,ﬁ*:l‘ }):1,5‘1:1]

]P)|:~0*:0‘ ~0:1,51:1i|
P[%*:o,ﬁ*z 50:1,51:}
P[%*:o’ﬁ*:1‘§0:1,§1:1]+p[{/0*:0’)71*: ~0:1,S’1:1}

P[Y =0/S=1,D=0
—w-LB+(1-w)-UB

=0.

47



A.3 Proofs of Lemmas [A.1HA 4]
A.3.1 Lemma[A

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.
For the upper bound, note that
PlYy=1,Yy=0[S =1,5 =1]
<PY =LY, =0[5S%=15=1+P[Y"=1Y, =15 =15 =1]
=P[Y =15 =1,5 =1]

and

P[Y; =1,Y =0[Sy=1,5 = 1]
<PlY;=1Y;=0[So =15 =1]+P[Y}=0Y =05 =1,5 =1]

For the lower bound, observe that

P[Y;=1,Yf =0/S=1,8 =1]
—P[Y; =18, =1,8 =1]+P[Yy=0/S;=1,8, =1]—P[V;y=1lor Yy =0/ Sy =1,5; = 1]

A.3.2 Lemma[A2

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

Note that

PlY=1S=1,D=1=P[Y;=1|S,=1,D =1]
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P[Y}=1,5 =1]D =1]
P[S, =1|D = 1]

Py =18 =1]
- P[Si =1]

by Assumption [I]
=P[Y =1|5 =1]
=P[Y =15 =1,5 =1 -P[Sy=1,5 =1| 5 = 1]

+P[Y¥k — 1|S() :O,Sl — ].] . (].—P[SO — 1,31 — 1|Sl — 1]),
implying that

PV =1|5 =1, =1]

PlY=1/S=1,D=1-P[Y; =15 =0,%=1]-(1-P[Sy=1,5 = 1] 9 = 1])
P[So=1,5 =15 = 1]

Since P [Y* = 1] So = 0,51 = 1] € [0, 1], we can conclude that the bounds above hold.

A.3.3 Lemma [A.3

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on

covariates X.

Note that

P[50:1781:1|S1:1]:

A.3.4 Lemma[A.4

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on

covariates X.

Note that

P[YE)*:Ol‘S’O:l;Slzl]:



PlYS=0,5=1
= Yo 0 ]by Assumption [3|

P[Y =0,S=1|D = 0] .
— A 1
PIS—1D=0 by Assumption

—P[Y=0/S=1,D=0].

A.4 Proof of Proposition

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

To prove Proposition , we first show that LB; < 0°° and 0°° < UB,. Then, we show
that LB; and UB, are sharp bounds. For completeness, we state one lemma previously

derived in the literature and used in our proofs. We prove i in Appendix

Lemma A.5 [Jun and Led (2022): Under Assumption[j, we have that

A.4.1 Lower Bound: LB; < §°°

Note that

0% =PV} =1|Yy =0,5 =1,5, = 1]
P =1,Y=0[S=1,8 =1]
P[Yy =0Sy=1,5 =1]
Pl =15 =18 =1+P[Y;=0S=15=1-1
B P[Yy=0|S=1,9 =1]

by Lemma
P[Y=1/S=1,D=1-(1-P[Sy=1,5 =1|5, = 1])

]P)[Sozl,Sl:HSl:l]
P[Yy =0[Sy=1,5 = 1]

>

by Lemma
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rroseio- (1t
P[S=1|D=0] +P[Y; =0[S=15=1-1

P[S=1|D = 1]
P[Y;=0[S =15 =1]

by Lemma

et __ (s PIS=1D=0
P[Y =1|S=1,D = 1] <1 MSIHD:H)+pW:mS:1D:m_1
P[S=1|D =0 |

P[S=1|D = 1]
P[Y =0]/S=1,D =0

by Lemma

Moreover, #°C > 0 by definition.

A.4.2 Upper Bound: 0°° < UB,

Note that

09 =P[Yy = 1Yy =0,8 =1,5 = 1]
P[Vy=1,YF=0[Sy=1,5 =1
P[Yy=0[5% =15 =1]
PYy=1S=1,8=1+P[Yy=0/S=15 =1 -1
P[Yy=0[S =105 =1]

by Lemma [A5]
PlY =1|S=1,D=1]
< P[Sy=1,5 =15 =1]
- PlYy =0]S,=1,5 =1]

by Lemma

FP[Yy=0]So=1,8 =1 -1

P[S=1|D =1]
P[S=1|D = 0]
P[Y; =0[S =1,5 = 1]

PlY=1/S=1,D=1]- +P[Y; =05 =15 =1-1

by Lemma [A.3]

P[S=1|D =1]
P[S=1|D =0
P[Y =0]S=1,D

PlY =1|5=1,D=1]- +P[Y=0/S=1,D=0]—1

0]

o1



by Lemma [A.4]

Moreover, #°© < 1 by definition.

A.4.3 LB; and UB, are sharp bounds

The only difference between this proof and the proof in Appendix is the definition of

P }70* :y()?};'l*:yl

Sy = s, 51 = 51} for any (yo, y1, S0, s1) € {0, 1}4. For this reason, we

will only construct a conditional distribution (f/o*, Y/l*) (ga‘, gf ) that is a probability dis-

tribution, satisfies Assumption 4] satisfies the data restrictions, and generates a probability

of causation 6 respectively equal to:
(a) the lower bound LBjy;
(b) the upper bound U Bs;

(c) any value in the interval (LB;,UBy).

(Part a) Constructing a conditional distribution such that § = LB,
Since P [S‘O =1,5 = ()] = 0, we do not need to define P }70* = yo,f/l* = | So=1,5 =0].

We define P [f/o* =0, Yy =u

Sy =05 = 0} — 1/3 for any (yo,31) € {(0,0),(0,1), (1,1)}?

and P [}70* = 1,371* = O‘ Sy =0,5; = O} = 0. We also define the constant

P[S=1D=0
P[Y:l\S:l,D:l]—(1—P{S:1;D:1D
¢ = max PS=1[D=0 A-P[Y=0S=1,D=0],,
P[S=1|D=1]

and the conditional probabilities

R
R
!

1 1,5

*
0,Y]

. 1}:0+IP’[Y:O|S=1,D:O]—1 (A.38)

IP’[O*

P[”O* 1LYy 1‘ Sy = 1,5,

1}:1—P[Y:O|S:1,D:O] (A.39)
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n
I
\‘H
U

S
I
—_
_
—
>
N
o
S—

: . . P[S
PlY =1,|S = ,D_1]—P[Y1*_1‘50_1,51_1].P{S : 1]
- _P[S=1D=70 ’
P[S=1/D=1]
P|Y;=1Y'=1[5 =08 =1| =0, (A.43)
PV =07 =0[S=08=1]=1-F[f; =03 =1|5 =05 =1], (A4
PV =1,77 =05 =08 =1] =0, (A.45)

Note that Equations (A.41)) and (A.45)) ensure that Assumption 4| holds.

(Part a.1) The candidate conditional distribution is a probability distribution
Now, we want to show that the functions described by equations (A.38])-(A.45) are a

probability mass function. First, note that:

P[%*:O’ffl*zllg():LSl:l]+]P>[370*:17171*:1

§0=1,31:1}

+P[}~{)*:0,}71*=0’§0:17§1:1] _|_Ip>[}~/0*:1’}71*:0

So=1,8=1] =1
and
P[¥y =077 = 1‘§0:o,§1 — 1] +P[% =177 = 1‘5’0 = 0,8 =1]
P [Y/O* —0,7; zo(éo — 0,5, = 1] +P [Y/O* —1,v; :0)50 — 0,5 = 1} — 1.
We must show that all values in (A.38)-(A.45) are in the interval [0, 1].
Note that 4 € [0, 1] for the same reasons explained in Appendix implying that

P [Y/O* =0,Y) = 1‘ So=1,5 = 1} € [0,1]. Moreover, observe that Equation (A.40) im-

plies that



tIn order to bound, P [}70* =0, }71* = 1‘ 0,5 = 1} , note that Equations (A.38]) and

0 =
(A.39) imply that P [f/l* = 1’ So=1,8, = ] = ¢. Consequently, Equation (A.42) imply

that

P[S=1|D=
PY =1|S=1,D=1] - ¢ ==

1 _ B[S=11D=0] :
P[S=1|D=1]

Now, consider two cases:

Casel) ¢ >1—-P[Y =0/S=1,D=0].

In this case, we have that

PlY:=07Yy=1 50:0,&:1} (A.46)
Py =1S=1,D=1— <IP’[Y:1|S:1,D:1]— (1-%))
- 1 _ PIS=1]D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]
=1
Case2) ¢=1-P[Y =0/S=1,D=0].
In this case, we have that
P|Yy=0,Y=1[5=0,5 =1 (A.47)

PYy=1S=1,D=1-(1-PY =0/S=1,D=0)]) - %g:igzﬂ

- [ TE==q]
P[S=1/D=1]
PIYy =18 =1 —P[¥y =1/ S =1,8 = 1] FE=12=0

" P[S=1|D=1]
1 _ PIS=1D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

by Lemma [A.4]

xP[Yy =18 =1-P[Yy=1S=1,5=1]-P[Sy =1,5, = 1|5, = 1]
by Lemma [A.3]

=PV =15 =1,5=1]-P[Sy=1,5 =1| 51 = 1]
FP[YF =1]8) =0, =1]-P[Sy = 0,5 = 1| S, = 1]

o4



—PlYy=1S =15 =1]-P[Sy=1,5 =1| 5 =1]
=P[Yy =0,Y7=1/S=1,5=1]-P[S; =1,5 =1 5 = 1]
+PYy =1LY=1S=15=1-P[Sy=1,5 =1|5 =1]
+P[Yy =0,Y"=1]5=0,5=1]-P[Sy =0,5, = 1|5, = 1]
+PYy =1Y"=15=0,5=1]-P[Sy =0,5 = 1|5 = 1]
—PlYy=1S =15 =1]-P[Sy=1,5 =1|5; =1]
=P[Yy =0,Y7=1S=1,5=1]-P[Sy =1,5 = 1| 5 = 1]
+PYy=1Y"=15S=15=1-P[Sy=1,5 =1|5 =1]
+P[Yy =0,Y"=1]5=0,5=1]-P[Sy =0,5, = 1|5, = 1]
+PYy =1LY"=15=0,5=1]-P[Sy =0,5, = 1|5, =1]
-PlYy=1LY"=1S =15 =1]-P[Sy =1,5 =1| 5 =1]
by Assumption [4] for the true latent variables
=P[Yy =0,y =1]S=1,5=1]-P[S; =1,5 =1| 5 =1]
+P[Yy =0,Y"=1]5=0,5=1]-P[Sy =0,5, = 1|5, =1]
+P[Yy =1Y"=15=0,5=1]-P[Sy =0,5 = 1|5, =1]
>0 (A.48)
by the definition of a probability.

Moreover, we have that

PlY;=0Y =13 =025 = 1] (A.49)
PIY =1/S=1,D=1] - (1 -P[Y = 0|5 = 1, D = 0]) - f=5i5=4
- — P[S=1]D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

Py =1S=1,0=1] - (PY =1JS = 1,0 = 1] - (1 - FE512=))

1 _ El5=1/D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

<

by the definition of ¢
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=1.

Since P [}70* =0,Yy=1S,=0,5, = 1] € [0, 1], Equation ({A.44)) ensures that
P [V = 0,7 =015 = 0,5 = 1] € [0,1].

(Part 3.a.2) The candidate conditional distribution satisfies its data restric-
tions

The data restrictions for }7‘ S =1, D are satisfied because:

. P[?:ﬂﬁ:l,b:o} —P[Y =1/S=1,D=0];

To see that, use Equations (A.39) and (A.41)) and the fact that P | Sy = 1,5 = 0] =0

to write:

IP’[Yle 5:1,[):0]

:P'%*:1‘§0:1}

:Pﬁ*:1‘§0:1,§1:1]

:Pﬁ*zLﬁ*:l‘SO:LSlzl} +IP>[1?O*:1,§71*=0 §0=1,§1:1]

—P[y=1S=1,D=0].

:P[f/l*:1 5*1:1}

:IP’[~1*:1 }):1,31:1} P[§0=1,§1=1 51:1]
+IP>[171*_1 Sozo,§1:1].(1—19[}:1,51:1‘51:1})

el SRS



Ok | Q & P[S=1|D=0
P[Y = 1S =1,D = 1] = P |75 = 1,5 = 1| H=H2=0 PlS—

+
" P[S=1|D=1]

—Ply=1/S=1,D=1].

(Part a.3) The probability of causation 0 reaches the lower bound LB,

Finally, note that the lower bound LB, is attained because

Pﬁ?=1ﬁﬁza$=1ﬂp=q

‘ﬁzoj?=1&:L§Fﬂ]

Pﬁﬁ:&ﬁﬂ:ﬂ&:lﬂpzq

1 P[S=1|D=0] ) P [S _

PYg=0.¥ =1[8 =15 =1]+P[Y =05 =1,D =0] =P [¥7 = 0,¥7 =1

+P[Y =0/S=1,D=0] -1

PRLEELERE =)
max P[S=1|D =0] 1-PlY=0/S=1,D =0
P[S=1|D =1]

P[Y =0/S=1,D = 0]

oo (- B
e P[S=1|D = 0] +P[Y =0/S=1,D=0]-1,0

P[S=1|D =1

P[Y =0[S=1,D=0]

= LbB.
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(Part b) Constructing a conditional distribution such that § = UB,

Since P [5’0 =1,5, = O] = 0, we do not need to define P 370* = yo,f/l* =1 So=1,8,=0]|.
We define P [}70* = 9o, Y = yl) So=0,5 = 0} = 1/3for any (yo,y1) € {(0,0),(0,1),(1,1)}?

and P [}70* =1,Y; = O’ So=0,5 = O} = 0. We also define:

So=1,8 = 1} (A.50)

:mm@HY:uS—LD—u {g:: zaj}+MY:mS:LD:M—L
P[on*:1,~1*:1‘ ~0:1,S1:1}:1—P[Y:O|S:1,D:0] (A.51)
Pﬁgzoff:o~w:L&:4} (A.52)

—P[Y=0/S=1,D= ]—P[Y/O*zo,ﬁ*:1 Sy = 1,5, = 1],

]P[Y/O*zl, V=0 }):1,5*1:1}:0 (A.53)
P[on*zo, ]*:1‘ ~0:0,§1:1} (A.54)
PW:HS:LD:H—ESZHgiﬂ
- e | _P[S=1D=0 NG
P[S=1D=1]
PlVi=1Y=1[3=035 =1]=o0, (A.55)
P:%*:o,ffl*:o So=0,5, = ::1—1@[%*:0,371*:1)50:0,51:1}, (A.56)
PlV:=1¥7=0[3=025=1] =0 (A.57)

Note that Equations (A.53) and (A.57)) ensure that Assumption 4| hold.

Moreover, observe that

P[%*:O,ﬁ*:l(éozLélzl]
P[S=1|D=1]
P[S=1D =0

:min{P[Y:HS:l,D:l]- ,1}+IP>[Y:0|S:1,D:0]—1
SP[Y; =18 =1,5=1]+P[Y=0/S=1,D=0] -1
by Lemmas [A.2] and [A.3]
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—P[Y;=1So=18 =1 +P[Y;=0[8=1,5 =1] -1
by Lemma [A.4]
PV = 1Y =0[S=1,5 =1]

by Lemma

>0

Y

and
B[V =0,¥ =05 =15 =1]
>P[Y =0/S=1,D=0—-P[Y =0/S=1,D =0
>0,
and

Moreover, note that P [}70* =0,Y) = 1‘ So=0,5 = 1] € [0,1] by construction.

Notice also that the data restrictions are satisfied because

Iﬂ?:1

S:Lbzﬂ
=P [¥5 =1[8 =1]

:Pfﬁzq%:LSﬁﬂ]

:P&ﬁ:Lﬁﬂ:qu1ﬁp:@+Pﬁ?:1j?:oSN:L&:l

=P[Y =1|S=1,D =0

and
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:P[ﬁ*:1‘§1:1]
:P[ﬁ*:1‘§0:1,51=1} -IP[SO:LSl:l‘Sl:l]

+IP>[Y/1*:1‘§0:0,51:1].(1—P[§0:1,51:1

5i=1]).

:(pﬁgzqﬁnZQQ:1ﬁfzq+pﬁg:Lﬁn:1%:13f2@>

-P[§0:1,5*1=1

51:1}
+ (]P [%*:0,171*:1‘5*0:0,51:1} +P[f/0*= 1,?;:1’5‘0:0,91 :1])

51

P[S=1|D=1] }qmszupzm

-(1—1@[50:1,5‘1:1

—min{IP’[Y—HS—l,D—l]'

P[S=1D=0]" J P[S=1]D=1]
P[S=1|D =0
P[Y:”SZI’D:1]_IP>[S=1|D=1] . X P[S=1|D =0
+ max 1 P[S=1|D = 0] ’ ( _P[S=1|D:1]>
CP[S=1]D=1]
P[S=1|D =0

:min{]P’[Y:HS:LDzl]

’Mszupzu}

P[S=1|D =
+max{IP[Y:1|S:1,D:1]—P{§:1=D:ﬂ,0}

=PlY=1/5=1,D=1].
Finally, note that

P[ﬁ*:1)%*:0,§0=1,§1:1}

P[}%*:O,}ﬁ*:l)gozl,glzq

P[%*:O‘Sozl,glzl}

P[%*:o,?l*:1‘§0:1,51:1]

IP’[%*:()’}?I*:1)§0:1,§1:1]+p[yo*:07371*:0‘§0:1’31:1}

IP[Y/ — 0,V =1

So =1, 51:1]

S—1/D=1]
1 P|Y = =1.D=0|-1
g1} P =0s=1D=0

P[Y =0[S=1,D =0

:P[%*zo,ﬁ*:1)50:1,§1_1]+]P>Y 0|S=1,D=0] - P[%*:O,ﬁ*:1‘50:1,§1:1]
[
[

P
min{]P’[Y:HS:l,D:l] P
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- UBQ

(Part c) Constructing a conditional distribution that attains any 0 e (LB1,UB.)

This part of the proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix[A.2]

A.5 Proof of Lemma [A 5

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

Observe that
PIY; =1,Yy =0[S, =1, = 1]
—PY; =1, =1|Sy=1,5 =1 +P[Y;y =1,Y; =0/Sy = 1,5 = 1]
—PYy =1, =1|Sy=1,5 = 1]
—P[Y; =18, =1, =1 -P[Yy =1,V =1|Sy = 1,8 = 1]
=PY" =15 =15 =1-P[Y,=15=1,5 =1]
by Assumption [

—P[Yy =1|8 =15 =1+P[Y;=0]S=1,5 =1 — 1.

A.6 Proof of Proposition

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

To prove Proposition , we first show that LBs < 0°° and 0°°© < UB,. Then, we show
that LB3 and U B, are sharp bounds. For completeness, we state one lemma previously
derived in the literature and is used in our proofs. We prove it in Appendix
Lemma A.6 (Chen and Flores (2015): Under Assumptions and[3, we have that
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A.6.1 Lower Bound: LB; < §9°¢

Note that

0°C =P[Y; =1|Yy =0,5% =1,5, = 1]
PlY;y =LYy =0[S =18 =1]
P[Y; =0 =1,8 = 1]
P[Y; =0 = 1,8 = 1]
by Lemma [A.5|
PV =1S=1,D=1+P[¥y =0[S=1,5=1]-1
= P[Y; =0[So=1,% =1
by Lemma [A.6]

P[Y =1|S=1,D=1]+P[Y =0/S=1,D=0]—1
P[Y =0/S=1,D = 0]

by Lemma [A.4]

Moreover, #°© > 0 by definition.

A.6.2 Upper Bound: 6°° < UB,

The proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix

A.6.3 LB; and UB; are sharp bounds

The only difference between this proof and the proof in Appendix is the definition of
P }70* = yo,f/l* = y1| So = 50,51 = sl} for any (yo, y1, S0, 51) € {0, 1}4. For this reason, we

will only construct a conditional distribution (37[)*, 171*> (56‘, 5’1* ) that is a probability dis-

tribution, satisfies Assumption [5] satisfies the data restrictions, and generates a probability

of causation 6 respectively equal to:
(a) the lower bound L Bs;

(b) the upper bound U Bs;
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(c) any value in the interval (LB3, U By).

(Part a) Constructing a conditional distribution such that § = LB;
Since P [5’0 =1,5, = 0] = 0, we do not need to define P 570* = yo,ffl* = 1| Sy=1,5 =0].
We define P [f/o* = 9o, Y = yl) So=0,5 = 0} = 1/3for any (yo, y1) € {(0,0),(0,1),(1,1)}?

and P [170* =1, }71* = O’ Sy =0,5 = O} = 0. We also define the conditional probabilities

P[on* — 0,V = 1‘5*0: 1,8 = 1} (A.58)
—max{P[Y =1|S=1,D=1]+P[Y =0|S=1,D =0 — 1,0}

P[%*:1,ﬁ*:1‘§0=1,§1=1} —1-P[Y=0/S=1,D =0 (A.59)

IP[Y/O* —0,V; :0‘5’0: 1,8 = 1} (A.60)
—min{l -P[Y=1|S=1,D=1],P[Y =0|S=1,D=0]},

P[%*:l,?l*:o‘ 0:1,51:1} - (A.61)

0=0,5 = 1} (A.62)

IP’[Y:L]S:LD:H—P[ﬁ*fl‘sofl,&fl] g : q
- | _P[S=1]D=0] ’
P[S=1|D = 1]
P|Yy=1Y=1[5 =0,5=1| =0, (A.63)
PlVi=0,YF=0[3 =003 = :1—1@[170*:0,?1*:1 5*0:0,51_1], (A.64)
P|Yy=1Y=0[Sy=0,5=1=0 (A.65)

To check that Assumption [5| holds, we have to analyze two cases.

Case 1) P [YO* =0, =1

§0=1,§1:1}>0

In this case, we have that
]P’[ffl* - 1’50: 1,8, = 1}
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_be_OYﬁ—w&—lsy—4+PP”_1Y* &_1sy_q
—P[Y =1/S=1,D=1]
:PP;ZO? ‘5 0,3 4 Pﬁ?:Lﬁﬁ:quojp:q

Il
=B
I
=
CQz
||
O}z

:Pﬁgzuﬁﬁ:w&:ojpzq+Pﬁ?=Lﬁﬂzlonjp:q

P[Y:LW:LDZH—P[Y=1|S=1,D=0J'Egiﬂgiﬂ
- | _P[S=1[D=0]
P[S=1/D =1]

by Equation (A.62)) and the last result,

implying that

Pﬁ?:q&:Lgfﬂl—Pﬁ?:wQ:Oﬁpﬂ

@—sznDzm)qmyzusszzm

PIS—1|D=1]
= “P[S=1]D=0]
PIS—1D=1]
PD%AAS:LD:H—PW:HS:LD:N-Eg :D 1
B ,_PS=1D=0]
PIS—1|D=1]
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PlY=1S=1,D=0-P[Y =1,[S=1,D = 1]
- P[S=1|D = 0]
P[S=1D =]

1—

>0

by Equation (A.58]) and the assumption that P [}70* = 0,371* =1|S,=1,5=1| =0.

(Part a.1) The candidate conditional distribution is a probability distribution
Now, we only have to show that P [f/;)* = 0,571* = 1‘ So=0,5, = 1] € [0,1]. We have

to analyze two cases.

Case 1) P [YO* =0, =1

In this case, we have that
P[Yf;:o,ﬁ*: 1(5020,31:1] —P[Y =1/S=1,D=1]€[0,1]
according to Equations (A.58)), (A.59) and (A.62).

Qmﬂ)PFﬁ:Qﬁﬁ:w%zlfp:qZO

In this case, we have that

]P’[%*ZO,ﬁ*Zlgozaglzl}

. L P[S=1D=0
_IP[Y_1|S—1,D—1] PV =15=1D =0 gra— 57
=  _P[S=1[D=0]

P[S=1|D =1

o e o P[S=1|D=0]

xPY=15=1D=1-PlY=15=1D =0 gre—a 5

by Lemma [A.3]
xPY=1S=1,D=1]-P[S=1D=1-P[Y=1|S=1,D=0]-P[S=1|D =0

by Assumption
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—P[Yy=0,Y=1,5=0,8 =1 +P;=1,Y =1,5 =0,5 = 1]
YR =0,Y =1,5 =1,5 =1 + Py =1,Y7 = 1,8 = 1,5, = 1]
Py =1,Y=1,8 =15 =]
by Assumptions [3] and

—P[Y;=0,Y7 =1,5 =0, =1 +P[Y; =1,Y7 =1,5 =0,5, = 1]
YRV =0,Y¢=1,5=1,5 = 1]

> 0.

We also have that

MY:HS:LD:ﬂ—PW:HS:LD:m.Eg ; J
- _P[E=1D=1]
CP[S=1|D=1]

MY:HS:LD:H—PW:HS:LD:H.Ei_}D_J
= _P[S=1]D=0
CP[S=1|D=1]

—Ply=1,|S=1,D=1]

<1
by Equation (A.58) and the assumption that P | Y =0,V = 1| Sy = 1,5, = 1| = 0.

(Part a.2) The candidate conditional distribution satisfies its data restric-
tions

This part of the proof follows the same steps of the proof explained in Appendix [A.4]

(Part a.3) The probability of causation 0 reaches the lower bound LB;
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Note that the lower bound LBj is attained because

P[}%*zo,}ﬁ*:1’§0:1,§1:1]

P[%*:O’S}l*zl‘goz]‘?gl:l} +P|:i}0*:0;}71*:0‘§0:1751:1:|
max{P[Y =1/S=1,D=1+P[Y=0/S=1,D=0]—1,0}

max {P[Y =1|S=1,D=1]+P[Y =0/S=1,D=0]—1,0}

+min{l —P[Y =1/S=1,D=1],P[Y =0/S=1,D = 0]}

max {P[Y =1|S=1,D=1]+P[Y =0/S=1,D=0]— 1,0}
P[Y =0]5=1,D = 0]

- LBg

(Part b) Constructing a conditional distribution such that 0 = UB,
Here, we use the same distribution that attains the upper bound U B, in Appendix[A.4]

For this reason, we only have to show that the distribution in Appendix also satisfies

Assumption 5} Note that Equations (A.50)-(A.57) imply that

IP[Y/;:1

S0=1,§1:1}

:P[Y/O*:o,?l*:1 So=15 =1

5’0:1,5*1:1} +IP>[}70*:1,}71*:1
P[S=1D=1]
PS=1|D=0]

:min{IP’[Yzl\Szl,Dzl]-

and




P[S =1|D =0
P[S=1/D =1
P[S=1]D =0
P[S=1/D = 1]

PlY=1S=1,D=1—

,0

= Imax

1—

Consequently, we have to analyze two cases. If P [f/l* = 1‘ So=1,5 = 1] < 1, then
P [171* = 1) 50 =0, Sl = 1} =0and Assumptionholds. IfP [}71* = 1‘ go = 1,31 = 1} =1,
then P |V = 1‘ So=0,8=1| = P[¥y =097 = 1‘ So=0,8 =1| < 1 according to

Appendix [A.4] implying that Assumption [5] holds.

(Part c) Constructing a conditional distribution that attains any § € (LB3, UB,)

This part of the proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix [A.2]

A.7 Proof of Lemma [A.6l

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

Observe that

PlY =1|S=1,D=1]

=P[Y =1|5; =1]
by Assumption [I]

=PV =15 =1,5 =1 -P[Sy=1,5 =1|5 = 1]
+P[Y=1S=0,5=1-(1-P[Sy=1,5 =15 =1])

<P =1S=1,5 =1 -P[So=1,5 =1|5; =1]
+P[Y=1S=1,5=1-1-P[Sy=1,5 =15 =1])
by Assumption [§

Py =1|S =15 =1].
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A.8 Proof of Lemma [2

Fix x € X arbitrarily. Observe that

w(x)=P[X|Yy =0,5=1,5 =1]

_IP[YO*:O,S():LSl:l,X:x]
- PlY;=0,5=15 =1]

by the definition of a conditional probability

_ ]P[YO*:O:SO:LS1:1,X:$]
- Yo PlYy =0,5 =15 =1X =2

by the the law of total probability

_ PlYy=0,5%=15=1X=21 -P[X =1]
T L ex Py =08 =15 =1]X =] P[X =7

by the definition of a conditional probability

Py =0,8=1X=z2-PX=2x
YLk PY =0, =1 X =2]-P[X =2

by Assumption

 PY=0,S=1D=0,X=a] PX=uz
YL P[Y=0,S=1D=0,X=2]-P[X =2

by Assumption

A.9 Proof of Corollary

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

To prove this result, we have to show that
PlYy=0,5%=1]>P[Y"=0,5 =1]
implies that LB, > 0 and that
PlYy=0,5%=1>P[Y=1,5 =1]

implies that UB; < 1.
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First, note that

P[Yy=0,5 =1 >P[Y; =0, = 1]
= P[Yy=0]So=1]-P[Sy=1] > P[¥; =0| S, = 1] - P[S; = 1]

by the definition of a conditional probability

szﬂ

because P [S; = 1] > 0 by Assumption
= C'- A >1— B by Assumption []

=B-14+C-A>0

B 1
:>Z—Z+C>0because/l>0by Assumptions [I] and [2]
B 1
= ———4+14+C—-1>0
1 A+ +
B-—(1-A)] - A1'+C-1
:>[ ( )]C i > 0 because C' > 0 by Assumptions [I] and 2]
= LBy > 0.

Second, observe that

P[Yy =08 =1>P[Y; =1,5 =]
= P[Yy=0[So=1]-P[Sy=1]>P[Y; =1 S, =1] - P[S, = 1]

by the definition of a conditional probability

szﬂ

> P[Yy =1|S, = 1]

because P [S; = 1] > 0 by Assumption

= (' - A > B by Assumption

B-A7!
C

=UB; < 1.

= < 1 because A > 0 and C' > 0 by Assumptions [I] and
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A.10 Proof of Corollary

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on
covariates X.

To prove this result, it suffices to show that
PlY,=1,Y"=15=15=1]>0

implies that UBy < UB;.
Notice that
PlYy=1,Y7=1|S,=1,8 =1 >0
= P[Yy =1]So=1,5; = 1] > 0 by Assumption [4]
=PlYy=0[S=15=1<1
= P[Yy = 0] Sy = 1] < 1 by Assumption [3]

= C < 1 by Assumption [T}

B-A! -1 B-A'
implying that UBy = (;’L ¢ < o= UB;.

A.11 Proof of Corollary

For ease of notation, we omit from the proof that all probabilities are conditional on

covariates X. To prove this result, it suffices to show that
]P[SQ :O,Sl = 1] >0
and
PlYy=0,Y"=0/S,=1]>0

implies that LB3 > LB;.

First, observe that
P[S() =0,5 = 1] >0
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:>]P)[S():0,S1:1]—|-]P)[S0:1751:1]>]P[Sg:1,81:1]

= P[S; =1] > P[Sy = 1] by Assumption

P[Sy =

=

=

1
IP[S—] < 1 because P[S; = 1] > 0 by Assumption
1

= A < 1 by Assumption

Finally, note that

P[Yy =0,Yy=0[% =1 >0

= P[Y]" =0]|S; = 1] > 0 by the Law of Total Probability

S P[Y =15 =1] <1

= B < 1 by Assumption

= B-(1—A) <1— A by Inequality (A.66))

=B-(1-A)-At<(1-4).-A"

because A > 0 by Assumptions [I] and

=B-A'-B<(1-A4)-A"

=B-A'-(1-A)-A"'<B

=[B-(1-A)]-A"'<B

= [B-(1-A] A '+C—-1<B+C—1

=

[B—(1-A)]-A1'+C—-1 <B+C’—1

C C

because C' > 0 by Assumptions [1] and

= LB; > LB;.
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B Numerical Example

In this appendix, we use a numerical example to intuitively explain our partial identification
results from Section [3 We focus on understanding the factors that determine the length
of our bounds in each proposition and the reason why each additional assumption tightens
our bounds.

Let our data-generating process be given by P [D = 1] = 1/2 and the conditional proba-

bility mass function described in Table [B.1]

Table B.1: P[Yy =Y =+, S0 =-,51 =+ D =d] for any d € {0,1}

Panel A: Panel B: Panel C: Panel D:
S[):l,Sl:l 5020,51:1 S(]:l,Sl:O 5020,8120
Yy = Yy = Yo = Yy =
0 1 0 1 01 0 1
0|3h6| 0 0]216| 0 0/0]0 0|e| O
Y= Y= Y= Y=
1| 446 | 2/16 1|6 | L/e 110]0 1|16 | L/e

Notes: Each cell reports P[Y; = yo, Y7 = y1, So = 80,51 = s1| D = d] for the values sy and s; described in

the panels, the value yo described in the columns and the value of y; described in the rows.

Note that this data-generating process satisfies Assumptions by construction. Ob-
serve also that P[Y)" = 1| Sy = 1,51 =1] =2 and P[Y* = 1|5y = 0,5, = 1] = /2, imply-
ing that Assumption [f] is valid too.

Finally, notice that our target parameter — the probability of causation for the always-

employed — is given by
0°° =P[Y =1|Yy =0,8 = 1,5, = 1] =~ 0.571.

Now, we carefully derive our bounds to understand the factors determining the length of
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our bounds in each proposition and why each additional assumption tightens our bounds.
To understand the intuition behind Proposition [2, note that

0% =P[Y =1|Yy =0,8 =1,5, = 1]

P[Yy =0, =15, =1,5 = 1]
 PlYy=0],5=1,5 =1]

Since the denominator is point-identified by P[Y = 0|.S = 1, D = 0] (LemmalA.4), we have

that
joo _P[Y§ =0y =1]8=15 =1]
PlY =0/S=1,D=0]

(B.1)

We want to bound the numerator in Equation (B.1]) using information from the marginal
distributions of Y| (So = 1,51 = 1) and Y{*| (Sp = 1,51 = 1). To do so, we use the Boole-
Frechet inequalities (Lemma[A.1]) and find that

min {P[Y; =1|So = 1,5, = 1],P[Yy = 0| Sy = 1,5, = 1]}

990 <
= P[Y =0|S=1,D =0

and that

PlY; =1|S,=1,8 =1]+P[Y;=0/S =1, =1 —1

990 >
= P[Y =0|S=1,D =0

(B.2)

Note, once more, that P[Y; = 0| Sy = 1,S; = 1] is point-identified by P[Y = 0| S =1, D = (]

(Lemma [A.4]), implying that

900<min{P[Y1*:1’SOZLSl:1] }

PlY=0/S=1,D=0]"’
and that

P[YF =15 =15 =1+P[Y=0/S=1,D=0]—-1
PY =0[S=1,D =0 '

6o° > (B.3)

Now, we address the sample selection issue in the term P[Y}* = 1| Sy =1,5; =1]. To

do so, we use the trimming bounds proposed by |[Horowitz and Manski (1995) and |Lee

(2009) (Lemma[A.2) and find that

P[Y =1]S=1,D=1]
P[So=1,5 =1|5; =1]
P[Y =0[S=1D =0

0°° < min

1
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and that
PlY=1S=1,D=1-(1-P[S=1,5 =15 =1))
P[Sy=1,5 =151 =1]
PlY =0/S=1,D=0]

+P[Y=0/5=1,D=0]—1

o0 >
(B.4)
The last two inequalities illustrate the first factor that intuitively explains the length of
our bounds. Observe that the upper bound is smaller and the lower bound is greater
if the share of the always-employed among the ones who are employed when treated
(P[Sy=1,5, =1| 5, =1]) is large.
Finally, to derive the last expression of the bounds in Proposition [2| we use Assump-
tion |3 to pointy identify P[Sy =1,S5; = 1|51 = 1] (Lemma . Applying the analytic
expressions from Proposition [2| our data-generating process implies that LB; ~ 0.286 and
UB, =1.
Now, we focus on the bounds in Proposition [3] Since UBy < UBj, we want to under-
stand why Assumption 4] can reduce the upper bound around the target parameter. Using
the Monotone Treatment Response Assumption, the joint probability P[Yy = 0, Y] = 1| Sy = 1,51 = 1]
is equal to P[Yy" =1| Sy =1,5 = 1]+ P[Yy =0/ S = 1,5, = 1] — 1 (Lemma [A.F]). Com-
bining this result with Equation (B.1]), we find that

PY;=1/Sy=1,8=1]+P[Y;=0/S=15 =1 -1

QOO
P[Y =0[S=1,D =0

(B.5)

Since the right-hand side term in Equation is equal to the lower bound in Inequality
(B.2), we can conclude that the upper bound in Proposition 3] is less than or equal to the
upper bound in Proposition 2 This result intuitively explains the identifying power of
Assumption [4]

Now, to derive the last expression of the bounds in Proposition [3, we follow the same
steps used to derive the bounds in Proposition 2] Finally, applying the analytic expressions
from Proposition [3| our data-generating process implies that LB; ~ 0.286 and UBy =~

0.857, numerically illustrating that Assumption [4] reduces the upper bound substantially.
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To conclude this section, we focus on the bounds in Proposition 4] Since LB3; > LB,
we want to understand why Assumption [5 can increase the lower bound around the target
parameter. To do so, we return to Inequality (B.3). Since P[Y;" =1|Sy=1,5 =1] >
P[Y =1|S =1,D = 1] due to the stochastic dominance assumption (Lemma [A.6]), there

is no need to use the trimming bounds in Inequality (B.4)). Consequently, we have that

joo o BIY=1S=1D=1]+P[Y=0[5§=1,D=0-1
= P[Y =0/S=1,D = 0] ’

which is greater than the expression in Inequality and the lower bound in Proposition
Bl This result intuitively explains the identifying power of Assumption

Finally, applying the analytic expressions from Proposition 4 our data-generating pro-
cess implies that LBs ~ 0.505 and U B, ~ 0.857, numerically illustrating that Assumption
increases the lower bound substantially. Importantly, our shortest identified interval
contains the target parameter and is not wide.

We can also compare our identified bounds against an estimand that would identify
the probability of causation if Assumptions were valid and all agents were observed
(P[So =1,5; = 1] = 1). In this case, the probability of causation would be point-identified
by the lower bound LBj in Proposition [l If we ignored sample selection and used this
estimand, we would underestimate the true probability of causation for the always-employed

in this numerical example.
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C Detailed Discussion on the Testable Restrictions

In this appendix, we discuss the relationship between the testable restrictions in Subsection
and the bounds in Propositions[2]and [3] In this discussion, we omit that all probabilities
are conditional on covariates X for ease of notation, and we impose that Assumptions
and [2] hold.

We start by showing two results. First, Inequality is sufficient (but not necessary)
for the property that the bounds in Proposition [2| do not cross, i.e., LBy < UB;. Second,
Inequalities and are necessary and sufficient for the property that the bounds in
Proposition [3| do not cross, i.e., LB, < UB,.

At the end, we discuss the implications of these two results with respect to testing our

identifying assumptions.

C.1 Relationship between Inequality and Proposition
C.1.1 Inequality implies LB, < UB;.

We assume that Inequality holds, ie., P[S=1]D=1-P[S=1D=0] > 0. We
want to show that LB; < UB;. To do so, we need to check three inequalities.

B-(1—A)- A +C—1 _

1.
C

1

Note that

B <1 because B is a probability

= < 0 because A > 0 by Assumptions [1] and

#B_1+1<1
1 <
= [B-(1-A)]-A'<1

=[B-(1-A)]-A'+C-1<C
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[B—(1—-A)]-A1'+C-1

= 8 < 1 because C' > 0 by Assumptions [I] and [2|
0 B AT o
. o 2
Observe that the above inequality holds because all objects on the left-hand side are
probabilities.
— E— . _1 _ . _1
3'[B (1-A)]-A1+C 1<BA

C - C
Notice that

[B-—(1-A)] - A1t+C-1 - [B—(1—-A)] -A7!
C - C

because C' < 1 since C' is a probability
B-A!

<

- C
because A < 1 since Inequality holds.

C.1.2 Inequality is not implied by LB, < UB;.

To show that Inequality is not implied by LB; < UB;, we need a data-generating
process that implies LB; < UBj; and P[S=1|D=1]-P[S=1/D =0] <0.

Let our data-generating process be given by P [D = 1] = 1/2 and the conditional proba-
bility mass function described in Table

Note that this data-generating process satisfies Assumptions [T}, [2] [4] and [ by construc-
tion. More importantly, we have that LB; ~ .43 < 1 = UB,. However, we also have that

P[S=1/D=1-P[S=1|D=0] =.75 — .8125 = —.0625 < 0.
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Table C.1: P[Y) =Y =5 =-,5 =D =d| for any d € {0,1}

Panel A: Panel B: Panel C: Panel D:
50:1,51:1 30:0,51:1 50:1,51:() 5020,51:()
0 1 0 1 0] 1 0] 1
0]346| 0 0|16 | O 0/0| 0O 0[0|0
1| 46 | 2/16 1|16 | L/e 10|46 11010

Notes: Each cell reports P[Y; = yo, Y7* = y1,.50 = S0, 51 = s1| D = d] for the values sy and s; described

in the panels, the value yy described in the columns and the value of y; described in the rows.

C.2 Relationship between Inequalities and and Proposi-
tion [3]

C.2.1 Inequalities and imply LB, < UB,.

We assume that Inequalities (3) and (4]) hold, i.e., P[S =1|D =1]-P[S=1]D=0]>0
and P[Y =1|D=1] -P[Y =1|D =0] > 0. We want to show that LB; < UB,. To do

so, we need to check three inequalities.

B—(1-A4)] - A1'+C-1 -
c <
This inequality holds as shown in Appendix [C.1.1]

1. 1

5 B-A1'+(C-1

>0
C Z

Note that

P[Y =1/D=1]>P[Y = 1| D = 0] because Inequality (4 holds
<PlY=1,S=1D=1]>P[Y =1,5=1|D = 0] by Equation ({1

SsPlY=1S=1,D=1-P[S=1D=1>P[Y =1|/S=1,D=0]-P[S=1|D =]
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by the definition of conditional probability

P[Y=1/S=1,D=1-P[S=1|D = 1]
P[S=1|D = 0]

>P[Y =1/5=1,D =0

because P[S = 1| D = 0] > 0 by Assumption

s B-AtY>1-C

@B-A*Urc—l
C
B—(1-A)]-A1'+C-1 <B-A—1+C—1
C - C
Observe that that

> 0 because C' > 0 by Assumptions [T and [2|

3.

A <1 because Inequality holds
<B-(1-A)<B

& [B—(1—A)] A7 <B-A" because A > 0 by Assumptions [T] and
B—(1-A4)]-A'+C-1 - B-A7+C -1

C - C
because C' > 0 by Assumptions [I] and [2]

=

C.2.2 Inequalities (3) and (4)) are implied by LB, < UB,.

We assume that LB; < UB,. We want to show that Inequalities and hold. Note

that the proof of this result is located in Steps [2] and [3]in Appendix [C.2.1]

C.3 Implications for Testing our Identifying Assumptions

In this appendix, we discuss the implications of Appendices and for testing our
identifying assumptions.

Appendix shows that the testable restriction in Lemma [1| is more stringent than
testing that the bounds in Proposition |2/ do not cross. In other words, there are data-
generating processes that violate the testable restriction in Lemma (1| but produce well-

behaved bounds (LB; < UB;). Consequently, testing Inequality seems more likely to
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detect violations of Assumption [3| than testing that the bounds in Proposition [2| do not
crossE| For this reason, we recommend testing Inequality directly when implementing
the methods proposed in this paper.

Appendix shows that the testable restrictions in Proposition (1| are equivalent to
testing that the bounds in Proposition (3| do not cross. However, when implementing the
methods proposed in this paper, we recommend testing Inequalities and directly
instead of testing that LB, < UBs,. In particular, Inequalities and can be tested
using standard regression methods (Section [4) while testing that LB; < U By requires more

complicated inferential methods.

3A formal proof of this claim is beyond the scope of this paper.
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D Comparing the probability of causation parameter

against other treatment effect parameters

In this appendix, we compare the probability of causation parameter against other treat-
ment effect parameters. For brevity, we omit covariates. To have a focused discussion, we
also assume that there is no sample selection problem because the previous literature has
not discussed this parameter in the presence of sample selection. In this case, our target

parameter is simply the probability of causation, i.e.,
6= PB[Y; =1/¥; = 0].

In the Econometrics literature, four treatment effect parameters are related to the
probability of causation parameter. The first is the persuasion effect (Jun and Lee, |2022).
The second and third ones are the distribution of gains at selected base state values and
the probability of “employed with treatment, not employed without treatment” (Heckman
et al.; [1997). The fourth one is the average treatment effect.

First, the persuasion effect and the probability of causation parameter are identical.
Jun and Lee| (2022) prefer to use the expression “persuasion effect” because their empirical
application focuses on an informational treatment whose goal is to persuade an individual to
modify their political opinions, beliefs or behaviors. [Pearl (1999) and Tian and Pearl| (2000)
prefer to use the expression “probability of causation” because they emphasize that this
parameter captures the probability that a positive outcome is caused by the treatment,
i.e., the probability of a positive outcome when treated given a negative outcome when
untreated.

Second, Heckman et al.| (1997) analyze the distribution of gains at selected base state

values. Adapting their parameter to our notation and focusing on a binary outcome, the
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distribution of gains at selected base state values is formally defined as
T(A)=P[Y" =Yy =A|D=1,Y =,

where A € {—1,0,1} and yo € {0,1}. When yo = 0 and A = 1, the distribution of gains
at selected base state values equals the probability of causation for the treated individuals.
Therefore, the main difference between 6 and 7 is whether the researcher conditions on
receiving the treatment, i.e., D = 1.

Third, [Heckman et al. (1997)) discuss the probability of “employed with treatment, not
employed without treatment”. Since employment is the main outcome of interest in their

empirical application, this parameter is formally defined as
P()’l :P[YE)* = 0,1/1* = ]

Note that 6§ = Fo.1/p[v; =0]. Therefore, the main difference between 6 and Fy; is whether
the researcher conditions on having a negative untreated outcome, i.e., Y; = 0.

Finally, the average treatment effect is defined as
ATE =E[Y] - Y/].

When the monotone treatment response assumption is valid, we have that ATE = F, ;.
This equality clarifies when a researcher should focus on Fy; or 6 to evaluate a policy.
When the policy maker is equally concerned with every individual, focusing on the average
treatment effect (AT E = P, ;) is natural. However, when a negative outcome is particularly
severe (i.e., Y* = 0 denotes that the individual died, was famished or was in extreme
poverty), the policymaker may be particularly concerned with individuals who would have
a negative outcome if untreated. In this case, focusing on the probability of causation

parameter is justified.
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E Details on the Estimation and Inference Procedures

E.1 Details on the Estimation Procedure

In this section, we present the details of our estimators for the bounds described in Propo-
sitions 24 and Corollary [4] and the weights in Lemma [2]

We estimate these objects parametrically using maximum likelihood estimators. Let
A(+) be a link function, such as the logistic link function or the normal link function. Our

parametric regression models are given by:
1. P[S=1D=d, X =z =X ag+a;-d+ a,),

2. PlY=1S=1,D=d, X =2] = XN(Bo+ p1-d+ ), where we only use the em-

ployed subsample to estimate Sy, #; and (., and
3. PIW=1D=d, X =x|=A(yw+7 - -d+:), where W :=1{Y =0,5 = 1}.

Denoting our coefficients’ estimators with the hat notation, we define:

A (Go + ay)
(G + ay + ay)’

1. Az) =
2. B(x):A(BO+Bl+Bx>,and
3, é(x)zl—A<B0+Bx>

for any z € X.

Consequently, the bounds in Propositions can be estimated using the following

objects:
B 1) s [B () — (1 "y (x))g ('@A (xﬂ +O(x)—1 W
UB, () := min B [A <x)} 15,
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UB, (x) == min &) ,1 5, and
fEs (z) = maX{B () —gi;x) - 1,0}

for any z € X.

Furthermore, the weights in Lemma [2| can be estimated by

Ao +4.) - S, 1{X; = a}
Sex Ao+ ) - o 1{X, =2’}

w(z) =

Finally, the bounds in Corollary 4| can be estimated using the following objects:

099, = 3" LB (1) & (),

zeX

099, =" UB1 (1) & (),

TeEX

éggg = Z UB, (x)-w(z), and

TeEX
0785 => LBs(z)-&(x).
TEX

E.2 Details on the Inference Procedure

This section is divided into three parts.

In the first part, we show that the unfeasible random set Ry is a confidence region

around the identified set. As a caveat, we highlight that we do not show that the feasi-

ble set EN is a valid p-confidence region around the identified set. We hope that prov-

ing that the unfeasible set Ry is a confidence region may work as an intuitive argu-

ment for future work that rigorously address feasible inference around the identified set

[Xeex LBs (2) - w (2), X pen UB2 (2) - w (2)].

In the second part, we explain how to implement the precision-corrected estimators

proposed by (Chernozhukov et al.| (2013).
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In the third part, we describe a Monte Carlo Simulation that illustrates the finite sample
properties of the feasible inference procedure proposed in Section 4.2l Although we have
not formally proved that the feasible set fiN is a valid p-confidence region, we find that, in
our simulated data-generating process, sz covers the identified set more frequently than
its nominal confidence level of 90%. This result suggests that using the feasible set Ry
in place of the unfeasible set Ry may work appropriately despite the absence of a formal

proof.

E.2.1 The unfeasible set Ry is a confidence region.

In this part, we show that the unfeasible set Ry proposed in Equation satisfies Equa-
tion with p = 90% if pg = 99.96% when we replace Ry by Ry.
First, we formally show that Equation (7)) holds. Fix x € X and pg € (1/2, 1) arbitrarily.

Note that

P[[LBs (z),UB: (2)] € Qn (z)]
=P [[LBs (1), UB, (x)] € [fﬁgf (z, (1 +7a)2) , UBy . (x, (0 +1a))] |
according to the definition of Qy (z)
_p [{EESJLVR (v, (rv)f2) < LBy (1)} ({UBs () < UB,y (z, (1 +2a)2) }|
=p [{IByy (v, (+ra)fe) < LBy (o) }| + P[{UB () < UByy (w, (400)f2)}]
~P[{TBx (r, 0+00)f2) < LBy (1) HJ{UB: (0) < UBLy" (2, 04000/ }]
by the Addition Rule for Probabilities
> Pp [{fEiff (v, (+r)o) < LBy () }] + P [{UB, (2) < UByy (2, () ] -1

because any probability is less than 1

1 1

—o(1)—1

according to (Chernozhukov et al.| (2013, Theorem 1)
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ZpQ_0(1)7

implying that Equation holds.

Second, we show that Equation holds for Ry in place of ]/DZN andp=1—-K-(1—pg),
where K is the number of strata in our empirical application, i.e., K = |X|, and X =
{1,2,...,K}. Observe that

]P’[ > LBsy(x) w(x), UBs(x) w(x)

S 2B ). Sk UB o) o ) ]

—~CLR ——CLR
C [Shex LBan (0, (0+20)f2) - (2), Syen UBoy (v, (1400)2) - w ()]
according to Equation (10))

C Ry

>P () {[L33 (2),UB, (2)] C [EE%R (2, (\+2a)f2) U By 5 (2, (HpQ)/z)} }]

LxeX

because [LBs (z),UB; (z)] C [fEif( L (+va)f2), UByy (x (1+70)2)

for every z € X implies
[>sex LBs () - w(2), 2 ,cr UBs (2) - w ()]

C [erx fE;iR (z, O+pa)f2) - w(x), > cn @QC}R (x, (1+ra)f2) - w (x)]
—P [ ({[LBs (2),UBs ()] € Qx <x>}]

LreX
according to the definition of Qy ()

—P ﬂ {[LBs (k),UBy (k)] C Qn (k)}]

because X ={12...,K}

— P [{[LBs(1),UB>(1)] C Qn (1 }ﬂ{ﬂ{m U&(k)]g@ﬂk)}}]

=P[[LB;(1),UB ()] CQn(1)] + P

ﬂ {[LBs (k),UB; (k)] € Qn (k)}]

k=2

—P{[LB5(1),UBz(1)] CQn (1 }U{H{LB?) UBQ(k?)]QQN(k)}H

by the Addition Rule for Probabilities
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> P([LBs(1),UBy (1)) € Qy (1)] + P

(Y {[LBs (k) , UB (k)] € Qn (k‘)}] -1

k=2
because any probability is less than 1

=P[[LB3(1),UB;(1)] CQn(1)] -1

{[LB5(2),UB>(2)] € Qn (2)}( ) {ﬂ {[LBs (k) ,UBs (k)] C Qn (k?)}}]

= P([LB; (1) UB (1)] € Q (1)) — 1

+P

+P[[LB;(2),UB5(2)] C Qn (2)] + P

(V{ILBs (k),UB, (k)] € Qu <k>}]

k=3

{[LB5(2),UB:2(2)] € Qn (2 }U{ﬂ{LBg UBz(k)]QQN(k)}H

by the Addition Rule for Probabilities

> {ZPHLBg (k) ,UB; (k)] € Qu <k>]} —24P

because any probability is less than 1

—-P

(V{ILBs (k),UBs (k)] € Qw (k)}]

k=3

> {ZP[[LBg (k),UB, (k)] € Qn <k>]} —(K—1)

> {Zm} —(K-1)~o(1)

according to Equation ([7)

=1-K-(1-pg)—o(1),

implying that Equation holds for p=1— K - (1 — pg).

Finally, notice that K = 246 strata (as in our empirical application) and pgy = 99.96%
implies that p = 90% in the last equation. Consequently, when we replace ]§N by Ry,
the random set Ry proposed in Equation @ satisfies Equation with p = 90% if pg =
99.96%. Observe also that, if our goal was to derive half-median unbiased estimators, we

could use pg = 99.8%.
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E.2.2 Implementing the precision-corrected estimators proposed by Chernozhukov

et al.| (2013)

—CLR

In this part, we explain how to implement the precision-corrected estimators LB3  (x, (1+7)/2)
—CLR

and UB, (7, (1+7rQ)/2) for each x € X. This part relies heavily on the work done by Flores

and Flores-Lagunes| (2013)), who intuitively explain the method proposed by |Chernozhukov

et al.| (2013).

Fix x € X arbitrarily. For brevity, we write our estimators in Appendix as

UB, (x) = min {fU (x), 1} and LB (x) = max{fL (x) ,O},

where
C B@ AW 40w et
Ju(z) = c (@) and fr (z) = C’(:U) ’
and define ¢ == H_%

—CL
To compute UB, y (7, q), we follow 5 steps.

1. Using the weighted bootstrap, obtain a consistent estimate Sy (z) of the standard

error of fy (x)

2. Simulate R draws from a standard normal distribution and denote them by Z7, ..., Z},.

0.1
3. Let @, (Z) denote the z-th quantile of a random variable Z and ¢y = 1 — (m)
n

Compute

kS (en) = Qey (max{Z7,0},r =1,..., R).

4In our empirical application, we specifically use a cluster weighted bootstrap where we cluster our

standard error at the stratum level. To do so, in each bootstrap iteration, we draw standard exponential
weights for each stratum and re-run the regressions described in Appendix using weighted maximum
likelihood estimators where each observation is weighted according to its stratum’s weight. We use 5,000

bootstrap iterations.
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4. Check if fy (z) + £Y (en) - 8y (z) < 1.
(a) If fu (z) + KY (en) - 8p (2) < 1, compute
BN (1,q) =Qu(ZF,r=1,...,R).
(b) If fu (2) + KY (en) - v (z) > 1, compute
"%J[{f (I,Q) = Qq (maX{Z:,O} r=1... 7R) :
——CLR R
5. Compute UB, y (z,q) = min {fU (2) + &% (z,q) - 8. (2), 1}.
—CLR
To compute LB; v (7,q), we follow 5 steps.

1. Using the weighted bootstrap, obtain a consistent estimate $p (z) of the standard

error of fi, (z).

2. Simulate R draws from a standard normal distribution and denote them by Z7, ..., Z},.
. ) 0.1
3. Let @, (Z) denote the z-th quantile of a random variable Z and ¢y = 1 — (m)
n
Compute

Kk (en) = Qo (max {Z* 0} ,r=1,...,R).
4. Check if fy () — kk (en) - 81 (2) > 0.
(a) If f1, (z) — k% (en) - 82 () > 0, compute
i (r,q) =Qu(ZFr=1,...,R).
(b) If fr (x) — k% (cn) - 51 () < 0, compute
i (7,q) = Qg (max {ZF, 0} ,r=1,...,R).

~

—CLR
5. Compute LB; y (z,q) = min {fL (r) — &% (2, q) - 5 (2) ,O}.
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E.2.3 Monte Carlo Simulation: Using the feasible confidence region ﬁN

In this part, we implement a Monte Carlo simulation to illustrate the finite sample prop-
erties of the feasible inference procedure proposed in Section [4.2] Although we have not
formally proved that the feasible set EN is a valid p-confidence region, we find that, in our
simulated data-generating process, EN covers the identified set more frequently than its
nominal confidence level of 90%.

Our Monte Carlo Simulation creates 1,000 samples with 10,000 observations. Our data-
generating process assigns treatment independently from all other variables with probability
1/5. Tt also assigns a covariate X independently from all other variables, where P [ X = 1] =
1o and P[X = 2] =1/.

When X = 1, the distribution of the latent variables (Y, Y}, So, S1) follows the same
distribution proposed in our numerical example in Appendix [B] We copy it here for conve-

nience.

Table E.1: P[Y] =Y =-S5 =5 =D =d,X =1] for any d € {0,1}

Panel A: Panel B: Panel C: Panel D:
50:1,31:1 SOIO,Slzl 50:1,81:0 50:075120
0 1 0 1 01 0 1
0]346| 0 0]2h6| 0 0[0|0 06| O
1| %16 | 2/16 1| e | /6 110]0 1| Y46 | L/e

Notes: Each cell reports P[Y; = yo, Y1 = y1, S0 = 80,51 = 1| D = d] for the values sy and s; described in

the panels, the value y described in the columns and the value of y; described in the rows.

Note that, for individuals with X = 1, the conditional probability of causation within
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the population that is always observed is given by
0°° (1) =P[Yy = 1Yy =0,5=1,5=1,X = 1] = 0.571
and the conditional identified region is given by
[LB3(1),UBs (1)] ~ [0.505,0.857]

under Assumptions [IH5]

When X = 2, the distribution of the latent variables (Y7, Y, Sy, S1) follows the distri-

bution described in Table [E.2

Table E2: P[Yy =Y =-S5 =-5 =D =d,X =2] for any d € {0,1}

Panel A: Panel B: Panel C: Panel D:
50:1,51:1 S():O,Sl:l 50:1,5120 5020,51:0
0 1 0 |1 01 0 1
0|46 | 0 01246 |0 0/0|O0 0] O 0
}/1* — )/1* — }/1* — Yl* _
1| 2/6 | 3/16 1]246|0 1100 1| Yhe | 2/16

Notes: Each cell reports P[Y; = yo, Y7* = y1,50 = S0, 51 = s1| D = d] for the values sy and s; described

in the panels, the value yy described in the columns and the value of y; described in the rows.

Note that, for individuals with X = 2, the conditional probability of causation within

the population that is always observed is given by
099 (2) =P[Yy =1|Y; =0,5 =1,5=1,X = 2] :%
and the conditional identified region is given by
[LBs3(2),UBs (2)] ~ [0.308,0.667]
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under Assumptions [T}3]

Moreover, our data-generating process imposes that
% 1
w(a:):]P’[X:xH/b 20,50:1,51:1]25

for any = € {1,2}. As a consequence, we have that unconditional probability of causation

within the population that is always observed is given by
0°° =P[Y; =1|Y; =0,5 =1,5 = 1] ~ 0.452
and the unconditional identified region is given by
[LBs,UBs] =~ [0.407,0.762]

under Assumptions [I}5| where LB; := LB; (1)-1/2+ LB;(2)-1/2and UBy := UB5 (1) -1/2+
UBy(2) -1/

In each Monte Carlo iteration, we estimate the bounds LBs (1), LB5 (2), LB3, UB5 (1),
UB5 (2), UB, using the estimators proposed in Section with the Probit and Logit
models as the link function A (). To conduct inference in each Monte Carlo iteration,
we also estimate the feasible sets @N (1), Q\N (2) and Ry proposed in Section using
399 bootstrap iterations. Based on this procedure, we aim to estimate 95%-confidence
regions around the conditional identified regions ([LBs (x), U Bs (x)]) and to estimate 90%-
confidence regions around the unconditional identified region [LBs, U By].

Table reports the coverage rate across Monte Carlo iterations of our estimated
confidence regions.

We focus on the results associated with the Probit Estimator (Column (1)) because the
results with the Logit Estimator (Column (2)) are similar.

First, we note that the feasible confidence regions Qy (1) and Qy (2) cover the condi-

tional identified regions [LB3 (1), UBs (1)] and [L B3 (2) , U By (2)] with a probability strictly
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Table E.3: Coverage Rates of Qy (1), Qn (2) and Ry

Probit  Logit Nominal

Model Model Confidence Level

COREN ) (3)

P [[LBs(1),UB,(1)] € Ox (1)] 0.72 073 0.95
P [[LB;(2),UB,(2)] C Ox (2)] 059  0.58 0.95
P [[LB;, UBs] C EN} 1.0 10 0.90

Notes: Each cell reports the coverage rates of the feasible sets Qx (1), Qn (2) and
ﬁN proposed in Section using 399 bootstrap iterations. We estimate the bounds
LBs (1), LB3(2), LBs, UB5(1), UB2(2), UBy using the estimators proposed in
Section with the Probit Model in Column (1) and with the Logit Model in

Column (2).

less than their nominal confidence levels. This finding is not surprising because the esti-
mating models in Section do not interact the treatment variable with the covariate
variable, implying that they misspecified.

Second, we highlight that the feasible confidence region ﬁN covers the unconditional
identified region [LBs, U By] with a probability strictly greater than its nominal confidence
level. Consequently, the conservative Bonferroni correction seems to compensate any cover-
age issues caused by the uncertainty behind the estimation of w (-) or by the misspecification
of the estimation model. This result suggests that using the feasible set }A%N in place of the

unfeasible set Ry may work appropriately despite the absence of a formal proof.
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F Additional Empirical Results

In the main text, we presented the aggregated results for the probability of causation
(Corollary . To estimate these parameters, we first bound the conditional probability of
causation for each stratum (course-city pair). In this appendix, we discuss these conditional
parameters, focusing on their heterogeneity and the impact of each additional assumption
on their distribution across strata. Since the estimates based on the Probit link function
are very similar to the estimates based on the Logit link function (Section [4)), we focus on
the first group of estimates.

Figure shows the distribution of the estimated lower bounds for each stratum and
each set of assumptions. First, notice that the lower bound is zero for many strata when
we impose Assumptions only (Subfigure . In contrast, the number of strata whose
lower bound is zero is much smaller when we impose Assumptions (Subfigure .
Moreover, adding Assumption [5| shifts the distribution of estimated lower bounds to the
right. These two results illustrate the identifying power of Assumption [5| as discussed in
Corollary [3|

Figure shows the distribution of the estimated upper bounds for each stratum and
each set of assumptions. First, notice that the upper bound is one for many strata when
we impose Assumptions only (Subfigure . In contrast, the number of strata whose
upper bound is one is much smaller when we impose Assumptions (Subfigure .
Moreover, adding Assumption [ shifts the distribution of estimated upper bounds to the
left. These two results illustrate the identifying power of Assumption [4| as discussed in
Corollary [2|

Figure shows the distribution of the length of the estimated intervals for each
stratum and each set of assumptions. Observe that these distributions shift to the left

when we impose additional assumptions, i.e., the estimated intervals become shorter. This

95



Figure F.1: Estimated Lower Bounds for the Probability of Causation for each Stratum

75 75

50 50

Number of Strata
Number of Strata

25

1 O 1

25

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
LB 1 LB 1
(a) LB; (x): Assumptions (b) LBs3 (z): Assumptions

Notes: This figure presents frequency histograms of the estimated lower bounds for the
probability of causation for each stratum (course-city pair). All bounds were estimated
using the Probit link function (Section [4)). Subfigure shows the distribution of the

lower bounds in Proposition [2] while Subfigure shows the distribution of the lower

bounds in Proposition [4]
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Figure F.2: Estimated Upper Bounds for the Probability of Causation for each Stratum

75 75

50 50

Number of Strata
Number of Strata

25
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25

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
LB 1 LB 1
(a) UBj (x): Assumptions (b) UB3 (z): Assumptions

Notes: This figure presents frequency histograms of the estimated upper bounds for the
probability of causation for each stratum (course-city pair). All bounds were estimated
using the Probit link function (Section [4)). Subfigure shows the distribution of the
upper bounds in Proposition [2| while Subfigure shows the distribution of the upper

bounds in Proposition [3]
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result illustrates the identifying power of our additional assumptions.

Figure F.3: Estimated Intervals’ Length for each Stratum

60 —

L dnflofulllh. L
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Notes: This figure presents frequency histograms of the estimated intervals’ length for each

&
&
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&
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n
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n
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»
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050 075 1.00
Estimated Intervals' Length

stratum (course-city pair). All bounds were estimated using the Probit link function (Sec-
tion . Subfigure shows the distribution of the length of the intervals in Proposition
2, Subfigure shows the distribution of the length of the intervals in Proposition [3 and

Subfigure [F.3d shows the distribution of the length of the intervals in Proposition [
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