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Abstract. This paper develops sharp testable implications for Tobit and IV-Tobit mod-

els’ identifying assumptions: linear index specification, (joint) normality of latent errors,

and treatment (instrument) exogeneity and relevance. The new sharp testable equalities

can detect all possible observable violations of the identifying conditions. We propose a

testing procedure for the model’s validity using existing inference methods for intersection

bounds. Simulation results suggests proper size for large samples and that the test is

powerful to detect large violation of the exogeneity assumption and violations in the error

structure. Finally, we review and propose new alternative paths to partially identify the

parameters of interest under less restrictive assumptions.
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1. Introduction

Since the seminal work of Tobin (1958), Tobit models have earned attention in eco-

nomics, business and social sciences.1 Tobin (1958) analyzed household expenditure on

durable goods using a regression model that specifically incorporated that expenditure (the

dependent variable) cannot be negative. This approach is related to a broader class of mod-

els known as censored or truncated regression models depending on whether observations

outside a specified range are lost or censored. When applied researchers are interested in

modelling limited dependent variables, potentially with mass accumulation points, the Tobit

family of models provides structure to identify parameters of interest, such as the average

Date: The present version is as of August 6, 2024. All errors are ours. Corresponding address: Blvr. España 2633,

11300 Montevideo, Departamento de Montevideo, Uruguay. Email address: acerenza@ort.edu.uy.

1According to Google Scholar Tobin’s original paper has more than 10000 citations.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2408.02573v1
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treatment effect (ATE). Identification relies on three primary sources: (i) instrument exo-

geneity (or exogeneity of the variable of interest itself), (ii) normality of the model’s latent

variables, and (iii), in the case of an instrumental variable approach to endogeneity, the

relevance condition for the instrument. While researchers recognize the model’s restrictive

nature, it remains a valuable tool in the empirical literature.

In this paper, we provide a test for the validity of the Tobit model’s structure and

assumptions, providing three main contributions to the literature. The first is to provide

sharp testable equalities that can detect all possible observable violations of the Tobit model.

Second, we propose a test for the validity of the Tobit model’s identifying assumptions using

the sharp equalities that characterize the model to check its falsifiability. Following recent

literature, we convert the equalities into conditional moment inequalities, and implement

the test by existing inferential methods from Chernozhukov, Lee, and Rosen (2013). The

third contribution is to review and propose alternative approaches that can be used when

the model is rejected. We explore an alternative path to partially identify the parameter of

interest by assuming monotonicity of selection into treatment. Finally, we provide empirical

examples illustrating the methodology and its practical relevance. More generally, the

current paper contributes to the growing literature on testing identifying assumptions of

econometric models.

We focus on two main models: (i) the “classic Tobit” model in which the main variable

of interest is assumed to be exogenous and (ii) the IV-Tobit model. In both cases, the

proposed test considers all observable violations of the model structure, such as linear

index, normality of the latent errors, independence of the treatment, and homoskedasticity;

with the addition of the validity of the instrument for the IV-Tobit. Additional results for

variants of the Tobit family of models (e.g., type 2 Tobit) are presented in the Appendix.

1.1. Previous Literature. There is a vast literature related to testing the validity of

Tobit models and their assumptions, to which we contribute. Most of the preceding

work focuses on testing a particular assumption or feature of the model while maintain-

ing other assumptions and structures as valid. Nelson (1981) constructs a Hausman-type

test for misspecification of the classic Tobit model (that is, normality, linear index, and

homoskedasticity) where the maximum likelihood estimates are compared with method

of moment estimates. Nelson’s test compares the sample proportion of non-censored ob-

servations with the hypothesized probability of being non-censored in the Tobit model.

As stated by Bera, Jarque, and Lee (1984), Nelson (1981) test is equivalent to the La-

grange multiplier test of the Tobit model against Cragg’s model (Lin and Schmidt, 1984).
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Bera, Jarque, and Lee (1984) proposes a Lagrange Multiplier test for the normality assump-

tion against other distributions of the Pearson family of distributions while the remaining

assumptions are maintained. Newey (1987) considers both exogenous and endogenous ex-

planatory variables cases using symmetrically censored least squares estimators to construct

specification tests of normality and homoskedasticity assumptions via a Hausman-type spec-

ification test. Holden (2004) examines several statistics proposed to test the normality as-

sumption in the Tobit (censored regression) model and reinterpreted them as a version of the

Lagrange multiplier (score) test for a common null hypothesis. Reynolds and Shonkwiler

(1991) use an information matrix misspecification test to detect violations of the distribu-

tional assumptions of the Tobit model.

Other tests include Drukker (2002), which operationalized conditional moment tests de-

veloped by Newey (1985) and Tauchen (1985) to the case of misspecification of the distri-

bution of the classic Tobit model. With a similar intuition to our framework, their test

writes down conditional moment restrictions which should have zero conditional expected

values under the null. The intuition behind the conditional moments test developed by

Drukker (2002) is that since the model was estimated by maximum likelihood, the assumed

data-generating process specifies all moments of disturbances conditional on the covariates

to be the ones of a normal distribution. Drukker (2002) use these moment-based methods

based on the third and fourth moments of the normal distribution. Our procedure, while

intuitively similar detects all possible violations of the model, not only those evident from

deviations in the third and fourth moments. Smith and Blundell (1986) propose a test of

the treatment variable’s exogeneity in the IV-Tobit Model by a control function approach

exploiting the joint normality of the latent variables.

Most of these approaches focus on testing a particular subset of assumptions, or a specific

class of alternatives to consider. We consider the full set of assumptions with a general

alternative hypothesis, which is not a specific subset of models.

The developments proposed in this paper consider all observable violations of the gen-

eral Tobit model structure and its assumptions, serving as a useful test for empirical re-

searchers constructing models for censored/truncated data. This work contributes to the

growing literature on the testability of the identifying assumptions in various economet-

ric models. Those include tests for the validity of assumptions in instrumental variable

models, local average treatment effects, regression discontinuity designs, bivariate probit,

etc (Mourifié and Wan, 2017; Kitagawa, 2015; Huber and Mellace, 2015; Gunsilius, 2021;

Arai et al., 2022; Acerenza, Bartalotti, and Kédagni, 2023). Our testing procedures are
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connected to ? which provides tests for assumptions related to the instrumental variables

in the model, while we also consider the implications of the parametric structure on the

outcome and latent error structure which are inherent to Tobit models.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the model and

identifying assumptions. Section 3 derives the sharp testable implications. Section 4 dis-

cusses heuristically the identification of the model’s parameters. Section 5 outlines the

testing procedure. Section 6 include simulation evidence about the test’s size and power.

Section 7 discusses how to relax the assumptions in case of rejection. Section 8 and 9 pro-

vide empirical illustrations. Finally, Section 10 concludes. Additional results and details

are collected in Appendices A-E.

2. Models

This section describes two popular “two-part” models for truncated data for which we

derive testable implications in Section 3: the classic Tobit, and the instrumental variable

Tobit.2

Let Y = max(0, Y ∗) be the observed outcome taking values in Y ⊂ R
+ with Y ∗ a latent

continuous dependent variable taking values in Y∗ ⊂ R. Both the treatment of interest, D,

and the instrumental variable, Z, can be discrete or continuous and take values in D ⊂ R

and Z ⊂ R, respectively. We normalize the coefficients by the standard deviation of the

convenient unobservable structure for the exposition.3

2.1. Classic Tobit model. The classic Tobit model considers the case in which the re-

searcher is interested in the effect of an exogenous treatment on a non-negative outcome

that has a mass point at zero:




Y = max(0, Y ∗)

Y ∗ = α0 + α1D + U

(2.1)

Where U is an unobservable (latent) error. In addition to the model structure in Equation

2.1, the classic Tobit also considers restrictions on the distribution of the error term and its

relationship to the treatment.

Assumption 1. D is independent of U .

2We omit conditioning on other exogenous covariates X for simplicity of exposition.
3Identification for the normalized and non-normalized parameters is discussed in section 5.
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Assumption 2. U is distributed as N(0, 1).

Assumption 1 states that the treatment of interest is independent of the model’s unob-

servables. Assumption 2 imposes that the latent error has a standard normal distribution.4

Despite its simplicity, the classic Tobit model can accommodate treatment that is con-

tinuous or discrete, and the normality assumption for the latent error could be replaced by

other distributional assumptions that preserve the identification of the parameters.

2.2. IV Tobit model. The IV Tobit considers the case in which the treatment of interest

is endogenous, but an instrumental variable is available to identify its effect. Let the IV

Tobit model be:5




Y = max(0, Y ∗)

Y ∗ = α0 + α1D + U

D = γ0 + γ1Z + V

(2.2)

Alternatively, in its reduced form representation:




Y = max(0, Y ∗)

Y ∗ = β0 + β1Z +W

D = γ0 + γ1Z + V

(2.3)

Where U, V are the latent structural error terms. To that model structure, we add re-

strictions on the joint distribution of the latent variables and their relationship to the

instrumental variable.

Assumption 3. Assume that: Z is independent of (U, V ) and γ1 6= 0.

Assumption 4. Let U, V follow a bivariate normal distribution with covariance ρ, i.e.,(
U

V

)
∼ N (µ,Σ), where µ =

(
0

0

)
, and Σ =

(
σ2
U ρUV

ρUV σ2
V

)
.

4The error could take N(0, σ2) but after scale normalizations of the coefficients of Y ∗ we can model it as

N(0, 1).
5Results for the IV-Tobit model are presented for continuous D but can accommodate a binary treatment,

D = 1{γ0 + γ1Z − V > 0}. In that case, the parameters are identified only up to scale.
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Assumption 3(i) states that the instrumental variable is independent of the model’s struc-

tural latent variables. The second part of Assumption 3 is the usual instrument relevance

in determining the treatment. This assumption also implies that Z is independent of W,V ,

since W = α1V + U .

Assumption 4 characterises the distribution of the latent vector of error terms as bi-

variate normal. Then, W,V also follows a bivariate normal distribution and α0, α1, γ0, γ1

could be scale normalized so (W,V )′ follows the standard bivariate normal distribution

with covariance ρ, i.e.,

(
W

V

)
∼ N (µ,Σ), where µ =

(
0

0

)
, and Σ =

(
1 ρ

ρ 1

)
.6 The latter

characterisation aids the development of the sharp testable implications.

3. Sharp testable equalities

This section presents the sharp testable equalities for the models described in Section 2.

Deviations from these equalities imply violations of the “null hypothesis” of the Tobit model

(linear latent index, independence, instrument validity, and normality). The equalities are

conditional on parameters being identified under the model’s assumptions, and a discussion

on identification is postponed to Section 4.

3.1. Classic Tobit model. A defining characteristic of Tobit and similar models is the

mass accumulation at zero for the distribution of the non-negative outcome, Y . Thus, the

model’s testable implications require characterizing the distribution at both the mass point

and beyond it.

6Note that if U, V follow a bivariate normal distribution with covariance ρ, i.e.,

(

U

V

)

∼ N (µ,Σ), where

µ =

(

0

0

)

, and Σ =

(

σ2
U ρUV

ρUV σ2
V

)

, then W,V follow a bivariate normal distribution

(

W

V

)

∼ N (µ1,Σ1),

where µ1 =

(

0

0

)

, and Σ1 =

(

α2
1σ

2
V + σ2

U + 2ρUV α1σV σU α1σ
2
V + ρUV

α1σ
2
V + ρUV σ2

V

)

. Then the reduced form system

can be scale normalized.
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Starting at the continuous part of the distribution of Y , the conditional probabilities of

c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1 for a c1, c0 > 0 are observed. For any value of the treatment variables d ∈ D:

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1|D = d) = P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, Y
∗ ≥ 0|D = d)

+ P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, Y
∗ < 0|D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, Y
∗ ≥ 0|D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ c1, Y
∗ ≥ 0|D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ c1|D = d)

= P (c0 − α0 − α1d ≤ U ≤ c1 − α0 − α1d|D = d)

= Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)− Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d) (3.1)

where Φ(.) is the standard normal CDF. The first equality follows from the law of total

probability. The second through fourth equalities follow from the model’s structure de-

scribed in Equation 2.1, namely P (Y > 0, Y ∗ < 0|D = d) = 0 and Y ∗ = Y for Y ∗ > 0. The

fifth one is given by the latent linear model structure of Y ∗, and finally, the last step follows

from assumptions 1 and 2. To cover all possible cases of positive outcomes, note that for

any c1 > 0:

P (c1 ≤ Y |D = d) = 1− Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d). (3.2)

Turning to the accumulation point, the observed event of Y = 0,

P (Y = 0|D = d) = P (Y ∗ ≤ 0|D = d) = 1−Φ(α0 + α1d). (3.3)

The first equality follows from the model’s structure in Equation 2.1, and the second one

applies assumptions 1 and 2. The equalities described in equations 3.1-3.3 fully characterize

the distribution of Y conditional on D, connecting the probabilities in the observed data to

those implied by the Tobit model.

Remark 1 (Sharpness). In the context of model 2.1, equalities 3.1-3.3 are sharp in the

sense that whenever they hold, it is possible to construct a vector of (Ỹ ,D, Ũ ) that satisfies

model 2.1, Assumptions 1 and 2, and induces the observed distribution on the data (Y,D).

For the proof see Appendix A.

Then, the equalities 3.1-3.3 are sharp testable implications for the validity of the classic

Tobit Model in 2.1 coupled with assumptions 1-2. They serve as the basis for the test

procedure described in Section 5.
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Remark 2 (Non-learnability). The testable implications and sharpness discussed above

show that the classic Tobit model is generally refutable. However, the model is non-verifiable.

To prove this, we show that for any joint distribution on the data (Y,D) that satisfies

equalities 3.1-3.3, there exists a vector of (Ȳ ,D, Ū) that induces the observed distribution

on the data (Y,D), but the vector Ū is not normally distributed. See Appendix E for the

proof.

Remark 3 (Extensions). The previous derivation can be adjusted for different variations

of Tobit models, such as generalizations of the distributional assumptions (?), different

thresholds (?), dynamic Tobit models, or including individual specific effects (???). In

appendix C we derive the equalities for the type 2 Tobit model and similar logic can be

applied to other two-part models. Additional testable results for the aforementioned models

are discussed in Appendix D.

3.2. IV Tobit model. We turn our attention to the Instrumental Variable Tobit case and

propose testable implications that can be used to test the model described in 2.2 and the

associated assumptions 3 and 4.

The observed data includes (Y,D,Z), and we characterise the joint distribution of (Y,D) ∈

Y × D conditional on the instrument, Z, to obtain the model’s testable implications. The

mapping from observed probabilities to its corresponding quantities implied by the IV To-

bit model requires jointly evaluating the continuous (interior) support for the outcome and

treatment variables, as well as the accumulation points and distribution tails conditional
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on Z. Consider any 0 < c0 < c1, d0 < d1, and z ∈ Y × D × Z,

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z) = ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

+ ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ1
c1,c0,d1,d0 , (3.4)

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1,D ≤ d0|Z = z) = ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ1
c1,c0,d0 , (3.5)

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1,D ≥ d1|Z = z) = ΦW (c1 − β0 − β1z)− ΦW (c0 − β0 − β1z)

− ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

+ ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ1
c1,c0,d1 , (3.6)

P (c1 ≤ Y, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z) = ΦV (d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)− ΦV (d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

+ ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ1
c1,d1,d0 , (3.7)

P (c1 ≤ Y,D ≤ d0|Z = z) = ΦV (d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ1
c1,d0 , (3.8)

P (c1 ≤ Y,D ≥ d1|Z = z) = 1− ΦW (c1 − β0 − β1z)− ΦV (d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

+ ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ1
c1,d1 . (3.9)
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where ΦW,V (w, v; ρ) denotes the joint c.d.f. of (W,V ), a bivariate normal with coefficient

of correlation ρ. Similarly, considering the case that the observed Y equals zero,

P (Y = 0, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z) = ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) ≡ Φ2
d1,d0 , (3.10)

P (Y = 0,D ≤ d0|Z = z) = ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) ≡ Φ2
d0 , (3.11)

P (Y = 0,D ≥ d1|Z = z) = ΦW (−β0 − β1z)− ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

≡ Φ2
d1 . (3.12)

Remark 4 (Sharpness). In the context of model 2.2 or 2.3, equalities 3.4-3.12 for all

c, d, z ∈ Y×D×Z are sharp in the sense that whenever they hold, it is possible to construct

a vector of (Ỹ , D̃, Ũ , Ṽ , Z) or equivalently (Ỹ , D̃, W̃ , Ṽ , Z) that satisfies model 2.2 and 2.3,

Assumptions 3 and 4, and induces the observed distribution on the data (Y,D,Z). See

Appendix B for the proof.

Then, the equalities 3.4-3.12 are sharp testable implications for the validity of the Instru-

mental Variable Tobit Model in 2.2 coupled with assumptions 3-4. They serve as the basis

for the test procedure described in Section 5. A similar claim of non-learnability holds for

the iv-tobit. The demonstration follows a similar logic.

4. Identification

In this section, we provide heuristic arguments for the identification of the parameters of

the respective models, expanding on Han and Vytlacil (2017) and Acerenza, Bartalotti, and Kédagni

(2023).

4.1. Classic Tobit model. Equation (3.3) established that in the classic Tobit model,

1− P (Y = 0|D) = Φ(α0 + α1D).

Since the standard normal CDF, Φ(.), is monotonic, we use its inverse to obtain:

Φ−1(1− P (Y = 0|D)) = α0 + α1D.

Thus, α1 =
Cov(Φ−1(1−P (Y=0|D)),D)

V ar(D) , and α0 = E(Φ−1(1− P (Y = 0|D))) − α1E(D).

The coefficients have been normalized by dividing by the latent variable’s (U) square

root of the variance, denoted by σ. Naturally, this implies that the ratio of the original

parameters, say α̃0, α̃1 and σ is identified since P (Y = 0|D = d) = Φ(α0 + α1D) =

Φ(α̃0/σ + α̃1/σD).
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Similarly to the case analysed by Han and Vytlacil (2017), this allows the identification

of the inverse mills ratio which is a known function of the standard normal density, λ(α̃0/σ+

α̃1/σD)). Then,

E(Y |D,Y > 0) = α̃0/σ + α̃1/σD + σλ(α̃0/σ + α̃1/σD))

Which in turn implies:

Y = α̃0/σ + α̃1/σD + σλ(α̃0/σ + α̃1/σD)) + e

with e mean independent of D,λ(·). Since D is known and λ(·) was already identified then

by considering the moment conditions for Cov(.,D), Cov(., λ(·)) and E(.) we get a three

by three linear system with a unique solution for α̃0, α̃1, σ. In other words, the normality

assumption allows identification by leveraging the relationship of the variable of interest

and the outcome at the accumulation point (Y = 0) to obtain the scaled parameters, and

the same relationship when Y > 0 to overcome the normalization. However, the reliance

on the normality and linearity assumptions underlines the importance of adequately testing

the model’s structure and assumptions in empirical applications.

4.2. IV Tobit model. Turning the focus to the IV-Tobit model, the first stage is readily

identified from the linear structure, γ1 = Cov(Z,D)
V ar(Z) , γ0 = E(D) − γ1E(Z). Now note that

calculating P (Y = 0|Z):

1− P (Y = 0|Z) = Φ(−β0 − β1Z)

Similarly to subsection 4.1, by inverting the normal CDF we obtain −β1 =
Cov(Φ−1(1−P (Y =0|Z)),Z)

V ar(Z) ,

−β0 = E(Φ−1(1−P (Y = 0|Z)))+β1E(Z). The relationship between β0, β1, γ0, γ1 identifies

(α0, α1). Finally, to identify ρ, let s = c − β0 − β1z and t = d − γ0 − γ1z. Then, by using

equation 3.7:

P (Y ≤ c,D ≤ d|Z = z) = ΦW,V (s, t; ρ)

Which by classic results of bivariate normal random variables if we differentiate with respect

to ρ is:

∂P (Y ≤ c,D ≤ d|Z = z)

∂ρ
= φW,V (s, t; ρ)

Where φa,b is the bivariate normal probability density, which is positive for any s, t. Hence,

ΦW,V (., .; ρ) is monotonic in ρ and thus invertible. So ρ can be identified.
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Recall the previous coefficients are normalized, a two-step procedure can be followed

to identify the full original covariance matrix and the reduced form covariance matrix

(Wooldridge, 2010, p. 683-84).

5. Testing procedure

To test the sharp equalities, we rewrite each of these equalities as two inequalities

(Mourifié and Wan, 2017; Acerenza, Bartalotti, and Kédagni, 2023). For a concrete ex-

ample, we first note that for example

P (c1 ≤ Y |D = d) = 1−Φ(c1−α0−α1d) ⇐⇒ E[1{c1 ≤ D}−1+Φ(c1−α0−α1D)|D] = 0.

We then we rewrite each of these moment equalities implied by the restrictions on the

empirical distribution as moment inequalities

E[1{c1 ≤ D}− 1+Φ(c1−α0−α1D)|D] ≤ 0, E[−1{c1 ≤ D}+1−Φ(c1−α0−α1D)|D] ≤ 0.

In doing this, for all the restrictions on the empirical distribution we can implement a test re-

lying on existing intersection bounds inferential methods such as Chernozhukov, Lee, and Rosen

(2013) which is specifically suited to test conditional moment inequalities.

Note that the equalities for the classic Tobit need to hold for any pair of constants (c0, c1),

and the ones from the IV Tobit need to hold for pairs of (c0, c1) and (d0, d1). We propose a

partition of Y ×D to test sufficient conditions of these sharp equalities. Rejection of any of

the null hypotheses that the equalities hold at these particular levels will imply violations

of the model.

Classic Tobit model. The sharp testable equalities for every c0, c1 ∈ Y are given by

equations 3.1 and 3.3. For a partition of the support of Y into K arbitrary chosen sets

Ck = (0, ck) such that Ck ∈ Ck+1, the following set of sufficient inequalities are, for some

chosen values of ck, ck+1 ∈ Y, related to the components of 3.1-3.3.

The formulation of the inequalities considered will depend on each partition’s location

on the support of the outcome variable Y . Let c1 = 0 and Wk be

Wk =





1{Y = 0} − (1− Φ(α0 + α1D)), if k = 0

1{ck < Y ≤ ck+1} − Φ(ck+1 − α0 − α1D) + Φ(ck − α0 − α1D), if 1 ≤ k < K

1{cK < Y } − (1− Φ(cK − α0 − α1D)), if k = K
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The intersection bounds framework considers the following 2(K + 1) inequalities

sup
d

E[Wk|D = d] ≤ 0

sup
d

E[−Wk|D = d] ≤ 0, for k = 0, . . . ,K

We can write more compactly as

max
k

sup
D

θk(D) ≤ 0 (5.1)

where θk(D) collects all the inequalities being tested. The decision rule for the test is given

by Chernozhukov, Lee, and Rosen (2013), we reject H0 if

θ̂1−α ≡ max
k

sup
D

{
θ̂(D, k)− κ1−αŝ(D, k)

}
> 0, (5.2)

where θ̂(D, k) is a nonparametric estimator for θ(D, k), ŝ(D, k) its standard error, and κ1−α

is a critical value at the significance level α.

IV Tobit model. For the instrumental variable Tobit model, the continuous support for

both the outcome and treatment poses challenges to the implementation of the test. The

sharp testable equalities for every c0, c1 ∈ Y and d0, d1 ∈ D are given by equations 3.4-3.12.

Consider a partition of the support of Y into K arbitrary chosen sets Ck = (0, ck) such

that Ck ∈ Ck+1 and of the support of D into Q arbitrary chosen sets Dq = (0, dq) such that

Dq ∈ Dq+1, the following set of sufficient inequalities are related to the components of (3.4)-

(3.12). Analogous to the classic Tobit case, the formulation of the inequalities considered

will depend on each partition’s location on the joint support of the outcome and treatment

variables. Let Wkq be given by,

Wkq =





1{Y = 0}1{D ≤ d0} − Φ2
d0
, if k = 0, q = 0

1{Y = 0}1{dq ≤ D ≤ dq+1} − Φ2
dq ,dq+1

, if k = 0, 1 ≤ q < Q

1{Y = 0}1{D ≥ dQ}| − Φ2
dQ

, if k = 0, q = Q

1{ck ≤ Y ≤ ck+1}1{D ≤ d0} − Φ1
ck+1,ck,d0

, if 1 ≤ k < K, q = 0

1{ck ≤ Y ≤ ck+1}1{dq ≤ D ≤ dq+1} −Φ1
ck+1,ck,dq+1,dq

, if 1 ≤ k < K, 1 ≤ q < Q

1{ck ≤ Y ≤ ck+1}1{D ≥ dQ} − Φ1
ck+1,ck,dQ

, if 1 ≤ k < K, q = Q

1{Y ≥ cK}1{D ≤ d0} − Φ1
cK ,d0

, if k = K, q = 0

1{Y ≥ cK}1{dq ≤ D ≤ dq+1} − Φ1
cK ,dq+1,dq

, if k = K, 1 ≤ q < Q

1{Y ≥ cK}1{D ≥ dQ} − Φ1
cK ,dQ

, if k = K, q = Q.

Where we used the simplifying notation defined in equations (3.4)-(3.12) for each partition

of the support for Y and D. The intersection bounds framework considers the following
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2(K + 1)(Q+ 1) inequalities

sup
z

E[Wkq|Z = z] ≤ 0

sup
z

E[−Wkq|Z = z] ≤ 0, for k = 0, . . . ,K; q = 0, . . . , Q.

We can write more compactly as

max
k,q

sup
Z

θkq(Z) ≤ 0 (5.3)

where θkq(Z) collects all the inequalities being tested. The decision rule for the test is given

by Chernozhukov, Lee, and Rosen (2013), we reject H0 if

θ̂1−α ≡ max
k,q

sup
Z

{
θ̂(Z, k, q) − κ1−αŝ(D, k, q)

}
> 0, (5.4)

where θ̂(D, k) is a nonparametric estimator for θ(D, k), ŝ(D, k) its standard error, and κ1−α

is a critical value at the significance level α.

To implement the test within the Chernozhukov, Lee, and Rosen (2013) intersection

bounds inferential method, we use the CLR Stata package described in Chernozhukov et al.

(2015). The parameters in the relevant model, for example, β0, β1, γ0, γ1, ρ, are replaced

by their maximum likelihood estimators (MLE), and asymptotic validity of this “plug-in”

test follows from the argument described by (Acerenza, Bartalotti, and Kédagni, 2023, Ap-

pendix B). Some additional details on the test implementation are discussed in Section

6.

Remark 5. Intuitively, the testable conditions derived above consider if the empirical con-

ditional distribution of the observed outcome variable - in both the mass accumulation and

non-truncated parts of the support of Y - is consistent with a random variable(s) following

the (bivariate) normal distribution for different sections of the distribution and values of

the independent instrument, Z.

The proposed test procedures are intended to detect violations of the model due to:

1. Misspecification of the latent structure that makes the coefficient estimates biased as

estimates of the true coefficients of Y ∗;

2. Violations arising from the empirical distribution of Y being inconsistent with the

implied distributions from the parametric structure (that is if the proportion of residuals in

different parts of its support deviate from the normality assumptions);
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3. Violations due to the empirical distributions of the residuals differing from the implied

distributions in certain values of the treatment (Classic Tobit) or instrument (IV Tobit),

which indicate violations of the exogeneity of treatment or instrument (?).

Remark 6 (On the inclusion of covariates). The existing procedure can be extended to

include exogenous covariates, X, within the linear index model in 2.2. Then, the testable

equalities for both classic and IV Tobit models could be derived with the additional condi-

tioning on X. To implement the test with covariates, we suggest generating a partition of

the covariate space, say in J grids, similarly to the partition of the exogenous variable used

in Section 5. For every grid in the partition, one could compute the test statistic 5.2 or

5.4 for the classic or the IV-tobit, respectively. Then obtain critical values that account for

multiple testing via a Bonferroni correction. In particular, for every grid, set the critical

value at the significance level α
J , namely κ1−α

J
.

A theoretically interesting approach would partition the joint support of all the exoge-

nous variables and compute the test statistics across all parts of the grid. However, this

approach would entail significant implementation challenges, since the statistical packages

for Chernozhukov et al. (2015) allow for only one exogenous covariate.

6. Simulations

In this section, we provide simulation exercises for the size and power of the proposed

test for the classical Tobit model assumptions.

The testing procedure described relies on testing sharp equalities that should hold for any

arbitrary partition. Since both the outcome and treatment are continuous, evaluating all

possible equalities is technically challenging. We focus on a non-sharp set of the equalities

by evaluating them at different grid partitions of their support, in a similar spirit to ?.

Naturally, this choice makes the test less powerful as we don’t consider the continuum of

equalities derived in Section 4, but is justified by the ease of implementation of the procedure

based on intersection bounds and the performance of the test on the simulations below.

For the simulations presented below, we considered a partition of the support of the

observed outcome variable into the accumulation point (Y = 0) and four quartiles on the

(untruncated) positive range. The choice of the number and location of the partitions/eval-

uation points balances the implementation computational requirements, availability of data

for different parts of the joint support of the outcome, treatment and exogenous instrumen-

tal variable. For the procedure in Section 5 to be feasible, we must have data on both the
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outcome and the exogenous variables within each partition. Using the empirical quantiles

of the non-truncated outcomes to determine the partitions guarantees a reasonable number

of observations for each part of the grid. Larger sample sizes might allow finer partitions

for the outcome support to be used, but the added computational requirements created

by an increased number of equalities being checked, coupled with the larger datasets, can

substantially increase computing time.7

When implementing the intersection bounds in STATA using the package clrbound

Chernozhukov et al. (2015), the researcher must determine the range of values of the ex-

ogenous variable for which each equality will be evaluated. To guarantee the feasibility of

the procedure, we adjust the evaluation points for D (Z) to the first and 99th percentiles of

the exogenous variable in each partition of the support for the outcome Y .8

6.1. Classic Tobit model.

6.1.1. Size. For the classic Tobit model, we consider a continuous treatment D following

the data generating process described in Equation 6.1.




Y = max{Y ∗, 0}

Y ∗ = D + U

D = 2Z − V

U

V

Z


 ∼ N (03,Σ)

Σ =




1 ρuv ρuz

ρuv 1 ρvz

ρuz ρvz 1




ρuz = ρvz = 0

ρuv = ρ

(6.1)

Where 0p is a p × 1 vector of zeroes. The parameter ρ determines the intensity of

dependence between the latent variables jointly determining the treatment and outcome.

Under the treatment exogeneity condition described in Assumption 1, ρ = 0. Table 1

presents the empirical test sizes for this scenario, under different significance levels α. The

7The simulations presented in Section 6 have limited sample sizes and a relatively small number of

equalities being tested due to the long running time and computational constraints when repeating the test

procedure thousands of times.
8See details on implementation on the simulation replication STATA code.
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results indicate that while the test over rejects the null hypothesis for small to mid-sized

samples, the test’s empirical coverage approaches its desired nominal benchmark as samples

larger than 5,000 are used.

Table 1. Test Size

N α = 10% α = 5% α = 1%

1000 18.84% 14.23% 9.62%

2000 16.00% 11.00% 5.00%

5000 10.82% 6.21% 3.01%

8000 10.00% 6.40% 3.20%

10000 8.80% 5.40 % 1.80%

Based on 500 replications.

6.1.2. Power. To consider the test’s performance under violations of the exogeneity as-

sumption, we use the DGP described in Equation 6.1 with different values for ρ, reflecting

various degrees of endogeneity. Larger values of ρ produce more acute violations of the

null hypothesis. Table 2 presents results for these scenarios: columns 3-4 present the MSE

while the remaining columns present the empirical rejection rates. As expected, the power

of the test increases with larger ρ and bigger sample sizes, presenting substantial power for

α = 10% and presenting a decreasing pattern for α = 5% and α = 1%.

Turning our attention to the test’s power under violations of normality of the latent

error, we consider the modified data generating process in Equation 6.2. In this DGP, F (·)

denotes an alternative density for the latent error U , which we vary across scenarios. Table

3 present the empirical coverage of the tests when F (·) is uniform, lognormal and t-student

distributions.





Y = max{Y ∗, 0}

Y ∗ = D + U

D = 2Z − V(
V

Z

)
∼ N (02,Σ)

Σ =

(
1 0

0 1

)

U ∼ F (·)

(6.2)
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Table 2. Test power for violations in exogeneity

N ρ MSE(β0) MSE(β1) α = 10% α = 5% α = 1%

5000 0.10 0.0005 0.0005 8.60% 6.00% 3.20%

0.50 0.0005 0.0104 16.03% 10.82% 5.21%

0.75 0.0005 0.0227 36.00% 27.80% 14.20%

0.80 0.0005 0.0259 42.00% 30.60% 16.80%

0.90 0.0004 0.0326 62.40% 48.40% 27.60%

0.95 0.0004 0.0360 71.34% 59.32% 35.87%

8000 0.10 0.0003 0.0005 8.40% 5.00% 2.00%

0.50 0.0003 0.0102 17.43% 12.22% 5.61%

0.75 0.0003 0.0225 45.58% 36.14% 20.08%

0.80 0.0003 0.0256 53.80% 39.80% 18.00%

0.90 0.0003 0.0323 79.00% 65.40% 36.40%

0.95 0.0002 0.0363 85.57% 75.15% 49.70%

10000 0.10 0.0003 0.0005 10.04% 7.43% 2.41%

0.50 0.0002 0.0101 15.80% 10.00% 3.80%

0.75 0.0002 0.0226 44.80% 32.80% 16.00%

0.80 0.0002 0.0256 56.60% 41.00% 21.60%

0.90 0.0002 0.0326 79.60% 66.60% 36.60%

0.95 0.0002 0.0361 90.56% 79.52% 51.61%

Based on 500 replications.

As expected, the rejection rate for the case of the t-student with 80 degrees of freedom is

close to the nominal size of the test, since it represents a very mild violation of the normality

assumption. In the other three cases, there is a strong violation of the normality assumption

and the test rejects the null hypothesis in most instances. This example provides indication

that the proposed test can be useful in detecting violations of the distributional assumptions

in the classic Tobit model.

7. Relaxation of the assumptions

When the test proposed in Section 5 rejects the null hypothesis of the Tobit model’s

validity, researchers must pursue alternative models and less restrictive assumptions to

learn confidently about the parameter of interest.
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Table 3. Test power for violations in error structure

N U MSE(β0) MSE(β1) α = 10% α = 5% α = 1%

5000 t-student (df=80) 0.9987 1.0018 7.21% 4.01% 1.40%

t-student (df=5) 1.027 1.0624 92.20% 81.80% 48.80%

LogNormal 1.3336 0.0896 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Uniform 0.892 0.785 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

8000 t-student (df=80) 0.9999 1.0034 7.00% 4.80% 1.20%

t-student (df=5) 1.0251 1.0653 99.20% 97.80% 87.58%

LogNormal 1.3385 0.0866 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Uniform 0.8932 0.7896 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

10000 t-student (df=80) 1.0016 1.0059 5.42% 2.41% 1.00%

t-student (df=5) 1.0241 1.0642 99.20% 98.40% 90.58%

LogNormal 1.3348 0.0868 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Uniform 0.8908 0.7862 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Based on 500 replications.

7.1. Existing Solutions. There is a vast literature on alternatives to the Tobit Model

that can be implemented in the presence of censored dependent variables. Most approaches

consider changes or relaxations of one of the two main assumptions associated with the Tobit

model. The first assumption is the parametric distribution of the error terms and latent

index form connecting treatment (and covariates) to the outcome. The second assumption is

the exogeneity of the treatment or potential instrument. Here, we provide a non-exhausting

survey of existing work.

? maintains the normality of the errors, linearity of the index and exogeneity but relaxes

the way censoring occurs in comparison to the latent structure of the censored outcome.

Specifically, while the latent outcome is still modelled by Y ∗ = α0 + α1D + U , they allow

for the censoring to depend on a different linear index, P (Y ∗ > 0) = P (γ0 + γ1D + e),

increasing the model’s flexibility.

? relaxes the parametric structure of the errors while maintaining the latent linear

index and treatment exogeneity, and estimates the parameters of interest by least absolute

deviations. ? also maintains linearity of the latent index and treatment exogeneity, but

relaxes normality by imposing symmetrical distributions to the latent errors, which leads to

estimation by symmetrically censored least squares. ? relaxes exogeneity of the treatment,
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relying on normality and an instrumental variable to identify the model, which is estimated

by generalized least squares.

? relax linearity and mean independence of the unobservable with respect to the treat-

ment to exploit the idea that, although Y ∗
i − α0 − α1Di is not mean-independent of Di,

one can trim any pair of residuals Y ∗
i − α0 − α1Di and Y ∗

j − α0 − α1Dj , and the trimmed

residuals are independent and identically distributed conditional on Di,Dj . They estimate

the model by identically censored least absolute deviations and identically censored least

squares (ICLS). ? estimates a model using symmetrically censored least squares that re-

laxes exogeneity of the treatment and normality of the errors. To achieve that they rely

on instrumental variables, linearity of the mean of the structural error conditional on the

reduced form error, and mean independence of the reduced form error.

? proposes a control variable approach that relaxes exogeneity and normality but main-

tains the latent linear structure (α0+α1D+U). Crucially, they impose that the distribution

(or quantiles) of the latent error conditional on the treatment and instrument is only a func-

tion of the control variable V = D − π(Z), which isolates the endogenous variation on the

treatment.9 This allows them to estimate the effect of the treatment by censored quantile

instrumental variable regression augmented by a control variable given by the quantiles of

U conditional on V at the quantile of interest. In a similar spirit, ? focuses on conditional

quantile functions and flexible approaches to estimate the control variable in the first-stage.

Finally, ? provide partial identification results for a general alternative by relaxing ex-

ogeneity of the treatment and instrument, linearity of the latent index and imposing no

parametric structure of the error term. They characterize the identified set for the param-

eters of interest following the Generalized Instrumental Variables framework (?) , relying

on the assumption that the relationship of Y ∗ to treatment and errors is continuous and

monotonic in the errors. Their approach uses the residual sets associated with the struc-

ture of the latent function and conditional probability of the error term given potential

instruments.

7.2. Partial identification under monotonicity. In this subsection, we present an ap-

proach that partially identifies the effect of an endogenous treatment variable by replacing

9This assumption is weaker than independence of all errors and instruments since it does not impose V

independent of Z but is neither stronger nor weaker than independence of U and Z, since it permits Z to

affect U through V .
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the normality and exogeneity assumptions with a monotonicity in treatment selection con-

straint. While less general than ?, this approach is easy to implement and could be useful

to empirical researchers.

Consider the model that maintains linearity (or a known structure of Y ∗ up to a finite

number of parameters),
{

Y = max(0, Y ∗)

Y ∗ = α0 + α1D + U
(7.1)

As an alternative to treatment exogeneity and normality, consider a constraint on the

direction of the endogenous relationship between the treatment and the unobservables that

affect the outcome.

Assumption 5 (Monotone Treatment Selection - MTS). Let E(U |D = d, Y > 0) ≡ Γ(d).

Then, for any d > d∗ we either have Γ(d) < Γ(d∗) or Γ(d) > Γ(d∗).

Assumption 5 is common in the partial identification literature (????). In this context, we

restrict the latent selection to behave monotonically with the treatment. This assumption

is embedded in the classic Tobit model since the inverse mills ratio, λ(·), is monotonic

(and decreasing) in the treatment variable. Furthermore, independence between D and U

restricts the sign of the coefficient of the selection term directly, as the derivative of the

inverse mills-ratio is λ′(α0+α1D)α1. Thus, without imposing independence or a parametric

latent structure, we maintain a relevant property of the Tobit model that aids identification.

Since it is not as restrictive as imposing a parametric structure and independence, we can

only partially identify the parameter of interest.

Under Assumption 5 and the model described in 7.1, treatment and outcome are not

independent. Note that,

E(Y |D = d, Y > 0) = α0 + α1d+ Γ(d) (7.2)

E(Y |D = d, Y > 0) − α0 − α1d = Γ(d) (7.3)

Then, for any two d > d∗ we have, by Assumption 5:

Γ(d) < Γ(d∗)

⇔

E(Y |D = d, Y > 0)− α0 − α1d < E(Y |D = d∗, Y > 0)− α0 − α1d
∗

⇔

α1 > E(Y |D=d∗,Y >0)−E(Y |D=d,Y >0)
d∗−d ,

(7.4)
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which implies a lower bound on parameter interest.

For a binary treatment D ∈ {0, 1} the lower bound is, intuitively, the difference in average

outcomes between treated and untreated individuals away from the mass point at zero:

α1 > E(Y |D = 1, Y > 0)− E(Y |D = 0, Y > 0). (7.5)

The bound can be more informative in the case of a continuous or multi-valued treatment.

If Γ(D) is differentiable we have:

α1 >
∂E(Y |D = d, Y > 0)

∂d
, for all d. (7.6)

Since the inequality holds for any d in the continuous case or for any d, d∗ for multi-valued

discrete treatment, the linear index structure with constant parameters implies that tighter

bounds for α1 are given by the maximum value of ∂E(Y |D=d,Y >0)
∂d across all possible points

in the support for D. Analogous results with the inequalities reverted can be derived for

any d > d∗, as we have Γ(d) > Γ(d∗).

One-sided simple confidence regions can be computed based on these outer sets of the

treatment effect. One can estimate E(Y |D = d, Y > 0) using its sample analogs, and rely on

their asymptotic normality. For example, let the estimators be given by Ê(Y |D = d, Y > 0).

By the continuous mapping theorem, Ê(Y |D=d∗,Y >0)−Ê(Y |D=d,Y >0)
d∗−d is asymptotically normal.

Thus, a one-sided confidence interval for E(Y |D=d∗,Y >0)−E(Y |D=d,Y >0)
d∗−d can be computed via

bootstrap which implies a conservative estimate for the lower bound for α1.

A bootstrap procedure could be used for a nonparametric estimator of ∂E(Y |D=d,Y >0)
∂d

using a local polynomial regression. In this case the estimator is asymptotically normal and

converges at a nonparametric rate that depends on the bandwidth h. Recent developments

in ?? for estimation and optimal coverage error bandwidth and kernel selection methods

that are nonparametric robust bias-corrected (RBC) can be used through their convenient

implementation using the package nprobust (?).

8. Empirical illustration: ?

In this section, we implement the test of model validity described in Section 5 and the

alternative method for partial identification under monotonicity of treatment selection using

data from ?.

Employer-provided health insurance is one of the most important mechanisms by which

individuals under the age of 65 gain access to health care in the USA. Health insurance

coverage insures individuals and their families against the financial risk associated with the
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costs of treating health conditions. ? hypothesize that women who lack health insurance

coverage through their partner’s employer are more likely to work full-time to obtain health

insurance for themselves and other family members. Using data from the Current Popula-

tion Survey (CPS) from March 1993, ? finds that women without spousal coverage were

less likely to be out of the labor force than those with partner’s coverage.

The 1993 CPS refers to hours worked and health insurance benefits provided by the

longest job held during 1992. ? created the study’s sample by matching spouse’s records on

household ID codes to create a single record for each married couple in the survey. Next,

they excluded couples for which the wife was over the age of 64 or her labor force status

at the time of the interview in March 1993 was different from her status in 1992. Finally,

households were eliminated if respondents were assigned imputed values for the relevant

health insurance questions or the husband’s total earnings in 1992. This produced a sample

of 22,272 families. For 15,620 families, the wife’s usual weekly hours worked in 1992 were

greater than zero.

? is interested in the effect of having health insurance coverage through the partner’s

employment (D) on women’s labor supply measured as the usual hours worked per week

(Y ). A Tobit model was estimated using this labor supply measure, and a dummy indicating

insurance coverage through the husband’s job. Table 4 presents the results for model 2.1

under assumptions 1-2.

Table 4. Tobit specification for ?

MLE

Hours Worked

Wife covered through partner’s job −0.6876071∗

(0.3637667)

Constant 21.70212∗∗∗

(0.2866817)

N 22, 272

Standard errors (in parentheses); ***: significant at 1% level, * significant at 10% level.

The first column presents estimates indicating that having health insurance through the

husband’s employment has a negative effect on women’s hours worked. However, the model

is rejected at conventional significance levels when we test for the Tobit model’s validity as

proposed in Section 5 (θ̂0.99 = 0.4491 > 0, θ̂0.95 = 0.4517 > 0, and θ̂0.90 = 0.4529 > 0).
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Confidence Bounds under Assumption 5 and latent linear index. Given the rejec-

tion of the Tobit model in this case, we relax the distributional and exogeneity of treatment

assumptions, and construct lower bounds on the treatment effect for the effect of receiving

health insurance through partner’s employment on women’s labor supply under the MTS

Assumption 5 and latent linear index only. In the context of this application, Assump-

tion 5 imposes that average unobservables affecting women’s preferences related to hours

worked away from home, such as schedule flexibility and reservation wages, are monotoni-

cally increasing in characteristics that drive husbands to take jobs that cover spouses. For

example, households that prioritize flexible schedules for women might similarly prioritize

partner jobs that provide more generous non-wage benefits such as family health insurance

coverage.

Table 5. Confidence sets for parameter of interest

Parameter Tobit estimates 95% conf. sets for the LB for α1

α1 -0.6876071 [-0.8146481, -0.5687435]

conf.: confidence; LB: lower bound; UB: upper bound.

The first column of Table 5 repeats the estimate for α1 from Table 4. The second column

reports the 95% confidence set for the lower bound for α1, obtained under Assumption 5

and latent linear index only. Recall that the lower end of the confidence set is the lower

bound for the treatment effect of interest α1. Even after relaxing the normality of errors

and exogeneity of the treatment, we obtain informative bounds for the size of the effect

of having employer-provided health insurance through their partner’s employment on the

female labor supply. These estimates indicate an effect lower bound of -0.8146 hours worked

per week for married women who work positive hours - the intensive margin of labor supply.

While we can rule out a reduction of one hour per week in female labor supply, we cannot

rule out that the effect is zero.

9. Empirical Illustration: ?

In this section we implement the proposed test to the data from ?. Using the 1987

cross-section of the Michigan Panel Study of Income Dynamics, the authors study the re-

sponses of married women’s labor supply (Y ) - measured in hours per year - to “other”

household income (D), which is endogenous. The potential instrumental variables explored
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are dummy variables for the husband’s occupation (Z), which implies the restrictive identi-

fying assumption that the wife’s labor supply is affected by the husbands’ occupation only

through their income.

Following ?, we proceed with the analysis focusing on the data for married couples with

non-negative family total income and where the wife was of working age (18-64) and not

self-employed. The number of observations is 3382 and 26 percent of wage observations are

censored. Table 6 presents the estimates obtained using IV Tobit model.

Table 6. IV Tobit specification for ?

MLE

Other household income Hours per year worked

Husband’s occupation: manager or professional 198.3894∗∗∗

(10.43154)

Other household income 0.7029415∗∗∗

(.237801)

Constant 240.4661∗∗∗ 752.9173∗∗∗

(5.563514) (74.01555)

ρ −0.3069913∗∗∗

(.0572254)

n 3, 382 3, 382

Standard errors (in parentheses); ***: significant at 1% level.

The first column presents the first-stage estimates indicating the relevance of the potential

IV . The second column presents the structural equation reflecting the effect the treatment

variable has on the outcome equation. The parameter ρ shows evidence of a negative

correlation between the unobservables driving the other household income and hours worked.

The estimated coefficient of interest indicates that other household income has a positive

effect on the wife’s labor supply. However, the model is rejected at conventional significance

levels when we test for the IV-Tobit model’s validity, (θ̂0.99 = 0.0247848 > 0, θ̂0.95 =

0.0270805 > 0, and θ̂0.90 = 0.0283793 > 0).

10. Conclusion

In this paper, we develop sharp testable equalities for Tobit-type “two-part” models that

can detect all observable violations of the model’s assumptions. By converting these sharp
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equalities into conditional moment inequalities, we propose a testing procedure that detects

violations of the Tobit model assumptions on a grid on the joint support of the outcome

(and treatment) variables leveraging inference results from Chernozhukov, Lee, and Rosen

(2013) and the implementation from Chernozhukov et al. (2015).

Simulation results suggest the test performs well for reasonably sized samples (larger

than 5000 observations). For smaller samples, the test is conservative, overejecting the

null hypothesis of model validity. Simulations indicate that the test is powerful to detect

violations of the exogeneity assumption for the treatment/instrument that affect the point

estimates and inference. Finally, the proposed test exhibits good performance for violations

of the distributional assumptions about the error structure.

We provide a brief review of existing models that could be implemented under weak/al-

ternative assumptions when the Tobit model is rejected. Furthermore, we propose a simple

model that partially identifies the parameter of interest by relying solely on linear index and

monotone treatment selection restrictions, a standard assumption from the partial identifi-

cation literature (?).

We illustrate our methods on data from ? and ?. We conclude that stylized versions

(excluding covariates) of both empirical strategies reject the null hypothesis of a Tobit model

and an IV-Tobit model respectively. Furthermore when illustrating partial identification

strategy on ? we obtain informative lower bounds for the effect of having employer-provided

health insurance through their partner’s employment on the female labor supply. These

estimates indicate an effect lower bound of −0.8146 hours worked per week for married

women working positive hours - the intensive margin of labor supply. While we can rule

out a reduction of one hour per week in female labor supply, we cannot rule out that the

effect is zero.
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Appendix A. Sharpness for the classic Tobit case

Let α1, α0 be identified. Suppose 3.1- 3.3 hold. Let fŨ |D = 1√
2π
e−1/2Ũ2

. Let Ỹ ∗ =

α0 + α1D + Ũ and Ỹ = max(0, Ỹ ∗).

From fŨ |D we can see assumption 1 holds, since fŨ |D = fŨ . Also note fŨ is the N(0, 1)

density, thus assumption 2 holds. Considering the positive values for Ỹ , for any constants

c0, c1 such that 0 < c0 < c1:

P (c0 ≤ Ỹ ≤ c1|D = d) = P (c0 ≤ Ỹ ∗ ≤ c1|D = d) = P (c0 ≤ α0 + α1d+ Ũ ≤ c1|D = d)

= P (c0 − α0 − α1d ≤ Ũ ≤ c1 − α0 − α1d|D = d) = P (c0 − α0 − α1d ≤ Ũ ≤ c1 − α0 − α1d)

= Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)− Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d) = P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1|D = d).

The first three equalities follow from the definitions of Ỹ ∗ and Ỹ . The fourth and fifth steps

use the specific choice for the probability density of Ũ , which implies independence from D

and normality respectively. The last step uses the relationship between the observed data

and the model, established in 3.1. Similar reasoning applies for P (c1 ≤ Ỹ |D = d) = P (c1 ≤

α0 + α1d+ Ũ |D = d) = 1− Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d) = P (c1 ≤ Y |D = d).

Furthermore, for P (Ỹ = 0|D = d):

P (Ỹ = 0|D = d) = P (Ỹ ∗ ≤ 0|D = d) = P (α0 + α1d+ Ũ ≤ 0|D = d)

= P (Ũ ≤ −α0 − α1d|D = d) = P (Ũ ≤ −α0 − α1d)

= Φ(−α0 − α1d) = 1− Φ(α0 + α1d) = P (Y = 0|D = d)

The last step uses the equality established in 3.3. Thus, we characterized the distribution

of Ỹ |D, which is equal to the one of Y |D, with D given. Thus, we can induce the observed

distribution Y,D.
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Appendix B. Details of the IV-Tobit case

B.1. Derivation of equation 3.4.

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1, Y
∗ ≥ 0|Z = z) + P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1, Y

∗ < 0|Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1, Y
∗ ≥ 0|Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ β0 + β1z +W ≤ c1, d0 ≤ γ0 + γ1z + V ≤ d1, Y
∗ ≥ 0|Z = z)

= P (c0 − β0 − β1z ≤ W ≤ c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z ≤ V ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z, Y
∗ ≥ 0|Z = z)

= P (c0 − β0 − β1z ≤ W ≤ c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z ≤ V ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

= ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) −ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) + ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) (B.1)

The first equality follows from the law of total probability. The second through fourth

equalities are in consequence of the model structure in 2.3. The fifth step uses Assumption

3 and c0 ≥ 0. The final equality is by the properties of probabilities and the joint normality

for W,V (Assumption 4).

B.2. Derivation of equation 3.10. By a similar approach to the derivation of 3.4:

P (Y = 0, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z) = P (Y ∗ ≤ 0, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z)

= P (W ≤ −β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1 ≤ V ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

= ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) (B.2)

B.3. Proof of Sharpness. Let β0, β1, γ0, γ1, ρ be identified and equalities 3.4-3.12 hold.

Define the joint density of
(
W̃ , Ṽ

)
conditional on Z as

f(W̃ ,Ṽ |Z)(w, v|z) =
1√

1− ρ2
φ

(
w − ρv√
1− ρ2

)
φ(v),
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where φ(t) = exp(−t2/2), and define




Ỹ = max(0, Ỹ ∗)

Ỹ ∗ = β0 + β1Z + W̃

D̃ = γ0 + γ1Z + Ṽ

Note that f(W̃ ,Ṽ |Z) = f(W̃ ,Ṽ ), thus assumption 3 holds. Similarly,
(
W̃ , Ṽ

)
follow a bivariate

normal distribution as

(
W̃

Ṽ

)
∼ N (µ,Σ), where µ =

(
0

0

)
, and Σ =

(
1 ρ

ρ 1

)
. Let Ũ =

W̃−α1Ṽ , which implies Ũ , Ṽ satisfies assumption 4, given the scale-location normalizations.

Then, for any constants 0 < c0 ≤ c1 and d0 < d1:

P (c0 ≤ Ỹ ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D̃ ≤ d1|Z = z) = P (c0 ≤ Ỹ ∗ ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D̃ ≤ d1|Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ β0 + β1z + W̃ ≤ c1, d0 ≤ γ0 + γ1z + Ṽ ≤ d1|Z = z)

= P (c0 − β0 − β1z ≤ W̃ ≤ c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z ≤ Ṽ ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z|Z = z)

= P (c0 − β0 − β1z ≤ W̃ ≤ c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z ≤ Ṽ ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

= ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)− ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

− ΦW,V (c1 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ) + ΦW,V (c0 − β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z)

The first through third equalities follow from the definitions of Ỹ , Ỹ ∗ and D̃. The fourth and

fifth steps are consequences of the particular choice for joint density for
(
W̃ , Ṽ

)
conditional

on Z. The final equality is given by the relationship between observable data and the latent

model structure in Equation 3.4. Similar derivations hold for 3.5-3.9.

For the accumulation point, at Y = 0:

P (Ỹ = 0, d0 ≤ D̃ ≤ d1|Z = z) = P (Ỹ ∗ ≤ 0, d0 ≤ D̃ ≤ d1|Z = z)

= P (β0 + β1z + W̃ ≤ 0, d0 ≤ γ0 + γ1z + Ṽ ≤ d1|Z = z)

= P (W̃ ≤ −β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z ≤ Ṽ ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z|Z = z)

= P (W̃ ≤ −β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z ≤ Ṽ ≤ d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

= ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d1 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)− ΦW,V (−β0 − β1z, d0 − γ0 − γ1z; ρ)

= P (Y = 0, d0 ≤ D ≤ d1|Z = z).
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The steps of the proof are similar to previous cases and the last equality is given by the

relationship between observable data and the latent model structure in Equation 3.10.

Similar derivations hold for equalities 3.11-3.12.

Thus, we characterized the distribution of (Ỹ , D̃)|Z, which coincides with the joint dis-

tribution of (Y,D)|Z, for given Z. Thus, we induced the observed distribution of the data

Y,D,Z.

Appendix C. Type 2 Tobit testable implications

In this section we derive the results of the Type 2 tobit model also known as selection

models or Heckman selection type of models (?). The basic setup with no covariates (which

can be extended in several directions and with different distributional assumptions as well

as to incorporate treatment endogeneity, as we pointed out for the classic Tobit model in

remark 3) is:





Y = Y ∗ if S = 1

Y = missing if S = 0

Y ∗ = α0 + α1D + U

S = 1{γ0 + γ1Z + V ≥ 0}

(C.1)

Where U, V are the latent structural error terms.

Assumption 6. D,Z be independent of U, V . Furthermore, let γ1 6= 0

Assumption 7. Let U, V follow a bivariate normal distribution with covariance ρ, i.e.,(
U

V

)
∼ N (µ,Σ), where µ =

(
0

0

)
, and Σ =

(
σ2
U ρUV

ρUV σ2
V

)
.

Note that Y is missing at S = 0. Thus, fully characterizing the distribution implies

observing the behaviour at the missing point and beyond it.
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From the observed data the conditional probabilities of c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1 for an c1, c0 can be

computed. Then note for any d ∈ D and z ∈ Z :

P (Y = missing |D = d, Z = z) = P (S = 0|D = d, Z = z)

= P (γ0 + γ1Z + V < 0|D = d, Z = z)

= P (γ0 + γ1z + V < 0)

= P (V < −γ0 − γ1z)

= Φv(
−γ0 − γ1z

σV
) (C.2)

Where the first and the second equality is due to the structure of the model described

in equation C.1, the third one is due to Assumption 6 and the last one is due to the

normalization for normal random variables and Assumption 7.

Additionally,

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1|D = d, Z = z) = P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, S = 0|D = d, Z = z)

+ P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, S = 1|D = d, Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ c1, S = 1|D = d, Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ α0 + α1D + U ≤ c1, γ0 + γ1Z + V ≥ 0|D = d, Z = z)

= P (c0 ≤ α0 + α1d+ U ≤ c1, γ0 + γ1z + V ≥ 0|D = d, Z = z)

= P (c0 − α0 − α1d ≤ U ≤ c1 − α0 − α1d, V ≥ −γ0 − γ1z|D = d, Z = z)

= P (c0 − α0 − α1d ≤ U ≤ c1 − α0 − α1d, V ≥ −γ0 − γ1z)

= ΦU (c1 − α0 − α1d)− ΦU (c0 − α0 − α1d)

− ΦU,V (c1 − α0 − α1d,−γ0 − γ1z)

+ ΦU,V (c0 − α0 − α1d,−γ0 − γ1z) (C.3)

The first equality follows from the law of total probability. The second through fifth equal-

ities follow from the model’s structure described in Equation C.1, namely P (Y > 0, Y ∗ <

0|D = d) = 0 and Y ∗ = Y,not missing for S = 1 and the structure of S as well as the latent

linear model. The sixth one is due to Assumption 6 The seventh one is due to Assumption

7 as well as properties of normal random variables as well as bivariate cummulative distri-

bution functions. Thus, we can test in a similar fashion as we did in the classic Tobit case

and the IV-Tobit case but using the previous two type of equalities in addition to the ones

of the form P (Y ≥ c2|D = d, Z = z) which can be easily derived.
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Appendix D. Results from Remark 3

In this appendix we derive the testable implications of the extensions discussed in Remark

3. We will discuss testable implications assuming identification of the relevant parameters

or distributions.

D.1. ? and ? ? proposes a variant of the tobit model with Elliptically contoured dis-

tributions and a non-zero threshold. At the same time ? proposes a tobit model with a

non-zero threshold. In this section we combine both type of results and report the testable

implications with a generic non-zero threshold and a generic known or identifiable paramet-

ric distribution function. In addition, extend the latent structure to be also known or an

identifiable function up to a vector of parameters but invertible in U . In this context, let:





Y = max(τ, Y ∗)

Y ∗ = g(α,D,U)

(D.1)

Assumption 8. D is independent of U .

Assumption 9. U is distributed according to distribution FH(.) with parameters ω.

In this context, the testable implications are, starting at the continuous part of the

distribution of Y , the conditional probabilities of c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1 for a c1, c0 > τ are observed.

For any value of the treatment variables d ∈ D:

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1|D = d) = P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, Y
∗ ≥ τ |D = d) + P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, Y

∗ < τ |D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1, Y
∗ ≥ τ |D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ c1, Y
∗ ≥ τ |D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ c1|D = d)

= P (c0 ≤ g(α,D,U) ≤ c1|D = d)

= P (g−1(α, d, c0) ≤ U ≤ g−1(α, d, c1)|D = d)

= FH(g−1(α, d, c1);ω)− FH(g−1(α, d, c0);ω) (D.2)

Turning to the accumulation point, the observed event of Y = 0,

P (Y = 0|D = d) = P (Y ∗ ≤ τ |D = d) = FH(g−1(α, d, τ);ω). (D.3)
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Which can then be used to test in a similar way as did for the classic tobit or iv-tobit by

adding the type of equalities P (Y ≥ c2|D = d) which can be derived in a similar fashion.

Also, note it is easy to extend the previous development to cases where the truncation takes

the form Y = Y ∗ if τ0 ≤ Y ∗ ≤ τ1, Y = τ0 if τ0 ≥ Y ∗ and Y = τ1 if Y ∗ ≥ τ1.

D.2. ??? Consider the following dynamic version of the tobit model which is related to

???. Here we specify the conditional behaviour of ci in the spirit of ? and others.





Yi,t = max(0, Y ∗
i,t)

Y ∗
i,t = α0 + α1Di,t + α2g(Yi,t−1) + ci + Ui,t

(D.4)

Assumption 10. Di,t is independent of Ui,t given Yi,t−1, ci.

Assumption 11. Ui,t|Yi,t−1, ci is distributed N(0, 1).

Assumption 12. ci|Yi,t−1,Di,t−1 has a known distribution such as N(0, 1).

Then, starting at the continuous part of the distribution of Y , the conditional probabilities

of c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1 for a c1, c0 > 0 are observed. For any value of the treatment variables d ∈ D,

P (c0 ≤ Yi,t ≤ c1|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y):

=

∫
P (c0 ≤ Yi,t ≤ c1|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y)dci

=

∫
P (c0 ≤ Yi,t ≤ c1|Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y)dci

=

∫
P (c0 ≤ Y ∗

i,t ≤ c1|Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y)dci

=

∫
P (c0 − α0 − α1d− α2g(y) − ci ≤ Ui,t ≤ c1 − α0 − α1d− α2g(y)− ci|Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|d, y)dci

=

∫
[Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d− α2g(y)− ci)− Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d− α2g(y)− ci)]φ(ci)dci (D.5)

Similarly,
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P (Yi,t = 0|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y) =

∫
P (Yi,t = 0|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y)dci

=

∫
P (Yi,t = 0|Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y)dci

=

∫
P (Y ∗

i,t ≤ 0|Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y)dci

=

∫
P (Ui,t ≤ −α0 − α1d− α2g(y)− ci|Yi,t−1 = y, ci)f(ci|d, y)dci

=

∫
[Φ(−α0 − α1d− α2g(y) − ci)]φ(ci)dci (D.6)

Which can then be used to test in a similar way as did for the classic tobit or iv-tobit by

adding the type of equalities P (Yi,t ≥ c2|Di,t = d, Yi,t−1 = y), with the caveat that the

right hand side will need to be numerically integrated or approximated by an estimator

when no close form is available. Such estimator should assure that the whole left hand side

converges at root-N in order for the estimation of the the null model to be asymptotically

negligble(Acerenza, Bartalotti, and Kédagni, 2023, Appendix B).

Appendix E. Non-learnability

E.1. Non-Learnability for the classic Tobit model. As mentioned in Remark 2, the

standard Tobit model is non-verifiable, that is, we cannot learn if the maintained Tobit

model is the true data generating process based on the sharp equalities proposed in Section

3.1. One can show that by finding an alternative model that is compatible with the equalities

(3.1)-(3.3) in all cases in which the Tobit model could not be disregarded. Suppose that,





Ȳ = max(0, Ȳ ∗)

Ȳ ∗ = α0 + α1D + Ū

(E.1)

For c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1 for a c1, c0 > 0 and for any value of the treatment variables d ∈ D, assume

that the equalities (3.1)-(3.3) hold:

P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1|D = d) = Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)− Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d)

P (c1 ≤ Y |D = d) = 1− Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)

P (Y = 0|D = d) = 1− Φ(α0 + α1d).
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Now define Ȳd = α0 + α1d+ Ū and define the following distribution function:

P (Ȳd ≤ c1, Ū ≤ 0|D = d) = Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)Λ(d)

P (Ȳd ≤ c1, Ū > 0|D = d) = Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)(1 − Λ(d))

Where Λ(d) = ed

1+ed
. In the above proposed DGP, Ū is not normally distributed. However,

the DGP is compatible with the data since,

P (Ȳ = 0|D = d) = P (Ȳ ∗ ≤ 0|D = d) = P (α0 + α1d+ Ū ≤ 0|D = d)

= P (α0 + α1d+ Ū ≤ 0, Ū ≤ 0|D = d)

+ P (α0 + α1d+ Ū ≤ 0, Ū > 0|D = d)

= P (Yd ≤ 0, Ū ≤ 0|D = d) + P (Yd ≤ 0, Ū > 0|D = d)

= Φ(−α0 − α1d)Λ(d) + Φ(−α0 − α1d)(1− Λ(d))

= Φ(−α0 − α1d) = 1− Φ(α0 + α1d) = P (Y = 0|D = d) (E.2)

where the last equality is due to the testable equalities holding. Similarly, for any c1 > 0,

P (c1 < Ȳ |D = d) = P (c1 < Ȳ ∗|D = d) = P (c1 < α0 + α1d+ Ū |D = d)

= P (c1 < Ȳd|D = d) = 1− P (Ȳd < c1|D = d)

= 1− P (Ȳd < c1, Ū ≤ 0|D = d)− P (Ȳd < c1 ≤ 0, Ū > 0|D = d)

= 1− Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)Λ(d) + Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)(1− Λ(d))

= 1− Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d) = P (c1 < Y |D = d). (E.3)

Finally,

P (c0 ≤ Ȳ ≤ c1|D = d) = P (c0 ≤ Ȳ ∗ ≤ c1|D = d) = P (c0 < α0 + α1d+ Ū < c1|D = d)

= P (c0 < Ȳd < c1|D = d) = P (Ȳd < c1|D = d)P − (Ȳd < c0|D = d)

= P (Ȳd < c1, Ū ≤ 0|D = d) + P (Ȳd < c1 ≤ 0, Ū > 0|D = d)

− P (Ȳd < c0, Ū ≤ 0|D = d) + P (Ȳd < c0 ≤ 0, Ū > 0|D = d)

= Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)Λ(d) + Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)(1 − Λ(d))

− Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d)Λ(d) − Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d)(1 − Λ(d))

= Φ(c1 − α0 − α1d)− Φ(c0 − α0 − α1d)

= P (c0 ≤ Y ≤ c1|D = d). (E.4)
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Hence, when the sharp equalities hold, there exists an alternative model to the classic tobit

that can induce the observed data distribution. Indeed, the observed distribution of Y

and the non refuted marginal distribution of U , do not imply that we can learn the true

distribution of Y1, Y0, U . A similar phenomena occurs with the iv-tobit mutatis mutandis.
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