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Abstract

This study proposes-th Tobit quantile regression models with endogenous b In the first
stage regression of the endogenous variable on the exog@adables, the assumption that theh
guantile of the error term is zero is introduced. Then, tis@teal of this regression model is included in
thep-th quantile regression model in such a way thatthik conditional quantile of the new error term
is zero. The error distribution of the first stage regres@anodelled around the zereth quantile as-
sumption by using parametric and semiparametric apprea&iece the value af is a priori unknown,
it is treated as an additional parameter and is estimated fhe data. The proposed models are then
demonstrated by using simulated data and real data on therlabpply of married women.

Keywords: asymmetric Laplace distribution; Bayesian Tobit quantdgression; Dirichlet process mix-
ture; endogenous variable; Markov chain Monte Carlo; skemmal distribution;

1 Introduction

Since the seminal work of Koenker and Bassett (1978), deaetjression has received substantial scholarly
attention as an important alternative to conventional nregmnession. Indeed, there now exists a large
literature on the theory of quantile regression (see, fan®gde, Koenker (2005), Yat al. (2003), and
Buchinsky (1998) for an overview). Notably, quantile resgien can be used to analyse the relationship
between the conditional quantiles of the response disioibiand a set of regressors, while conventional
mean regression only examines the relationship betweecotiditional mean of the response distribution
and the regressors.

Quantile regression can thus be used to analyse data thadéncensored responses. Powell (1984;
1986) proposed a Tobit quantile regression (TQR) modasintij the equivariance of quantiles under mono-
tone transformations. Hahn (1995), Buchinsky and Hahn&) 9Bilias et al. (2000), Chernozhukov and
Hong (2002), and Tang al. (2012) considered alternative approaches to estimate MPRe recent works
in the area of censored quantile regression include Wand\ardy (2009) for random censoring using lo-
cally weighted censored quantile regression, Wang andrisae(2009) for longitudinal data, Chen (2010)
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and Linet al. (2012) for doubly censored data using the maximum scommaisir and weighted quantile
regression, respectively, and Xagal. (2015) for varying coefficient models.

In the Bayesian framework, Yu and Stander (2007) considéf@R by extending the Bayesian quan-
tile regression model of Yu and Moyeed (2001) and proposeéstimation method based on Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC). A more efficient Gibbs sampler fbe tTQR model was then proposed by
Kozumi and Kobayashi (2011). Further extensions of Baye$i@R have also been considered. Kottas and
Krnjaji€c (2009) and Taddy and Kottas (2012) examined sanaimetric and nonparametric models using
Dirichlet process mixture models. Reich and Smith (2013)satered a semiparametric censored quan-
tile regression model where the quantile process is repreddoy a linear combination of basis functions.
To accommodate nonlinearity in data, Zhao and Lian (2018p@sed a single-index model for Bayesian
TQR. Furthermore, Kobayashi and Kozumi (2012) proposed deifor censored dynamic panel data.
For variable selection in Bayesian TQR,dlial. (2012) applied the stochastic search, Alhamzawi and
Yu (2014) considered g-prior distribution with a ridge parameter that dependst@nduantile level, and
Alhamzawi (2014) employed the elastic net.

As in the case of ordinary least squares, standard quastjiiession estimators are biased when one
or more regressors are correlated with the error term. Martlyoas have analysed quantile regression
for uncensored response variables with endogenous regsessich as Amemiya (1982), Powell (1983),
Abadieet al. (2002), Kim and Muller (2004), Ma and Koenker (2006), Cloatmukov and Hansen (2005;
2006; 2008), and Lee (2007).

Extending the quantile regression model to simultanecastpunt for censored response variables and
endogenous variables is a challenging issue. In the ca$e @ionventional Tobit model with endogenous
regressors, a number of studies were published in the 19¥D4380s, such as Nelson and Olsen (1978),
Amemiya (1979), Heckman (1978), and Smith and Blundell @ 9®&ith more efficient estimators proposed
by Newey (1987) and Blundell and Smith (1989). On the coptriaw studies have estimated censored
quantile regression with endogenous regressors. Whiledglliand Powell (2007) introduced control vari-
ables as in Lee (2007) to deal with the endogeneity in cedsquantile regression, their estimation method
involved a high dimensional nonparametric estimation aal lse computationally cumbersome. Cher-
nozhukovet al. (2014) also introduced control variables to account fatogeneity. They proposed using
guantile regression and distribution regression (Chdmlkavet al., 2013) to construct the control variables
and extended the estimation method of Chernozhukov and (ROG2).

In the Bayesian framework, mean regression models withgatlius variables have garnered a great
deal of research attention from both the theoretical anddhgputational points of viewe(g. Rossiet al., 2005;
Hoogerheidest al., 2007a, 2007b; Conehlt al., 2008; Lopes and Polson, 2014). However, despite the grow-
ing interest in and demand for Bayesian quantile regres#imnliterature on Bayesian quantile regression
with endogenous variables remains sparse. Lancaster arf@@10) utilised the exponentially tilted empir-
ical likelihood and employed the moment conditions usedher@ozhukov and Hansen (2006). In the spirit
of Lee (2007), Ogasawara and Kobayashi (2015) employed plesiparametric model using two asym-
metric Laplace distributions for panel quantile regressiblowever, these methods are only applicable to
uncensored data. Furthermore, the model of Ogasawara avalyshi (2015) can be restrictive because
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of the shape limitation of the asymmetric Laplace distiitnt which can affect the estimates. Indeed, the
modelling of the first stage error in this approach remainsstdiscussed.

Based on the foregoing, this study proposes a flexible pdaraniayesian endogenous TQR model.
Thep-th quantile regression of interest is modelled paramedtyidollowing the usual Bayesian quantile re-
gression approach. Following Lee (2007), we introduce &robwariable such that the conditional quantile
of the error term is corrected to be zero and the parametersaarectly estimated. As in the approach of
Lee (2007), thex-th quantile of the error term in the regression of the endoge variable on the exogenous
variables, which is often called the first stage regressgalso assumed to be zero.

We discuss the modelling approach for the first stage reigres&d consider a number of parametric
and semiparametric models based on the extensions of Ogasand Kobayashi (2015). Specifically,
following Wichitaksornet al. (2014) and Naranjet al. (2015), we employ the first stage regression models
based on the asymmetric Laplace distribution, skew norisgiltlition, and asymmetric exponential power
distribution, for which then-th quantile is always zero and is modelled by the regreshiantion. To
introduce more flexibility into the tail behaviour of the madsl based on the asymmetric Laplace and skew
normal distributions, we also consider a semiparametriersxon using the Dirichlet process mixture of
scale parameters as in Kottas and Krnjajic (2011). Theevafu is a priori unknown, while the choice of
« can affect the estimates. In this study, heneés treated as a parameter to incorporate uncertainty and
is estimated from the data. The performance of the proposetklsis demonstrated in a simulation study
under various settings, which is a hovel contribution ofgihesent study. We also illustrate the influence of
the prior distributions on the posterior in the cases whatig\and weak instruments are used.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. Sedtion ®dhires the standard Bayesian TQR model
with a motivating example. Then, Sectibh 3 proposes BageB@R models to deal with the endogenous
variables. The MCMC methods adopted to make inferencestaheumodels are also described. The
simulation study under various settings is presented ini®€d. The models are also illustrated by using
the real data on the working hours of married women in Se@idfinally, we conclude in Sectidn 6.

2 Bayesian TQR
Suppose that the response variables are observed acctoding
yi = c(y’) =max{0,y’}, i=1,...,n.
Then, consider the-th quantile regression model fgf given by
yi =xiB, +e, i=1,...,n,

wherex; is the vector of regressorgl, is the coefficient parameter, arglis the error term whosg-th
quantile is zero. The-th conditional quantile of/* is modelled ag),-x(p) = x'B,. The equivariance
under the monotone transformatiofi) of quantiles implies that the-th conditional quantile of is given
by

Qyix(p) = c(Qyx(p))-
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The TQR model can be estimated by minimising the sum of asytinoally weighted absolute errors
min}  pp(yi = e(xiB,)); (1)
=1

wherep,(u) = u(p — I(u < 0)) and(-) denotes the indicator function (Powell, 1986).
The Bayesian approach assumes thitllows the asymmetric Laplace distribution, since mirging
(@) is equivalent to maximising the likelihood function dfet asymmetric Laplace distribution (Koenker
and Machado, 1999; Chernozhukov and Hong, 2003). The pitdpatensity function of the asymmetric
Laplace distribution, denoted ¥ L (o, p), is given by
= I ) @
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whereos > 0 is the scale parameter apde (0,1) is the shape parameter (Yu and Zhang, 2005). The
mean and variance are given f¢] = aph‘f]’;) and Vafe) = o2 ;;?ffi)’f. The p-th quantile of this
distribution is zero,ffC>O f(e) = p. Assuming the prior distributions for the parameters, theameters
are estimated by using the MCMC methaag( Yu and Stander, 2007; Kozumi and Kobayashi, 2011).
Posterior consistency of Bayesian quantile regressiordban the asymmetric Laplace distribution was
shown by Sriranet al. (2013).

Estimates under the standard Bayesian TQR model are bidsmu emdogenous variables are included

as regressors. Consider a simple motivating example whergataset was generated from

y; = Bo + Przi + 0d; + w4,
(3
di =0 + 112 + yow; + v,

fori =1,...,300, Where(ﬁo,ﬂl, 5) = (1, 1, 1), (’yo,’yl,’yg) = (1, 1, 1), Ti, W; ~ ./\/(0, 1) and

(ui>~/\/(o,2), s |1 '0].
p 1

(&
See also Chernozhukeval. (2014). Note thap expresses the level of endogeneity. Whille an exogenous

variable wherp = 0, d is endogenous whem+# 0. Sinceu|v ~ A (pv, 1 — p?), the model can be rewritten
as

yi = Bo + Biz; + 6d;i + pv + /1 — pPu;. (4)

Therefore, the standard model that models the conditiamahtije ofy* assy + 51 + dd produces biased
estimates.

Figure[1 shows the posterior distributions/f 31, andd for the standard model fgr = 0.5 obtained
by using the method of Kozumi and Kobayashi (2011). The ea&rtines in the figure indicate the true
values. In the case gf = 0, the posterior distributions are concentrated aroundrtievalues. However,
in the case op = 0.6, the posterior distributions are concentrated away frogrtrie values.
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Figure 1: Posterior distributions @, 51, andd using the standard Bayesian Tobit median regression

3 Bayesian Endogenous TQR Model

3.1 Model

We propose the following model to deal with the endogenousibies:

yi = X8, + 6pdi + np(ds — ziy) + e, )
di = zpy+ i (6)
fori = 1,...,n, wherex; is the vector of the exogenous variables whose the first gleimé, d; is the

endogenous variable; = (x},w;)’, andw; is the exogenous variable not includedinwhich is also called
the instrumental variable. The teri — z/vy = v; in (B) is called the control variable and is introduced to
account for endogeneity. Note thgf # 0 indicatesd; is endogenous. We refer tol (6) as the first stage
regression and t@{5) as the second stage regression. Asforin is found in Lopes and Polson (2014) in
the context of the instrumental variable regression formadsy using the Cholesky-based prior.

Following Lee (2007), the error term of the standard Bayesian TQR is decomposed into the terms
np(d; — z,y) ande;. Itis assumed that relationshig (6) is specified correatly the quantile independence
of e; onz; conditional onv;:

Qe|d,z(p) = Qe|v,z(p) = Qe|v(p) = np(d - ZI’Y)' (7)

As in Lee (2007), we also assume
Qv\z(a) =0, (8)

where then-th conditional quantile of; is zero for somex € (0, 1).

3.2 First Stage Regression

We are mainly concerned with modelling the first stage etat satisfies[(8). A simple and convenient
approach is to assumg ~ AL($, ), i = 1,...,n, as in Ogasawara and Kobayashi (2015), siate (8) is



always satisfied for the asymmetric Laplace distributioowiver, the asymmetric Laplace distribution has
limitations, such as peaky density, restrictive tail bebay, and skewness. When a model lacks fit to the
data, the estimate of the conditional quantile would be afn@y the value such thdtl(8) truly holds. Then,
assumingy; is homoskedastic, the estimate of the intercept,may be biased as well. Consequently, the
estimate of3,,, would be affected through the introduced tenpid; — z;~y). Whenwv; is heteroskedastic,
the entire coefficient vector would be affected. Therefare consider some alternative models for the first
stage error distribution.

Recently, Wichitaksorret al. (2014) considered a class of parametric distribution$ witquantile
constraint of the form[{8), including the asymmetric Laglatistribution, and applied them in the con-
text of quantile modelling. Furthermore, Zhu and Zinde-$6a(2009), Zhu and Galbraith (2011), and
Naranjoet al. (2015) considered a flexible parametric distribution with quantile constraint. Based on
these studies, we also consider the following two distiiimgt to model the first stage error.

First, we consider the skew normal distribution denoted®y(¢, ), whereg > 0 is the scale param-
eter andx € (0,1) is the shape parameter. The probability density functiaivien by

B 2

Jantion) = 20D exp {2t - 100 0P | ©
Whena = 0.5, the distribution reduces (0, ¢). The mean and variance are giveniBj| = 1/ % O}(fg)
and Vafv) = gzb”(l_?’j:j’;’(zl):j)(;_m)Q (see Wichitaksorret al., 2014). When the actual error distribution

is close to the normal distribution, this distribution woléad to better performance than the asymmetric
Laplace distribution. However, just as the asymmetric hepldistribution, the skewness and the quantile
level of the mode are controlled by the single parameter

Second, we consider the asymmetric exponential poweitdititn treated by Zhu and Zinde-Walsh (2009),
Zhu and Galbraith (2011), and Narargbal. (2015). The probability density function of the asymnwetri
exponential power distribution, denoted B¢ P (¢, a, (1, (2), is given by

¢ .
1}, if »<0,

Lexp

G .
2}, if v>0,

where¢ > 0 is the scale parameter, € (0, 1) is the skewness parametér,> 0 is the shape parameter for

~ |agmare)

fapp(vlg, o, (1,(2) = (10)

1 v
6P T ‘—(1*a)¢>/1‘(1+1/C2)

the left tail, and}» > 0 is the shape parameter for the right tail. After some repatarisation, the distribu-
tion reduces to the asymmetric Laplace distribution wiies ¢, = 1 and to the skew normal distribution
when(; = (; = 2. The tails of the asymmetric exponential power distribuigwe controlled separately by
¢1 and(s, respectively, and the overall skewness is controlled. bxlthough the distribution is more flexi-
ble than the above two distributions, the posterior contmrtausing MCMC would be inefficient, because
it includes two additional shape parameters and it has neetdent mixture representation, apart from
the mixture of uniforms that is inefficient, to facilitate afficient MCMC algorithm. The computational
efficiency is also compared in Sectign 4.

In addition to the three parametric models, we also congidesemiparametric extension of the models
based on the asymmetric Laplace and skew normal distritmitio achieve both flexibility and computa-
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tional efficiency. More specifically, the following two mddeising the Dirichlet process mixtures of scales
are considered:

fALDP(U|G) = f fAL(U|¢> Oé)dG(ga), G~ DP(CL, G0)> (ll)
fsnpp(v|G) = [ fsn(v|p,a)dG(p), G ~ DP(a,Gy), (12)

whereDP(a, G() denotes the Dirichlet process with the precision parameter0 and the base measure

Gy. For both models, we s&t, = ZG(co,dp) as it is computationally convenient. While those mixture
models have the same limitation as the parametric versioherins of skewness, they extend the tail be-
haviour of the error distribution preserving (8) (Kottasldrnjajic, 2009). Hereafter, the models with the

asymmetric Laplace, skew normal, and asymmetric expaaemtiwer first stage errors are respectively
denoted by AL, SN, and AEP, and those with the Dirichlet psscmixtures are denoted by ALDP and

SNDP.

We must take care when selecting thevalue in [8), as it is a part of the model specification and
can thus affect the estimates (Lee, 2007). We treas a parameter and estimate its value along with the
other parameters. Since determines the quantile level of the mode for all models ictemed here, our
approach to modelling the first stage regression can alsedsrded as a kind of mode regression (see
Wichitaksornet al., 2014).

To gain further flexibility, we might extend the model thrdug fully nonparametric mixture. Several
semiparametric models in the context of Bayesian quardieassion with exogenous variables have been
proposed by Kottas and Gelfand (2001), Kottas and Krnj2ji#9), and Reiclet al. (2010). For example,
Kottas and Krnjajic (2009) considered the nonparametiid¢ure of uniform distributions for any unimodal
density on the real line with the quantile restriction atitiede using the Dirichlet process mixture (see also
Kottas and Gelfand, 2001). In the more flexible model progdse Reichet al. (2010), the mode of the
error distribution does not have to coincide with zero. Tikiachieved by using a nonparametric mixture
of the quantile-restricted two-component mixtures of nalrdistributions. However, their approaches are
not directly applicable in the present context where theealf o is estimated. If we were to estimate the
guantile level for which the quantile restriction holdse #tomputation under the former model is expected
to be extremely inefficient and unstable as the model inglvany indicator functions, and and the
intercept would be highly correlated. The intercept woudtl be identifiable in the latter model.

We could further extend the model to account for heterositegdy such that

di = 7y + ZiKv;, (13)

fori =1,...,n, wherez,x > 0 for all i and the first element of is fixed to one ég. Reich, 2010). In
this case, thew-th quantile ofd is given byQ,(a) = z}y + z[kQ,,(a) = z[(7 + KQ,|,(a)) as in the
usual quantile regression. However, since the first stagyession model is built based dd (8), mod€ls (6)
and [13) would produce identical estimates.



3.3 Second Stage Regression

We next turn to the model of the new second stage eerorin (5). Since thep-th conditional quantile
of ¢; is now zero, we assume that ~ AL(o,p), i = 1,...,n, as in the standard Bayesian quantile
regression approach. We utilise the location scale mixtfineormals representation for the asymmetric
Laplace distribution to facilitate an efficient MCMC methfadlowing Kozumi and Kobayashi (2011) (see
also Kotzet al., 2001). The model is expressed in the hierarchical forrarglyy

yi = max{y;,0},
yz* ~ N(R;Bp"i_epgiﬂ—]gagi)?

gi ~ 5(0'),
fori=1,...,n, wherex; = (x},d;,d; — z}v)', Bp = (B}, 9p,mp)’, £(0) denotes the exponential distribu-
tion with means, and
1-2 2
O, = — P 2o (14)

Cp(l—p) P p(l—p)
3.4 Prior Distributions

The coefficient parametey is common to all first stage regression specifications. ,FRivet assume the
normal prior for+, since it is computationally convenient for the AL, SN, ALRIAd SNDP models. Since
we do not have information on the coefficient values, theavanes are set such that the prior distributions
are relatively diffuse. Our default choice4s~ N (0,100I). For the scale parameteks for the AL, SN,
and AEP distributions, a relatively diffuse inverse gamrisrithution is assumed and the default choice is
set toZG(0.1,0.1). For AEP, we assum& ~ TN (g «)(1,1), whereT N, ;) (1, 0%) denotes the normal
distribution with the meap and variancer? truncated on the intervah, b). A similar prior specification is
found in Naranjcet al. (2015). For all modelsy ~ ¢/(0, 1) is assumed.

For the semiparametric models, we need to specify the paeasnaf the inverse gamma base measure.
Assuming that the data have been rescalgdindd, are chosen such that the variancevpfakes values
between0 and 3 with high probability €.g. Ishwaran and James, 2002). Our default choice)is= 2
anddy = 0.5 for ALDP andc¢y = dy = 1.5 for SNDP. Under this choice, wham = 0.5 for ALDP,
Pr(¢; < /3.0/8) = 0.802 as Valv;) = 84%. Similarly, whena = 0.4, Pr(¢; < 1/3.0/0.332) = 0.784.

For SNDP,Pr(¢; < 3) = 0.801 whena = 0.5 andPr(¢; < 3/1.104) = 0.775 whena = 0.4. For the
precision parameter of the Dirichlet processwe assume ~ G(2,2) such that both small and large values
for a, hence the number of clusters, are allowed.

For the coefficient parameters in the second stﬂgeand dp, We also assume relatively diffuse normal
distributions. Our default choice of prior {§),,7,)" ~ N(0,100I). Similar to¢ in the parametric first
stage, we assume an inverse gamma prior for the scale of thesélido likelihood. Our default choice is
7G(0.1,0.1).

The parameten,, accounts for the endogeneity and we need to take care ingdiotation. When the
data follow the bivariate normal distribution, as in the ivating examplel(8)y, is equal topo /o2, where



p is the correlation coefficient angl ando, are the standard deviations of the first and second stags.erro
respectively. In this case, we may follow Lopes and Pols@142 to determine the variance of the normal
prior implied from an inverse Wishart prior for the covagarmatrix. However, we do not limit ourselves to
normal data as the quantile regression approach is suftatieteroskedastic and non-normal data, and the
non-normal models are used in the first stage. In the litezatn Bayesian non-normal selection models,
the prior distribution ofyy, is normal typically with a very small variance, suchg® (e.g. Munkin and
Trivedi, 2003, 2008; Delet al., 2006). On the other hand, we use a more diffused prior teattur
ignorance about, and set our default choice of prior to g ~ N (0,5). When the instrument is weak,

it is expected that our quantile regression models facenbiglgm of prior sensitivity and that the posterior
distributions exhibit sharp behaviour, as in the case oBléigesian instrumental variable regression model.
Sectiorl 4 considers the alternative choices of the hypenpeters to study the prior sensitivity.

3.5 MCMC Method

The proposed models are estimated by using the MCMC metheetlln the Gibbs sampler. We describe
the Gibbs sampler for the semiparametric models with ALDIPSNDP, which is an extension of the Gibbs
sampler described in Kozumi and Kobayashi (2011) and Ogaseand Kobayashi (2015). The algorithms
for the AL and SN models can be obtained straightforwardly aéo mention the algorithm for the AEP

model.

The variables involved in the Dirichlet process are samjedising the retrospective sampler (Pa-
paspiliopoulos and Roberts, 2008) and the slice samplelk@y&007). First, we introduce; ~ 1£/(0, 1)
andk;, ¢ = 1,...,n, such thatr; = Pr(k; = [),l = 1,...,00. Then, as in Walker (2007), the Gibbs
sampler is constructed by working on the following joint gities

farpp(vi,u;) ZI ui < wy) far(vilér, a),

fsnpp(vi,ui) Z up < wp) fsn(vildr, a),

whereg; ~ Go, m = wi [ [, (1 — wy), wy ~ B(1,a), andB(a,b) denotes the beta distribution with the
parameters andb (Sethuraman, 1994). We also et denote the minimum integer such tt@f; m >

1 —min{u,...,uy}.

Algorithm for ALDP

For the ALDP model, we utilise the mixture representatiarttie asymmetric Laplace distribution to sample
~ efficiently such that;|h; ~ N (0uhi, T2¢ihi), hi ~ E(¢), i = 1,...,n, whered, andr? are defined

asin[14). Let us denot,ép (B, 0p,mp)" @ndx; = (x},d;, v; — zy)'. Our Gibbs sampler proceeds by
alternately samplindu; }"_, {Wl}z:p {ki}iy, {qﬁl}l;l, a, ¥, {hiti— o {yi iy Bp, o,and{g;}.;.

e Sampling{w;};_,: Generate; fromi/ (0,7, ) fori =1,....n



Sampling {wl}f;: Generatey; from B(1 + ny,n — >, n, + a) wheren; = > | I(k; = 1) for
I=1,... k"

Sampling {k;};"_ ,: Generaté:; from the multinomial distribution with probabilities
Pr(k; = 1) o« far(di — ziyl¢r, a)I(u; < m), L =1,... k"
fori=1,...,n.

Sampling {¢;})",: Generatey, from ZG(c;, d;) where

=150 4cy, d= ;l |:hi + 2770, + dp.-

Sampling a: Assuming the gamma prio§(ag, by), we use the method described by Escobar and
West (1995) to sample. By introducinge ~ B(a + 1, n), the full conditional distribution of is the
mixture of two gamma distributions given by

‘Pg(ao + TL*, bO - lOgC) + (1 - @)g(ao + TL* - 1, bO - 1Og C)a
wheren* is the number of distinct clusters apd (1 — ¢) = (ag +n* — 1)/(n(by — log c)).
Sampling~: Assumingy ~ N (go, Go), 7y is sampled from\V (g1, G1) where

n 2
p 1 / -1
G, = z; + z; + G
[Z ’ (7'509@' Tg(bkihi) ‘ 0

i=1

= (Y — X8y — Mpdi — 0pgi)  d; — Ouh; 1
g1 = Gy [ZZz <— 200 + 2o b + Gy 8o,
i=1 P o

-1

)

as the density of the full conditional distribution denotsdr (y|—) is given by

" (yf —%x\B, — 6,d; — my(d; — Ziy) — 0,0;)?
T(y]-) exp{—z(yz Xzﬁp p Mp( z;7) pg)}

250
= 27509,

- (d; — Z;7)2 1 r—1
X €Xp {— 121 W exp —5(’7 —80)'Gqy (v — 80)
1 _
X exp {—5(’)’ - gl)/G1 1(’7 - g1)} .
Sampling {%;};"_;: The full conditional distribution of; is the generalised inverse Gaussian distri-

bution, denoted b¢ZG(v, &, x). The probability density function #ZG(v, &, x) is given by
(X/E)V v—1 {

f(z|v,&,x) = mx “exp

whereK, (+) is the modified Bessel function of the third kind (Barnddiielsen and Shephard, 2001).
Fori=1,...,n, we sampléy; from GZG(1/2,&;, x;) where

1
—§(§2$_1+X2$)}, $>0, —00 <V <00, g,XZO,

€2 — (di — zi7)? 2= 0 2 .
! T§¢kl ' ’ Tg(bkl (bkl
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e Samplinga: The density of the full conditional distribution efis given by
m(al=) o< w(a) [ ] far(di — zvIdw,, ),
i=1

wheren(a|—) andr(«) denote the full conditional and prior density @f respectively. We use the
random walk Metropolis—Hastings (MH) algorithm to sampleni this distribution.

e Sampling {y;}""_;: The full conditional distribution of;; is given by
Yil(yi > 0) + TN (oo 0)(XiB) + Opgi, oo gi) (i = 0), i=1,...,n.

e Sampling 3,: We sample3, = (3,,3,,1,)" in one block. Assuming3, ~ N'(bg, By), the full
conditional distribution is given by (b1, B;) where

~ ~/ 71
XiX;

B, = 250
i=1 7Y

+ B!

e Samplingo: Assumingo ~ ZG(my, sg), we sampler from ZG(mq, s1) wherem; = 1.5n + myg
ands; = 37 gi + S0 (i — XUB, — 0p9:)?/272g; + so.

e Sampling{g;};,: Similar toh;, g; is sampled fronGZG(1/2, \;, ¢») where

* _%'B.)2 02 9
A?Z(yl 22517) ’ 1}[)2: 2]3 + =, ’Lzl,,n
TpO' TpO' g

Algorithm for SNDP

The Gibbs sampler for SNDP consists of samplng}?_,, {wi iy, {ki}7y, {&i}irs a0 v, o, (Ui},
B,. o, and{g;}?_,. The sampling algorithms fofu;}?_,, {wi}i_;, a, {y;}71. B, o, and{g;}}_, remain
the same as in the case of ALDP. The sampling schemig:,gf’ ;, anda can be obtained by replacing
far(di — ziy|ow,, o) with fsn(di — zi7y|dx,, @).

Similar to the case of ALDP, the density of the full conditidlistribution is given by

r(y]-) o exp{—lw ()G —gm»},

2
where
-1
G (7) _ iz 77]'% + 4(04 — I(di < Z;’)’))z 7 + Gfl
1 — ) i )
— \ 7500 Pk, 0

. - A np(y;k - Xngp - npdi - apgi) 4di(04 - I(di < Z;’Y))z -1
gi(v) = Gi(v) [; z; ( g + . + Gy 8ol
which is similar to the density of the normal distributiorhéfrefore, we sample by using the MH algorithm

with the proposal distribution given by (g1 (v), G1(7)).
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Algorithm for AEP

Since no convenient representation for the AEP distrilbpuscavailable, the full conditional distributions of
the parameters in the first stage regressigry, «, (1, and({s, are not in the standard forms. Therefore, we
employ the adaptive random walk MH algorithm. Although Neozet al. (2015) proposed the scale mixture
of uniform representation for the AEP distribution, thealthm based on this representation would be
inefficient, because it consists of sampling from a seriafisifibutions that are truncated on some intervals
such that the mixture representation holds and such intemvave quite slowly as sampling proceeds (see
also Kobayashi, 2015). Since the additional shape parasneteAEP free up the role ofy, o controls
the overall skewness by allocating the weights on the laftright sides of the mode. Hence, the MCMC
sample would exhibit relatively high correlation betweeand-y.

4 Simulation Study

The models considered in the previous section are demtetsttsing simulated data. The aims of this
section are (1) to compare the performance of the proposeéisSectiof 4]2), (2) to study the sensitivity
to the prior settings, and (3) to illustrate the behaviouthef posterior distribution when the instrument is
weak (Section 4]3).

4.1 Settings

The data are generated from the model given by

yi = Bo + bizi + 0d; + nu; + e, (15)

d; = 0 + N2 + y2w; + vy,
fori =1,...,300, where(vyo,v1,72) = (0,1, 1.5) assuming that a valid instrument is availaljley, 51,9, 7) =
(0,1,1,0.6), 2; ~ N(0,1), andw; ~ TN (0,o0)(1,1). The performance of the models is compared by con-
sidering the various settings foy, while the distributions o#; are kept relatively simple in order that the
true values of the quantile regression coefficients aredide The following five settings are considered:
Setting 1v; ~ N(0,1), e; ~ N(0,1 — n?),
Setting 2v; ~ t4, €; ~ tg,
Setting 3v; ~ ST(—0.430,1,0.980,4), e; ~ tg,
Setting 4v; ~ N(0, (1 + 0.5w;)?), e; ~ N(0,1 — n?),
Setting 5v; ~ ST (—0.430, (1 + 0.5w;)?,0.980, 4), e; ~ tg,
whereST (11,02, o, v) denotes the skewdistribution with the location parametgr scale parameter?,
skewness parameter = 6/v/1 — 02, § € (—1,1), and degree of freedom (see Azzalini and Capi-
tanio, 2003; Fiahwirth-Schnatter and Pyne, 2010), and wedset 0.7. In Setting 1, the error terms follow
the bivariate normal distribution as in the motivating exdenin Sectiol 2. Setting 2 considers the fat tailed
first stage regression. Setting 3 considers a more diffidui@tion where the first stage error is fat tailed
and skewed. Setting 4 replaces the first stage error of §eittimith the heteroskedastic error with respect

12



to the instrument. Setting 5 is also a challenging situatibiere the first stage error is fat tailed, skewed,
and heteroskedastic. In Settings 3 and 5, the location messof the first stage error distributions are set
such that the mode af; is zero and the quantile level of the mod#i$35. The average censoring rates for

the settings are arourtd25. For each setting, the data are replicatéd times.

4.2 Results under the Default Priors

We first estimated the proposed models under the default gpiecifications (see Sectibn B.4) foe= 0.1
and0.5 by running the MCMC foR0000 iterations and discarding the firs200 draws as the burn-in period.
The standard Bayesian TQR model was also estimated. Theadisoot mean squared error (RMSE) of
the parameters were computed over 1he replications. To assess the efficiency of the MCMC algorjthm
we also recorded the inefficiency factor, which was definesrasio of the numerical variance of the sample
mean of the Markov chain to the variance of the independerangsi(Chib, 2001).

Table[1 presents the biases, RMSEs, and median inefficietgré for the parameters over the)
replications. First, we examined the inefficiency facto®verall, our sampling algorithms appear to be
efficient, especially for AL, SN, ALDP, and SNDP. The tablewsfs that the inefficiency factors for AL, SN,
ALDP, and SNDP are reasonably small foy;, d,, 7,, 71, andyz. Sincea and~y, determine the quantile
level of the mode and location of the mode, respectivelyMEMC sample exhibits correlation between
and~y and this results in higher inefficiency factors for them. ekgrthe inefficiency factors fos,, tend
to be higher than those for the other parameters. This patanore profound in the case of AEP where
the inefficiency factors fory, vy, and 3,9 are quite high. Since the additional shape parameters in AEP
free up the role ofy, the MCMC sample exhibits higher correlation betweeand~,. Furthermore, the
inefficiency factors for the other parameters for AEP are &igher than those for the other endogenous
models.

Next, we turn to the performance of the models. As expect&R Pproduces biased estimates in all
cases. The RMSEs for the proposed endogenous models armalbetager forp = 0.1, which is below
the censoring point, than fgr = 0.5. The AL and ALDP models result in similar performance. The
AEP model shows the largest RMSEs fgrand3,o among the proposed models for all cases. Combined
with the high inefficiency factors for those parameters,dbvergence of the MCMC algorithm for AEP
may be difficult to ensure in the given simulation setting.isTlinding suggests a considerable practical
limitation and, thus, AEP will not be considered hencefoifhe same limitation applies to the potentially
more flexible nonparametric models discussed in SeLCfidn 3.2

Table1 also shows that the estimation of the first stage segne can influence the second stage param-
eters. For example, in Setting 1, the RMSEs4grfor SN and SNDP are smaller than those for AL and
ALDP, as the true model is the normal and thus SN and SNDP peosimaller RMSEs fog,,. Similarly,
in Setting 4, the RMSEs fa8,,, for SN and SNDP are smaller than those for AL and ALDP. In aoidjtthe
heteroskedasticity in the first stage influences the pedoom of the slope parameters, resulting in slightly
smaller RMSEs for3,; for SN and SNDP than for AL and ALDP. However, the performantéhe SN
model becomes worse when the first stage error is fat tailade ghe skew normal distribution cannot
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accommodate a fat tailed distribution. While the resultSatting 2 are somewhat comparable across the
models, the table shows that SN results in larger biases MBIHR in Setting 3 and, especially, Setting 5.
In Setting 3, SN results in larger RMSEs {6, than for AL, ALDP, and SNDP. In Setting 5, given the
heteroskedasticity of the first stage, the biases and RM&E#$é intercept and slope parameters for SN
are larger than those for AL, ALDP, and SNDP. On the other haahpared with SN, the semiparametric
SNDP model is able to cope with fat tailed errors and this peed results comparable with those for AL
and ALDP.

While the models result in reasonable overall performatieeresults for Settings 3 and 5 also illustrate
the limitation of our modelling approach to some extent. &ttiig 3, the models exhibit some biasap,
because of the lack of fit in the first stage. This lack of fit,ethis represented by the bias fgy, is reflected
in the bias for3,0. The entire coefficient vector may be influenced by this laicktan the first stage in
the presence of heteroskedasticity as in Setting 5. Thedhfikin the first stage is also indicated by the
biases inv. This finding implies that an inflexible first stage model caihtb estimate the true quantile such
that [8) holds and that choosing the valuencd priori could lead to biased estimates (see the discussion i
Sectior 3.R).
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Table 1: Biases, RMSEs, and inefficiency factors under tfeeuttepriors
TQR AL SN AEP ALDP SNDP

Setting p Parameter Bias RMSE IF Bias RMSE IF Bias RMSE |IF Bias RMSE |IF asBRMSE IF Bias RMSE |IF
1 01 B, -0474 0511371 0.048 0.239 555 0.047 0.2I1 59.7 0.0662®@25.0 0.047 0.237 57.1 0.047 0.209 61.8
1 -0.248 0.272 17.0 -0.022 0.139 22.3 -0.020 0.134 18.9 -0.02086 43.1 -0.022 0.140 24.7 -0.020 0.135 20.1
57;, 0.200 0.212 27.4 -0.009 0.092 24.9 -0.007 0.085 20.0 -0.00¥850 46.3 -0.008 0.092 24.6 -0.007 0.085 21.1

Np 0.001 0.122 18.5-0.001 0.120 14.5-0.001 0.120 29.8 0.00r20.17.5 -0.001 0.120 16.1
Yo 0.001 0.204 54.7 0.000 0.165 59.2 0.036 0.264 340.8 0.00@60.23.2 0.003 0.160 60.7
Y1 -0.012 0.066 16.7 -0.006 0.058 9.2 -0.007 0.060 96.3 -0.01@670 17.7 -0.007 0.059 9.6
Y2 -0.004 0.086 17.3-0.002 0.074 9.2 -0.002 0.075 93.7 -0.008860 16.9 -0.003 0.074 8.9
a -0.002 0.052 66.1 -0.001 0.043 72.2 0.011 0.089 357.1 -0.0054 65.0 -0.000 0.042 76.4
05 pBpo -0.426 0.443 11.7 0.017 0.180 255 0.018 0.167 34.6 0.03®6@#3.7 0.017 0.182 25.3 0.017 0.165 34.1
1 -0.235 0.251 7.9-0.001 0.089 12.8 0.001 0.087 9.9 0.001 80.28.3 -0.001 0.089 12.1 0.001 0.086 9.3
(f; 0.233 0.238 9.7 -0.004 0.063 11.6 -0.003 0.061 10.1 -0.003520.28.7 -0.004 0.063 11.6 -0.003 0.061 9.2
Np 0.004 0.086 8.7 0.003 0.084 8.2 0.003 0.085 18.3 0.004 0.082 08003 0.083 7.6
Yo 0.003 0.206 37.6 0.003 0.163 44.2 0.028 0.254 313.0 0.00390.21.0 0.003 0.161 47.4
Y1 -0.012 0.066 13.1-0.006 0.058 5.7 -0.008 0.060 74.6-0.01@660 12.2 -0.007 0.059 5.8
Y2 -0.005 0.085 12.0-0.003 0.074 5.2 -0.003 0.075 60.5-0.008860 13.5 -0.003 0.074 5.9
a -0.001 0.053 53.7 -0.000 0.043 57.1 0.008 0.086 328.5 -0.00055 50.4 -0.000 0.042 62.3
0.6 .6 40. 0. 0. 7.6
Bp1 -0.297 0.341 18.7 -0.009 0.161 22.3-0.009 0.164 21.6 -O. mg 38 0-0.008 0.160 20.0 -O. 010 0.160 21.1
51; 0.268 0.282 38.7 -0.025 0.115 23.4 -0.023 0.115 25.9 -0.024150 35.9 -0.024 0.115 24.6 -0.023 0.115 24.1
Np 0.005 0.139 19.0 0.003 0.138 18.9 0.005 0.138 27.2 0.00580.18.7 0.004 0.137 19.8
Yo -0.025 0.189 27.8 -0.038 0.244 25.8 -0.001 0.339 203.2 20.02191 25.7 -0.015 0.176 32.6
Y1 0.001 0.073 11.6 0.003 0.082 7.8 0.000 0.070 70.1 0.001 0.0Z3t-0.001 0.070 8.4
Y2 -0.002 0.092 12.1 0.004 0.094 8.2 -0.001 0.089 61.2 -0.002920.14.6 0.002 0.087 8.1
a -0.004 0.041 32.3-0.005 0.059 32.3 0.004 0.107 212.1 -0.003%41 34.2 -0.000 0.036 46.2
05 pBpo -0.579 0.604 13.7 -0.001 0.198 16.6 -0.013 0.207 17.1 0.013380 98.1 -0.000 0.200 17.4 0.004 0.193 18.9
1 -0.302 0.323 6.9 0.003 0.127 9.4 0.002 0.130 9.2 0.001 0.122 D.002 0.126 9.8 -0.001 0.123 8.1
(f; 0.312 0.319 11.3 -0.004 0.082 9.0 -0.001 0.083 8.6 -0.002800.20.3 -0.003 0.082 9.7 -0.001 0.080 8.4
Np 0.009 0.099 8.1 0.007 0.099 7.5 0.008 0.097 14.6 0.009 0.092 0807 0.097 7.3
Yo -0.025 0.188 20.8 -0.041 0.245 17.8 -0.003 0.341 165.9 20.02191 25.3 -0.015 0.176 24.0
Y1 0.001 0.073 9.2 0.003 0.082 5.0 0.000 0.070 58.6 0.001 0.06¥ -0.001 0.070 5.8
Y2 -0.002 0.091 9.3 0.005 0.094 4.7 0.001 0.089 50.2 -0.002 20.09.4 0.002 0.087 5.3
a -0.004 0. 041 29.7 -0.005 0.059 26.4 0.004 O. 108 193.7 -0.00341 35.8 -0.000 O. 036 40.7
0 . 0. 0. .0 .0 6.4 0. J 7.7
Bpl -0.264 0. 314 18.9 -0. 007 0. 180 18.1 -0.007 0.182 18.7 -O. @lIBl 31.5-0.008 0. 180 19.2 -0.009 0. 182 17.8
51; 0.235 0.253 26.8 -0.022 0.120 17.4 -0.022 0.118 18.0 -0.021180 27.9 -0.021 0.120 20.1 -0.021 0.118 18.7
Mp -0.011 0.149 14.5-0.010 0.147 15.0-0.012 0.148 21.7 -0.01249 16.4 -0.011 0.147 12.8
s 0096 0201 23.6-0.147 0285 239 0041 0.309 199.4 -0.0807 255 -0098 0.186 27.7
Y1 0.001 0.058 10.9 1.001 1.003 6.4-0.001 0.055 66.7 0.00080.08.9 -0.001 0.057 5.4
o 0002 0084 9.8 1496 1499 52-0.001 0079 60.1-0.002860.01.0-0002 0.077 6.1
« -0.041 0.060 33.4-0.055 0.089 35.1 0.020 0.116 214.8 -0.0461 35.5-0.039 0.055 48.0
05 pBpo -0.491 0.520 10.0 -0.053 0.191 13.6 -0.084 0.223 13.9 0.022550 85.8 -0.054 0.192 14.5-0.054 0.183 17.3
1 -0.268 0.288 6.7 0.014 0.117 8.6 0.015 0.123 7.3 0.011 0.1877 ©0.013 0.117 9.3 0.012 0.120 6.6
51; 0.292 0.298 7.7 -0.006 0.072 9.2 -0.007 0.071 7.2 -0.006 30.0B.4 -0.006 0.072 8.6 -0.007 0.072 7.5
Np 0.009 0.101 7.3 0.010 0.100 6.2 0.009 0.101 11.9 0.009 0.10® 06009 0.101 5.9
Yo -0.096 0.202 19.1 -0.144 0.284 15.7 0.033 0.315174.7 -0.09806 24.6 -0.098 0.185 24.8
Y1 0.001 0.058 8.2 1.001 1.003 3.6-0.002 0.055 51.5 0.001 0.08® -0.001 0.057 4.6
Y2 -0.002 0.084 8.7 1.496 1.499 3.9-0.001 0.078 47.4 -0.002860.09.1 -0.002 0.077 5.0
a -0.040 0.060 27.7 -0.055 0.089 26.7 0.017 0.118 180.6 -0.04060 34.9 -0.039 0.055 44.5
4 01 pj3, -0.888 0.90850.5 0.054 0.246 61.1 0.064 0.232 91.1 0.05850430.6 0.054 0.246 64.5 0.062 0.239 88.6
1 -0.401 0.416 20.1 0.001 0.148 49.7 0.006 0.143 53.1 0.00440114.2 0.002 0.153 42.7 0.005 0.144 52.9
(f; 0.369 0.374 35.8 -0.018 0.101 49.0 -0.019 0.101 49.0 -0.018990128.8 -0.018 0.102 44.8 -0.017 0.098 56.2
Np 0.017 0.117 47.2 0.018 0.116 52.0 0.018 0.114 113.2 0.01470.46.7 0.016 0.113 54.3
Yo -0.005 0.249 59.0 0.010 0.217 97.9 -0.008 0.412 528.2 -0.00%48 58.2 0.009 0.227 92.4
Y1 -0.005 0.105 32.5-0.001 0.096 27.1-0.000 0.096 146.3 50.00106 31.5-0.001 0.093 26.3
Y2 0.016 0.188 52.3 0.009 0.167 55.1 0.012 0.170 181.4 0.01®10.%1.5 0.014 0.169 56.7
« 0.001 0.060 104.4 0.003 0.048 166.2 -0.001 0.090 549.6 0.0@®1 113.3 0.004 0.053 148.9

05 pBpo -0.676 0.68515.1 0.005 0.201 31.2 0.018 0.190 48.6 0.01®60B835.5 0.005 0.203 33.9 0.014 0.189 44.8
1 -0.388 0.397 7.7-0.003 0.141 25.7 -0.001 0.129 24.2 -0.002300 70.0 -0.002 0.144 23.7 -0.003 0.129 26.4
51; 0.380 0.382 11.7 -0.009 0.096 29.7 -0.010 0.088 28.4 -0.008840 75.9 -0.010 0.098 28.6 -0.008 0.085 33.0

Np 0.023 0.106 26.5 0.024 0.098 27.0 0.022 0.095 65.9 0.02480.26.8 0.022 0.095 29.8
Yo -0.005 0.248 34.3 0.015 0.220 58.4 0.008 0.429 406.3 -0.002510 37.7 0.011 0.220 57.0
Y1 -0.005 0.105 20.0 -0.001 0.095 14.1 -0.001 0.095 96.3 -0.00#05 23.2 -0.001 0.093 15.8
Y2 0.017 0.188 36.3 0.011 0.164 32.6 0.015 0.166 114.9 0.01®20.32.7 0.015 0.167 39.3
«a 0.001 0.059 76. 6 0.004 0.048 99.8 0.003 O 094 444.4 0. 002320 06.5 0.004 0.051 103.7
0 . . 418 0. . . . . . .158 . . . 9.1
6p1 -0.405 0.438 20.9 0.028 0.198 27 1 0.045 0.222 33.3 0. 029)20 58 1 0.030 O. 198 25.1 0.030 0.205 25.9
(f; 0.393 0.401 30.3 -0.048 0.146 26.6 -0.066 0.161 28.5 -0.04M50 61.1 -0.050 0.146 27.7 -0.051 0.148 26.4
Np 0.028 0.158 26.7 0.046 0.170 27.3 0.029 0.157 55.4 0.02980.25.8 0.031 0.159 25.1
Yo -0.093 0.240 26.8 -0.159 0.360 34.5 0.124 0.412 257.2 -0.09747 25.5-0.120 0.243 31.1
Y1 0.001 0.088 17.1-0.000 0.127 16.7 0.001 0.087 74.4 0.001880.06.8 -0.001 0.090 11.9
Y2 -0.056 0.160 24.9 -0.081 0.202 22.4 -0.055 0.156 104.9 80.05164 25.5-0.064 0.161 20.6
e -0.041 0.061 51.3 -0.057 0.094 57.3 0.020 0.101 288.7 -0.04363 49.8 -0.048 0.066 65.7

05 pBpo -0.754 0.768 9.8 -0.042 0.201 16.0 -0.088 0.257 21.8 0.093330123.5 -0.043 0.206 17.3 -0.061 0.200 21.5
1 -0.394 0.406 7.0 0.052 0.148 15.2 0.068 0.181 13.9 0.04970.38.1 0.052 0.148 14.4 0.052 0.154 12.1
51; 0.430 0.432 7.6-0.042 0.102 15.1-0.059 0.124 15.0 -0.040000.41.7 -0.042 0.101 16.2 -0.045 0.105 14.0

Np 0.042 0.115 13.5 0.059 0.134 15.2 0.040 0.112 33.1 0.04250.1%.3 0.045 0.117 13.2
Yo -0.093 0.239 18.7 -0.158 0.361 19.9 0.113 0.420 177.0 -0.09547 21.4 -0.122 0.243 26.9
Y1 0.002 0.088 12.6 -0.000 0.127 9.5 0.000 0.086 59.9 0.001 80.08.4 -0.002 0.090 8.8
Y2 -0.058 0.162 19.3 -0.081 0.203 14.7 -0.052 0.155 75.0 -0.056863 21.9 -0.064 0.161 16.3
«a -0.042 0.062 38.0 -0.057 0.094 42.0 0.018 0.104 209.2 -0.04363 44.4 -0.049 0.067 54.2
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4.3 Alternative Base Measures and Prior Specifications

For comparison purposes, we consider two alternative fpetodns for the inverse gamma base measure for
the semiparametric models. The following slightly les$udié settings than the default are considered. For
ALDP, we considetZG(2.5,0.6) such thatPr(¢, < 1/3/8) = 0.854 andZG(3.0,0.7) such thatPr(¢; <

3/8) = 0.891 whena = 0.5. For SNDP, we considefG(2,2) such thatPr(¢ < 3) = 0.852 and
7G(2.5,2.5) such thaPr(¢; < 3) = 0.893. For the other parameters, we use the default prior spetifitsa
Table[2 presents the biases and RMSEs for ALDP and SNDP umglatternative base measuresgict 0.1
andp = 0.5. The results in Tablel2 are essentially identical to thosEainie[1, suggesting that the default
choice of the base measures provides reasonable perfagmanc

Table 2: Biases and RMSEs for ALDP and SNDP under the aligenbhse measures
ALDP SNDP

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Setting p Parameter Bias RMSE Bias RMSE Bias RMSE Bias RMSE
1 01 PBpo 0.050 0.239 0.048 0.239 0.050 0.211 0.047 0.209
Bp1  -0.022 0.140 -0.022 0.139 -0.020 0.136 -0.020 0.135

Op -0.008 0.092 -0.009 0.092 -0.008 0.085 -0.007 0.086

0.5 Bpo 0.018 0.182 0.017 0.183 0.017 0.164 0.019 0.164
Bp1  -0.002 0.089 -0.001 0.089 0.001 0.087 0.001 0.087

Op -0.004 0.063 -0.004 0.063 -0.003 0.061 -0.003 0.061

2 01 PBpo 0.092 0.304 0.088 0.304 0.091 0.302 0.094 0.302
Bp1  -0.008 0.160 -0.007 0.160 -0.011 0.159 -0.012 0.158

Op -0.025 0.115-0.025 0.116 -0.022 0.114 -0.023 0.114

0.5 pBpo -0.001 0.199 -0.001 0.200 0.003 0.194 0.002 0.194

Bp1 0.003 0.127 0.003 0.126 0.000 0.124 -0.001 0.123

Op -0.003 0.082 -0.004 0.082 -0.002 0.081 -0.001 0.081

3 01 Bpo 0.025 0.286 0.025 0.287 0.024 0.280 0.022 0.282
Bp1  -0.008 0.179 -0.009 0.180 -0.010 0.182 -0.010 0.182

Op -0.020 0.119 -0.021 0.120 -0.021 0.118 -0.021 0.118

05 pBpo -0.056 0.193 -0.056 0.192 -0.056 0.183 -0.056 0.184

Bp1 0.013 0.117 0.012 0.117 0.012 0.120 0.011 0.119

Op -0.006 0.072 -0.006 0.072 -0.006 0.072 -0.006 0.072

4 01 PBpo 0.053 0.246 0.054 0.246 0.063 0.237 0.063 0.236
Bp1 0.002 0.152 0.002 0.150 0.004 0.143 0.003 0.145

Op -0.018 0.102 -0.017 0.101 -0.017 0.097 -0.016 0.098

0.5 Bpo 0.003 0.202 0.003 0.203 0.015 0.193 0.013 0.191

Bp1  -0.003 0.140 -0.002 0.143 -0.003 0.130 -0.002 0.129

Op -0.009 0.096 -0.010 0.098 -0.007 0.086 -0.007 0.086

5 01 Bpo 0.011 0.300 0.010 0.301 -0.010 0.296 -0.014 0.295
Bp1 0.030 0.200 0.031 0.199 0.032 0.207 0.031 0.206

Op -0.050 0.148 -0.050 0.147 -0.054 0.150 -0.054 0.150

0.5 pBpo -0.046 0.206 -0.046 0.206 -0.065 0.202 -0.073 0.206
Bp1 0.052 0.148 0.053 0.148 0.053 0.154 0.055 0.156
Op -0.042 0.101 -0.043 0.102 -0.046 0.106 -0.046 0.107

Next, the two alternative prior specifications f@y, o, and¢ are considered to study the prior sen-
sitivity. The first alternative specification considers thmere diffuse priors given by, ~ N(0,25),
o ~ 7G(0.1,0.1), and¢ ~ ZG(0.01,0.01). The second alternative specification is the even more dif-
fuse setting given by, ~ N(0,100), o ~ ZG(0.001,0.001), and¢ ~ ZG(0.001,0.001). For ALDP and
SNDP, the default base measures are used.dEpb,, and, we use the default specification. Table 3
presents the biases and RMSEs for AL, SN, ALDP, and SNDP uhéddive simulation settings fgr= 0.1
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and0.5, showing that the result is robust with respect to the chofdg/perparameters. We also considered
some different prior choices f(ﬁﬁ;, d,)" and~, and obtained robust resullts.

Table 3: Biases and RMSEs under the alternative priors fot andn,
AL SN ALDP SNDP

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alinative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Setting p Parameter Bias RMSE Bias RMSE Bias RMSE Bias RMSE Bias RMSEs BRMSE Bias RMSE Bias RMSE
1 01 PBpo 0.049 0.239 0.050 0.240 0.050 0.212 0.050 0.211 0.050 0.284900.239 0.051 0.211 0.051 0.211
Bp1  -0.022 0.140 -0.021 0.140 -0.019 0.135 -0.019 0.135 -0.022390-0.022 0.139 -0.021 0.135 -0.020 0.135

Op -0.009 0.092 -0.009 0.092 -0.008 0.085 -0.008 0.085 -0.009920-0.009 0.093 -0.008 0.085 -0.008 0.085

0.5  Bpo 0.018 0.180 0.017 0.181 0.018 0.166 0.019 0.168 0.018 0.183600.180 0.019 0.165 0.018 0.165
Bp1  -0.001 0.089 -0.001 0.089 0.001 0.087 0.002 0.087 -0.001890-0.001 0.089 0.001 0.087 0.001 0.087

Op -0.004 0.063 -0.004 0.063 -0.003 0.061 -0.003 0.061 -0.008630-0.004 0.063 -0.003 0.061 -0.003 0.061

2 01 Bpo 0.091 0.304 0.088 0.304 0.084 0.312 0.081 0.311 0.092 0.309000.307 0.094 0.300 0.097 0.305
Bp1  -0.008 0.160 -0.008 0.160 -0.008 0.164 -0.008 0.164 -0.00¥590-0.007 0.160 -0.010 0.159 -0.010 0.159

Op -0.025 0.116 -0.025 0.115 -0.024 0.116 -0.023 0.115 -0.026150-0.025 0.116 -0.023 0.113 -0.024 0.114

0.5 pBpo -0.001 0.198 -0.001 0.199 -0.011 0.207 -0.011 0.209 0.002990.0.001 0.200 0.005 0.196 0.005 0.195

Bp1 0.003 0.126 0.003 0.126 0.003 0.130 0.002 0.129 0.003 0.1R6300.127 -0.000 0.123 0.000 0.123

Op -0.004 0.082 -0.004 0.082 -0.002 0.084 -0.002 0.083 -0.004820-0.004 0.082 -0.002 0.081 -0.002 0.081

3 01 Bpo 0.027 0.284 0.028 0.287 -0.004 0.301 -0.006 0.301 0.028 602®27 0.287 0.024 0.282 0.026 0.282
Bp1  -0.008 0.180 -0.007 0.180 -0.007 0.182 -0.007 0.182 -0.008800-0.008 0.180 -0.009 0.181 -0.009 0.182

Op -0.022 0.120 -0.022 0.120 -0.022 0.118 -0.022 0.118 -0.021200-0.022 0.120 -0.021 0.119 -0.021 0.118

0.5 pBpo -0.054 0.191 -0.053 0.191 -0.083 0.223 -0.084 0.223 -0.058930-0.056 0.192 -0.055 0.182 -0.054 0.183

Bp1 0.013 0.117 0.014 0.117 0.014 0.122 0.015 0.123 0.013 0.107300.117 0.012 0.119 0.012 0.120

Op -0.006 0.072 -0.006 0.072 -0.008 0.071 -0.007 0.071 -0.003720-0.006 0.072 -0.006 0.072 -0.007 0.072

4 01 PBpo 0.056 0.245 0.055 0.246 0.066 0.232 0.066 0.231 0.054 0.285400.247 0.063 0.235 0.063 0.233
Bp1 0.004 0.152 0.002 0.151 0.005 0.142 0.006 0.143 0.003 0.180300.150 0.004 0.143 0.005 0.145

Op -0.019 0.103 -0.018 0.102 -0.019 0.100 -0.020 0.101 -0.018020-0.018 0.101 -0.017 0.098 -0.018 0.099

0.5  Bpo 0.006 0.198 0.007 0.200 0.017 0.186 0.020 0.189 0.006 0.20R500.202 0.017 0.191 0.016 0.191
Bp1  -0.003 0.141 -0.003 0.142 0.001 0.129 0.001 0.129 -0.002430-0.002 0.143 -0.001 0.131 -0.002 0.129

Op -0.011 0.097 -0.010 0.097 -0.011 0.089 -0.011 0.089 -0.010990-0.010 0.097 -0.009 0.087 -0.008 0.085

5 01 Bpo 0.017 0.299 0.017 0.301 -0.029 0.342 -0.028 0.340 0.018 203®14 0.300 -0.003 0.296 -0.003 0.294
Bp1 0.030 0.199 0.030 0.201 0.045 0.223 0.045 0.224 0.031 0.208000.198 0.032 0.207 0.032 0.207

Op -0.050 0.147 -0.050 0.148 -0.067 0.161 -0.068 0.164 -0.051490-0.050 0.148 -0.053 0.149 -0.052 0.148

0.5 pBpo -0.041 0.199 -0.041 0.201 -0.085 0.256 -0.087 0.256 -0.043060-0.042 0.206 -0.059 0.199 -0.061 0.201
Bp1 0.053 0.148 0.053 0.149 0.069 0.181 0.070 0.182 0.053 0.148300.148 0.054 0.155 0.054 0.155
Op -0.042 0.102 -0.042 0.102 -0.059 0.123 -0.059 0.124 -0.042020-0.043 0.103 -0.045 0.106 -0.046 0.107

These findings thus confirm the robustness of the resultsredibect to the choice of base measures and
prior distributions provided that a valid instrument is igadale. In the context of mean regression models,
however, when the instrument is weak, the posterior digioh is known to exhibit sharp behaviour in the
vicinity of non-identifiability (Hoogerheidet al., 2007b) and the posterior distribution is greatly affdcte
by the prior specificatione(g. Lopes and Polson, 2014).

Here, we illustrate the behaviour of the posterior distidou by using a weak instrument. The data are
generated froni {4) without the regressor:

y; = od; +nv; + e,
! (16)

di = yw; + vj,

fori =1,...,300, wherey = 0.1, (§,7) = (1,0.6), w; ~ N(0,1), v; ~ N(0,1), ande; ~ N(0,1 — n?).
The AL and SN models are estimated foe 0.1 by running the MCMC for 20000 iterations and discarding
the first 5000 draws as the burn-in period under the three ppiecifications previously considered.

17



Figure[2 presents the joint posterior distribution@fy) and(d, ) for AL and SN under the three prior
specifications and shows that the posterior distributiogréatly affected by the prior specification. The
posterior distribution ob becomes more diffuse asapproaches zero. This trend becomes more profound
as we use more diffuse prior distributions, producing skepss. The figure also suggests that the prior
distribution can act as an informative prior about the limedationship between andr. Similar results
were also obtained under different prior specifications®prd,, and~ as well as for ALDP and SNDP.
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Figure 2: Joint posterior af, ) and(d, ) for AL (top row) and SN (bottom row)

5 Application: Labour Force Participation of Married Women

The proposed endogenous models are applied to the datasie¢ dabour supply of married women of
Mroz (1987). The dataset includes observations7es individuals. The response variable is the total
number of hours in every00 hours the wife worked for a wage outside the home during 19@5the
data, 325 of the 753 women worked zero hours and the corrdsgpresponses are treated as left censored
at zero. Hence, the censoring rate is approximafiely. The regressors of our model include years of
education €duc), years of experienceefper) and its squareekpersg), age of the wife gge), number of
children under 6 years oldi@dt6), number of children equal to or greater than 6 years kildsge6), and
non-wife household incomengifeinc). We treatnwifeinc as an endogenous variable because it may be
correlated with the unobserved household preference élatiour force participation of the wife. As an
instrument, we include the years of education of the huslfhnsbduc), since this can influence both his
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income and the non-wife household income, but it shouldnfaténce the decision of the wife to participate
in the labour force. Smith and Blundell (1986) considerednalar setting where non-wife income was

considered to be endogenous and the education of the huslzeneimployed as the instrumental variable.
They applied the endogenous Tobit model to data derived them1981 Family Expenditure Survey in the
United Kingdom.

Using the default prior specifications, the ALDP and SNDP et®dre estimated for= 0.05,0.1,...,0.95
by running the MCMC foB80000 iterations and discarding the firse2000 draws as the burn-in period. Con-
vergence is monitored by using the trace plots and GelmdnrRatatistic for two chains with widespread
starting values (Gelmaat al., 2014). The upper bounds of the Gelman-Rubin confideneevis for the
selected parameters,, educ, 6p, 7ps Yhuseducs Yage» @ndca, for SNDP in the case gf = 0.1 are1.01, 1.01,
1.01, 1.00, 1.00, and1.06 , respectively. Figurgl3 presents the post burn-in traces fiio these parameters
and shows the evidence of convergence of the chains.
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Figure 3: Post burn-in trace plots for SNDP fo&= 0.1

First, we present the results for the representative deanti = 0.1, 0.5, and0.9. Table[4 shows the
posterior means, 95% credible intervals, and inefficiecydrs for ALDP and SNDP for these quantiles.
The table shows that the sampling algorithm worked effityeas the inefficiency factors are reasonably
small. The posterior means for the instrumemiseduc, are positive and the 95% credible intervals do
not include zero for all cases for both models, implying thageduc is a valid instrument. Fop = 0.5,
the posterior means foy, are0.450 and0.446 for ALDP and SNDP, respectively, and the 95% credible
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intervals do not include zero. Therefore, it is suggested lon-wife income be treated as an endogenous
variable for the median regression.

Table 4: Posterior Summary for Female Labour Data
ALDP SNDP

p Parameter Mean 95% CI IF Mean 95% CI IF
0.13, constant -4.205 [-10.758, 2.430] 13.0 -4.340 [-11.121,88]2 18.2

educ 1.126 [ 0.656, 1.599] 12.7 1.117 [ 0.659, 1.614] 47.7

age -0.436 [ -0.565, -0.311] 25.1 -0.424 [ -0.554, -0.293] 37.0

exper 1.070 [ 0.731, 1.437] 41.3 1.051 [ 0.723, 1.387] 92.3

expersq -0.019 [ -0.030, -0.009] 24.7 -0.019 [ -0.029, -0.009] 52.4

kiddt6  -8.346 [-11.145, -5.949] 80.4 -8.296 [-10.948, -5.861] €65.

kigsge6  0.068 [ -0.487, 0.534] 31.7 0.045 [ -0.528, 0.512] 14.4

dp nwifeinc -0.284 [ -0.584, 0.010] 14.1 -0.279 [ -0.577, 0.007] 33.4

Np 0.176 [ -0.117, 0.473] 115 0.171 [ -0.125, 0.472] 27.8

~ constant -10.117 [-14.486, -5.490] 9.4 -10.609 [-15.081%2] 11.3
huseduc 1.013 [ 0.771, 1.239] 9.7 1.037 [ 0.812, 1.257] 4.9
educ 0.272 [ 0.018, 0.551] 6.6 0.286 [ 0.018, 0.562] 5.7
age 0.210 [ 0.140, 0.280] 6.7 0.221 [ 0.152, 0.290] 7.6
exper  -0.090 [ -0.269, 0.084] 12.2 -0.122 [ -0.301, 0.052] 85
expersy  -0.003 [ -0.009, 0.003] 12.2 -0.002 [ -0.008, 0.003] 4.7
kiddt6 -0.554 [ -1.424, 0.351] 6.4 -0.472 [-1.430, 0.469] 5.5
kigsye6  0.481 [ 0.125, 0.838] 6.9 0.464 [ 0.080, 0.839] 7.7

o 0.250 [ 0.211, 0.298] 33.9 0.265 [ 0.212, 0.322] 78.7

058, constant 8571 [ -0.899, 17.634] 7.1 8265 [ -1.288, 17.473.1
educ 1.287 [ 0.734, 1.889] 11.0 1.291 [ 0.727, 1.895] 8.2
age -0.510 [ -0.680, -0.333] 10.9 -0.502 [ -0.670, -0.321] 12.9
eper  1.398 [ 1.029, 1.787] 12.0 1.391 [ 1.021, 1.777] 12.1
expersy  -0.021 [ -0.034, -0.009] 13.4 -0.021 [ -0.034, -0.009] 13.3
kiddt6  -9.546 [-11.975, -7.305] 14.5 -9.441 [-11.849, -7.123] 5.2
kigsge6 -0.255 [ -1.116, 0.620] 10.9 -0.268 [ -1.104, 0.592] 10.4
5, nwiféinc -0.525 [ -0.944, -0.159] 155 -0.522 [ -0.917, -0.165] 8.5
. 0.450 [ 0.079, 0.885] 14.0 0.446 [ 0.087, 0.852] 7.9

~ constant -10.318 [-14.784, -5.689] 12.3 -11.021 [-15.586377] 11.2
huseduc 1.013 [ 0.768, 1.242] 9.7 1.032 [ 0.809, 1.251] 7.7
educ 0.277 [ 0.025, 0.557] 5.8 0.301 [ 0.028, 0.583] 5.5
age 0.212 [ 0.142, 0.283] 8.2 0.226 [ 0.156, 0.296] 115
exper  -0.090 [ -0.274, 0.084] 4.3 -0.120 [ -0.298, 0.054] 9.4
expersy  -0.003 [ -0.009, 0.003] 4.4 -0.002 [ -0.008, 0.003] 8.4
kiddt6 -0.536 [ -1.408, 0.362] 2.9 -0.447 [-1.413, 0515 3.1
kigsye6  0.491 [ 0.136, 0.850] 2.7 0.468 [ 0.082, 0.863] 4.9

o 0.250 [ 0.212, 0.297] 18.6 0.263 [ 0.215, 0.315] 77.0

0.9, constant 17.077 [ 9.225, 25.430] 7.5 16.957 [ 8.985, 25.42%2
educ 0.405 [ -0.107, 0.905] 7.9 0.420 [ -0.102, 0.921] 2.1
age -0.266 [ -0.424, -0.112] 6.7 -0.265 [ -0.419, -0.113] 2.7
exper  1.075 [ 0.749, 1.387] 13.1 1.072 [ 0.747, 1.389] 12.0
expersy  -0.018 [ -0.026, -0.010] 10.8 -0.018 [ -0.026, -0.010] 8.8
kiddté  -6.014 [ -8.373, -3.553] 7.9 -6.085 [ -8.476, -3.584] 8.3
kigsge6b  0.254 [ -0.490, 0.978] 5.7 0.254 [-0.492, 1.009] 9.9
5, nwiféinc -0.043 [ -0.384, 0.288] 4.5 -0.050 [ -0.380, 0.275] 6.7
. -0.002 [-0.340, 0.339] 5.0 0.004 [-0.328, 0.337] 6.8

~ constant -10.174 [-14.698, -5.486] 6.1 -10.741 [-15.390946] 16.1
huseduc 1.013 [ 0.773, 1.240] 9.2 1.036 [ 0.812, 1.253] 6.3
educ 0.274 [ 0.021, 0.551] 9.5 0292 [ 0.017, 0582] 9.5
age 0.211 [ 0.138, 0.283] 4.2 0.223 [ 0.151, 0.294] 14.0
exper  -0.092 [ -0.272, 0.085] 5.8 -0.126 [ -0.300, 0.048] 6.9
expersy  -0.003 [ -0.009, 0.003] 7.0 -0.002 [ -0.008, 0.003] 6.0
kiddts -0.550 [ -1.435, 0.349] 7.2 -0.483 [ -1.450, 0.500] 9.5
kigsgeb 0.483 [ 0.128, 0.837] 4.3 0.464 [ 0.076, 0.857] 4.2

o 0.251 [ 0.213, 0.291] 34.5 0.265 [ 0.213, 0.321] 66.1

To study the endogeneity in non-wife household income aajaantiles, the posterior distributionsipf
are presented. The results across the quantiles can benliesstood by plotting the posterior distributions
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as a function ofp. Figure[4 shows the posterior means and 95% credible in¢eofa;, for ALDP and
SNDP forp = 0.05,0.1,...,0.95. The figure shows that the two models produced similar resuidt that
the posterior distributions af, are concentrated away from zero for the mid quantiles. Spalty, for

0.2 < p < 0.65, the 95% credible intervals do not include zero for eithedaio There are notable peaks
aroundp = 0.35, where the posterior means®f under the default prior specifications @664 and0.662
with the 95% credible interval®.201,1.137) and(0.230, 1.124) for ALDP and SNDP, respectively. This
is an interesting result considering that the censoring iss.43. The result implies that the effect of the
endogeneity of non-wife income is the most profound whemiifie is about to decide whether to enter the
labour force. When the opportunity cost of labour supplyasyhigh (lower quantile) or the wife works
on a more regular basis (higher quantile), such endogedeitinishes. Smith and Blundell (1986) also
reported that non-wife income is endogenous by using thegembus Tobit regression model. The mean
of our dataset i§.399, which approximately corresponds to thé-th quantile. Fop = 0.6, the posterior
mean ofr, for ALDP is 0.428 with the 95% credible interva0.036,0.832) and that for SNDP i$).421
with the 95% credible interval0.037,0.832). The figure also shows the posterior means and 95% credible
intervals under the two alternative prior specificationssidered in Section 4.3, confirming that our results
are robust with respect to the prior specifications.
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Figure 4: Posterior means and 95% credible intervalg,ofinder the default and alternative priors for
p=0.05,0.1,...,0.95

Figure[ compares the posterior means and 95% credible/ahgenf (ﬁ-};ﬁp)’ for SNDP, ALDP, and
TOR forp = 0.05,0.1,...,0.95. The results for SNDP and ALDP are quite similar. The figuesadly
shows that the posterior distributions for the key varialigifeinc, for the proposed models and TQR
exhibit some differences fd@r.2 < p < 0.65, wherenwifeinc is indicated to be endogenous. The difference
becomes the most profound aroyne: 0.35 for which the posterior mean fomwifeinc is —0.761 for ALDP,
—0.756 for SNDP, and—-0.147 for TQR, implying a stronger effect of non-wife income wherdegeneity
is taken into account. The posterior distributionsraifeinc for ALDP and SNDP are more dispersed than
that for TQR for allp. While the 95% credible intervals include zero for all madfgr the upper quantiles,
for the lower quantiles, such as= 0.1, those for ALDP and SNDP include zero and those for TQR do not.

Differences in the results are also observed for other b$a Forp = 0.35, the posterior means for
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educ andage are respectively .689 and —0.513 for ALDP, 1.705 and —0.504 for SNDP, andl.064 and
—0.606 for TQR. For the upper quantileg, > 0.85, the 95% credible intervals faduc include zero for
the proposed models, while those for TQR do not, implyindg #madditional year of education does not
increase the working hours for those quantiles when thegamdgty from non-wife income is taken into
account. Foexpersg, the endogenous models result in slightly more dispersatkpor distributions for
0.2 < p < 0.7. The posterior means fgr = 0.35 are —0.021, —0.020, and —0.016 for ALDP, SNDP,
and TQR, respectively. Fdidsgeb, the posterior means for = 0.35 are —0.274, —0.262, and —0.475

for ALDP, SNDP, and TQR, respectively. However, the 95% itiedntervals include zero for afi for all
models. On the other hand, the figure also shows that the sypdetluced similar results faxper and
kiddlt6 for all p.
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0.05,0.1,...,0.95

6 Conclusion

We proposed Bayesian endogenous TQR models using parametrsemiparametric first stage regression
models built around the zere-th quantile assumption. The value @fdetermines the quantile level of the
mode of the error distribution and is estimated from the .datam the simulation study, the AL, ALDP, and
SNDP models worked relatively well for the various situatipwhile they faced the same limitation pointed
out by Kottas and Krnjaji€ (2011). On the other hand, the Shtleh could not accommodate the fat tailed
first stage errors. Although AEP could be a promising modééims of flexibility, the inefficiency of the
MCMC algorithm largely limits its applicability in practic The development of a more convenient mixture
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representation for the AEP distribution is thus requiredonirapplication to data on the labour supply of
married women, the effect of the endogeneity in non-wife@me was found to be the most profound for
the quantile level close to the censoring rate. For this tjeasome differences in the parameter estimates
between the endogenous and standard models were foundasuiech stronger effect of non-wife income
on working hours.

This study only considered the case of continuous endogevariables. We are also interested in in-
corporating endogenous binary variables into a Bayesiantie regression model. An important extension
might therefore be addressing multiple endogenous dummigblas to represent selection among multiple
alternatives, such as the choice of a hospital and insunglace as considered in Gewegal. (2003) and
Debet al. (2006). However, such an extension would be challengirtg réispect to the assumptions that
must be imposed on the multivariate error terms. We leavgetissues to future research.
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