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The equation from Ciii ) is easier to read because it contains fewer zeros , the

interpretation of e equations is the same once the different scales are accounted for .



( i ) the coefficient on male is 87.75 so
,
man is estimated to sleep more

per week comparable to women t male = 8147,53 i2.56

diligent: Initial value so
,
the

lil ttot work - ÷% T - a.oa is statistically significant the coefficient implies
that one more hour of work is it 63 (Gol ta. s minutes less sleep

.

(Iii ) the null hypothesis we're testing Ho :Bsina.io
,
now run restricted

version of the regression where age, aged are omitted by calculated
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a -por) (Cn -h- D



( il log (wage) -- Bo + By usage t Be educ +As ewper tBa female
Lii) log(wage) - Bo the usage the educt Bs

,
enper + Ba female +Bstsage - female

To test Ho : Ps -o
Ha :A-to

I Assuming that there's no interaction between sea and usage

log (wage) = pot So light -18, moderate +82 heavy + pzedect B, emper +My fermale -tu
non

- user is the omitted category
(in the null hypothesis is Ho : Armies -°

Perform F test which93 rdf -- n - G - f

( VI respondents may not accurately report their marijuana usage out of fear of
legal repercussion or there may be omitted variables which determine both

wage and usage .



Ci ) interpretation : as the increase in scored by 3.83 when l more male is added
CI at 95.5 f.confidence = 3.83 I 1.96 C. 74)
O is ewcluded because the interval is between a-329,5 . asoy

Iii ) In equation 3 we have an interaction term among the variables so the estimate on

male has a higher s. e .
Do F. test

,

Ho ! ByeAgo in egua 3
Hi. otherwise

F :
co-349 - o - 3291/2
- s13.08

i-o.ua } So, we reject Ho gender differences are significant
85L

FC.05,852) = 3.006

( Iii ) b/c in equation 4 variable maleCcolgpa - ers,) has been subtract by the mean of colgpa
a.81 ) making it closer to O and more precise DLS



ops Lo due to high school percentile is defined so that

the smaller the number the better the student do
.

09470 because the SAT score can't be negative
•Others coefficients are unclear

.

cotgpa .- 9.241 - 0.569 hsize + o.O 468 h size
?
- 0.132 hsperc t O - 00165 Sat -1.155 term ale

(O . 079) (0.0164 ) ( 0.00225) ( O
.

0006 ) C.oooo 7) C -018)

t.la athlete
( 0.042)

h's4,137 R? . 293

- An athlete is predicted to have a GPA F. 169 points higher than non .

athlete CE TER IS PARI Bos
.

The t - stat -

- !÷;g i 4.02 is very sig .



The coefficient onathlete becomes z . o . ooh, which is not as

significant as part Cii ) bc we don't control sat score

To test hypothesis we choose female non athlete as
a group base

Ho : S; - o reject

ti:::
"

:÷÷÷.. :
"

so we reject Ho



So we added female - sat to the equation in

'Iii ) its coefficient is about o . oooo si and 1-stat

I. 4 there is little evidence that sat scores differs

by gender .


