
109 (wage;) = 0.4436+0.0709 educi -10.3898expert -0.06expert
?-10.1925union ; -0.4422female ; + Ui

Based onthe coefficient of educi , if a person has one more year

of schooling , his/her wage would increase by 100×0.07091. or 7.09%

Test whether 0.0709--0 at 2 -0.05

Pto : 0.0709 = 0

Hn : 0.0709 =/ 0

taal = 0%88,20-2 13.6346

df = 1260-6=1254 Tupper = 1.962

Tower = -1.962

Reject to )A/ ✗ 13.6346

- 1.962
0 1.962

Ans : Education has a significant impact on log of wage at 95% -significant level .



use f- test
It→ Bz ? Bz - B4 '-Bs=Bb=By_=Bg20 inIt
,→ otherwise

F-SS/K-1 ,
109.2311

g. gggg

/
°" ^^

fcai-rssh-k.EE?EfE-fEszfupper(Fy1252)--
2.0096

Ans :The regression 2=0.05

Use t test 2=0.05 If-1252 tcrit - -1-1.962

Ho -7 Bs - O ANS : physical attractiveness has an impact on
It
,
→ Bza 0 It

, -7 Bs -10 log of hourly wage but only for below average

Hq → BETO attractiveness
.
above average physical attractiveness

teal (Bg) = 0.007-0
=
0.23 has no impact on log of wage/Pnr

0.0303talk - -%%:÷
= -2.9

*:"

itin
- 1,962 g. 962

-1.962 9.962



No
,
based on question G.c) , above average physical attractiveness has no impact on log of wage/hr

Let's say that these
are 2 women

,
one with average attractiveness and another with above average , both of them will

receive the some log of wage/hr at ✗ = 0.05



Yes, incase of -2,835 area, Careacmunicipality) =O , otherwise
- 1)
,meaning that

households outside municipal areas will have less expenditure, which make
sense because the cost of living outside municipal areas is cheaper . Also,
f- 881 Child, make sense because

more children always correlated to more expenditure

use + test df-14,908-3-14,905 2=0.01 tait ' -12.576

It
,
-72835 -0 Ho -7881=0

It
,
-32835--10 | An-7881--10

toy = -15.8 teal -6.82

-
"

it / t.snA.
- 2.576

£57s -2.576 2.576

Ans :B
, or

2855 is significantly different from 0 at 2=0.01

Bs or 2881#
I



h heap = 9736-2835 area; -188h child ;

hhexp = 9736-283597+811137

hheep = 9334

& ^B
,

Bs &

Test significant

tcrit = -1-2.576 (the same because a decrease in df by 1 won't make a difference)

teal (B) = -6.55 tea, CBs) -5.17 tea, 1B¢) = -0.25

•

• • By is insignificant from zero
,
the interaction term is insignificant

•

^

. Bz & Bz are significant from zero
-

Diagram

hheap in municipal area

slope --910 otherwise

1-
# slope-910

child



✓If = ÷e VIF high→ P2 closer to 1
µ

more multico linearity
ANS : age & age sq due to high rZ

,
which means higher coefficient

of correlation between the 2 variables and higher multicoiinearity

No
,
because we need both age and age sq for

the
model to

make economic sense
,
since hours worked/week should increase

with age at younger age, and you get older , the
value of agesq become

larger and caused hours worked/week To decrease

No because there is not a clear correlation between
weekoti and Tl? gie when weekot increase

,
J? doesn't increase

with it



Ho-7 ltomoscedaticity

Hi → Heteroscedaticity

Foal = Ñu?/K =
0.0814/5

(1-Rai )/n-k-1) (1-0.018412082-5-1)
= %

Fcrit = 2.2141

foal>Forit → Reject homoscedaficity
Ans : Hotenoticity is present


