1. Let kids denote the number of children ever born to a woman, and let educ
denote years of education for the woman. A simple model relating fertility to
years of education is

kids = By + Breduc + u,
where u is the unobserved error.

i. What kinds of factors are contained in u? Are these likely to be
correlated with level of education?

ii. Will a simple regression analysis uncover the ceteris paribus effect of
education on fertility? Explain.

i) W is the eror tkrm of the observation.let’s say that oage are contained in u
Wha correlated with education. So this eauation cahnot be  BLUE as yiplatihyg SLR4
E(Wilxi)=0 whith is not be true in  this equation. _

ii) ceteris parisbus s holo\ihg Other things  constant ,only education cahnot explain  well

about the fertility.

4. The data set BWGHT contains data on births to women in the United States.
Two variables of interest are the dependent variable, infant birth weight in
ounces (bwght), and an explanatory variable, average number of cigarettes
the mother smoked per day during pregnancy (cigs). The following simple
regression was estimated using data on n = 1,388 births:

Bwght = 119.77 — 0.514 cigs

i. What is the predicted birth weight when cigs = 0? What about when
cigs = 20 (one pack per day)? Comment on the difference.

ii. Does this simple regression necessarily capture a causal relationship
between the child’s birth weight and the mother’s smoking habits?
Explain.

iii. To predict a birth weight of 125 ounces, what would cigs have to be?
Comment.

iv. The proportion of women in the sample who do not smoke while
pregnant is about .85. Does this help reconcile your finding from part

(iii)?

- N
1) bwght = 119.71-0.51%(01= 119.77
Swght = 119.77- 0514 (20) = 109.49
The effect of smoking an additional 10 ciggarettes
will cause an estimated (119.77-109.49) decrease in
the birth weight.
ii)As the amount of cigarettes is independent variablt
ond  the infant weight is dependent it implies that
there is o casval effect. However, there are other
factor to be considered as wen like genetics or parent's
welght . Smoking habit’s can partially explain a baby’s weight.
i) 125 = 119.97-0.514 cigs
€igs=-10.1751, which is not possible, The highest possible weight
according 40 the mogdel would be its po or interest ,which is
119.77 ouncgs
iviTo get an accurate Sample,wt
9et morg data points variation in the explaint tory variable
or SLR3 bjc BS7. of the sample SMoke cigs=o
In addition ,SCR 2 means we heed the sample for be a better

should consider more smokers to

representative .Thus, we can improve our regression fn 6o it is nhot

as limited and will give ws possibly inatcruate data
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CHAPTER 3

Q@q) i) VYes, it does moake Sense b/c if you are top of The class,
anhd top closg

wsuoly get high ‘colgpa’. Hence, the coeffitient
is negative.

P

i) colgpa = 1302 -0.135(20) P . 00714R(10%0)
=1.392-0.27+ 1554

. A 2 2.67¢

lii) colgp =1,

392-00135 hsPErC+0.0014% Sat
—»Thug, increasing
valw
Alne g
Colgpa change
\

in sAT StOre far 1 march will make the

for 0.0014%
—3colgpa = 5.0014¢
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= AL is predited t® hav€ o sCore sat at 0.207
=(1401(0.901u§) higher,

It is avite

large if we cohsider the S,
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