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Ci ) and Ciii) generally cause the t statistic not to have
+ distribution under Ho Honosksdarticity is one of the Ecm assumption
An important omitted variable violates Assumption NLR 3. The Ctm
assumption contains no mention of the sample correlation among Independent
variable

, except to rule out the case where tu correlation is one
.



Cis Ho : Ps =0 Itta :p , 20

Cii ) The pro potion ate effect on satang is 00029403 co- 12

To obtain The percentage effet he multiply this by 100 : l
-
2 's.

Therefore
,
a so point ceterr, paribas increase in ros is predicted to increase

salary by only 1.2% . Practically speaking th's is a very small effect

Ciii ) The 104, cortical value for one - tailed test , using dfid
is obtained
0.002Lfrom table be as 1.282 The t statistic on ros is -0.6g

which is well below the critical value therefore we fail to nejat Ho

at the 104. significance level . FETT Ho

'

too 1
1.282

(
"

IV) No
,
since we already test that ros does not have any effect on salary at at level

of significance. Even though it we add it will raise to re , but it will worsen the

variance
,
we only want to put in what really explain the model

.



I

Ci) 13 , is the point change in vote it when exped A
increase by one

Cii ) The null hypothesis is Ho Pai - B, which means a z's

increase in expenditure by A and a zy . increase in expenditure
by B leaves vote A uncharged . We can equivalently write Ho

Bi t 132--0

( Iii ) Vote A -

- 45.08 t 6.083 log leopardA) - 6.615 log( exposedB) too. 152 prytstou the
6. 083

t test A =¥
= 15-924

t Cri A = (169,0-05)=1.654
t test B -

- -6%4, = -ns.usg
t avi B ( 169,0.

05) - 1.654

reject A , reject B
Both A and B expenditure have significant effecton outcome

can't use this motel on hypothesis in partCii)



I ' U i r

Civ) gen log ( expend F.expense D= I -0g expert A
- log expend B

vote A e 42.7 t b. 542 log ( expend A leopardB) to. 146 prtystrAt U
+cri = t.z.hu#-- 23.4
+ Cri C 170, 0.05) In . 654

⇒ reject Ho , al 't increase in A expenditure
is not oft set by LJ. increase in B 's expense



is the null hypothesis is Pa - Po
CII ) let ⑥q =P e - Ps , then we can estimate the equation in the question

to obtain 95% of Cl for 0-2
.
This turn out to be about

0.002 I 7.96 ( O -0047) = - 0.0072 to 0.112 . Because zero is in this CI
,
Oz

is not statistically different from O at the 54. level , and we fail to reject
Ho : Pe ' Ps , at the 5% level



Cis thereare 2017 single people
Cii ) hettfa = - 43.04 -10.799 in c t O

- 843 age
The coefficient on Inc indicates that one more dollar in income is reflected in about

0.799 more cents in predicted nettfa

The coefficient on age means that if age increase by 1 the predicted hefts is predicted
to increase by $843

(Iii) The intercept '- -43.04 when in :O and age :O .

Civ ) The t statis is -1.71 . The one side alternative th : 1324 the p- value is about

0.44
,therefore , we can reject Ho : Brit at the H . significant level

CV ) The slope coefficient on Inc is 0.821 Whio is not different 0.799 in part Cil)
The correlation between inc and age of sample of single people is about
0.39 Which help explain why simple and multiple regression estimates are not

very different
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