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1 . Heteros ked asti city is needed info do ou estimation for MLK . 6104640641

Without this assumption, the Ho
, By . . . etc won't be efficient var Cu H . . . . xr. 3=6? Moreover, the explanatory

variables are also needed as well since it can caused the ones to be biased when some variables will be counted as error terms.

If our OLS has sample correlation coefficient of 0.95 between 2 independent variables , it is fine since it doesn't violate any MLK assumption '

2 . (is Null hypothesis that ros has no effect on CEO salary.
↳ Ho : 133=0

The alternative that better stock market performance increases a CEO's salary.

↳ Ha: 13, > O

Cii ) If ros increases by 50 points, salary will be predicted to increase by (0.00024×50)=0.012. Then, we multiply it by 100 in order to answer in percentage form

which I . 2 's
.

. ros does not have a practically large effect on salary .
Ciii) Ho : Pz : O

Ha : Dz > O
← O-I

, n s 209 , d.f. s n
- k-t 209- 3 -i = 205 → We have to use Z -score since d.f. > 30 .

Reject Ho
-

← r÷i÷=%% = 0.4444

As you can see that the z . value
✓ !""""

does not fall into the rejection region so it does not reject Ho at oil level of significance or you can say
that ros does not effect salary.

Civ? No
,
we wont include ros in a final model because it has no effect on salary at 0.1 level of significance .
-

Cl.

Cis A percentage increase in campaign expenditure by candidate A
.

Cii) Ao : expenditure A = - expenditure B

Ciii) Vote A = 45.08 t 6.083 log (exp . A ) - 6. 615 log Ceyp, B) t 0.152 prytystr A
O. 382 O . 379 0.152

t test A = 6 . 083/0.382 = 15.924

f Cri A (169,0-05) = 1 . 654
t test B -. - 6. 615/0.379 = -17.454
t cri B ( 169

,
0.05 ) = 1.654

Both A and B are rejected
-

Both A and B exp. have effect on the outcome

- We can't use these results to test the hypothesis in part Cii) .
Civ ) gen log Ktp . A I exp . B = I exp. A

- I exp. B
vote A s 42.7 t 6.342 log (exp. A /exp . B) t 0.746 prtystr

A t U

O. 297 O . 062

t tests 6.342/0.271=23, 4
t Cri C 190,0. 05 ) = 1. 654

reject Ho
,
a ii. increase in exp.A is not offset by a 11. increase in exp. B

C G. Ci ) Ho : 132 '- Bz
Cii ) let Oz =p, - P, .

Then
, we can

estimate the equation

log (wage) = pot 14 educ t Q expert pg (exp + tenure ) t U
to obtain the 951. confidence interval for -0

,
which is approximately 0.0020I 1.96 ( 0.0047) I - 0.0072 to

0.112. Since there's zero in this confidence interval
,
O
,
is not statistically different from zero at the 51. level of significance, and we fail toreject Ho'. Pz = Pg at 5's . level of significance



(f- Ci ) There 're 2,017 single people in the sample of 9,295 .

Cii ) The coefficient in c indicates that one more dollar in income is reflected in abolt 80 more

cents in predicted ncttfa; no surprise there . The coefficient on age means that, holding income fixed,if a person gets another year older,
their nett-ra is predicted to increase by about $843.

Ciii ) The intercept is not very interesting as it gives the predicted nottfa for inc so
and age

-
- o . Clearly, there's no one with even close

to these

values in the relevant population.
Civ) The t-statistic is co. 843 - 17/0.92=-1.77 . Against the one-sided alternative H, : the 1, the p - value is about 0 . 444 . Therefore

,
we can reject Ho: 132=1 at the 5's. level of significance ( against the one - sided alternative) .

(V) The slope coefficient on inc in the simple regression is about o . gzy ,which is not very different from the 0.799 obtained in part Cii ) . As it turns out,
the correlation between inc and age in the sample of single people is only about o.o 39, which helps explain why the simple S multiple regression estimates are not
very different .
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