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Abstract

The objectives of this study, “Elasticity Indices of Households’ E'xrpgii?ug g 2h?an6g
Mai Province, 2002” were : 1) to study the income elasticity of households’ expenditure in
Chiang Mai Province; 2) to study the suitable computerized models used for elasticity of
households’ expenditure in Chiang Mai Province which were from several models such as linear,
semi-logarithmic and double-logarithmic forms; and 3) to comparative study the elasticity in each
expenditure group with 3 districts, of central influenced sphere, they are Fang, Muang Chiang
Mai and Chom Thong . The results of this research were as follow:

1. The suitable model used for the income elasticity of households’ expenditure in
Chiang Mai Province was double-logarithmic form. That given the elasticity of expenditure in 14
groups: food, main food, alcoholic beverages and tobacco products, apparel, furniture, medical
care, transportation, communication, saving, debt, interest, gambling, lottery and miscellaneous.
These elasticities gap had been ranging between 0.201 - 0.623.

2. The income elasticity gap of total households’ expenditures in Muang Chiang Mai’s
sphere of influence had been ranging between 0.183 - 0.953. This gap ranging was wider than

Fang’'s and Chom Thong’s (E, =~ 0.232-0.994 > E, _ Thong > 0.255 - 0.869).

Fang
3. The analysis of income changing from elasticity of households’ expenditures using by

Multiple Regression showed that all districts had only 2 statistical significant important
expenditure groups. They are described as follow:

3.1 Chiang Mai Province: when households income increase, their expenditures
will also increase in food and gambling groups (Beta = 29.8% and 10.0% respectively).

3.2 Fang’s spherc of influence: when households income increase, their
expenditures will also increase in food and miscellancous groups (Beta = 31.8% and 14.9%
respectively).

3.3 Muang Chiang Mai’s sphere of influence: when households income increase,
their expenditures will also increase in food and gambling groups (Beta = 35.3% and 10.0%
respectively).

3.4 Chom Thong’s sphere of influence: when households income increase, their

expenditures will also increase in food and gambling groups (Beta = 24.7% and 19.0%

respectively).



