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ABSTRACT

This study has two objectives: 1) to study the structure of household consumption in
each sub-district of Mae Chaem District, Chiang Mai Province; 2) to estimate the consumption
equation of households in each sub-district of Mae Chaem District, Chiang Mai Province.
Primary data on consumption expenditure of 400 households were used. For the estimation of the
consumption equation, Multiple Regression Analysis was used.

The results of the study on the structural pattern of household consumption in each
sub-district of Mae Chaem District, Chiang Mai Province showed that household expenditure on
consumption was averaged at 53,478.47 baht per year. Of this amount, households spent most on
food and non-alcoholic beverages accounting for 40.03%. Expenditure on transportation stood at
14.67% and that on housing stood at 9.71%. In consideration of the structure of household
consumption in each sub-district of Mae Chaem District, it was found that Chang Koeng Sub-
district exhibited the highest expenditure on consumption, standing at 82,530.62 baht. Next in
ranking were Ta Pa Sub-district and Kong Kaeg Sub-district with their expenditure standing at
72,009.90 baht and 70,118.43 baht respectively. It was also found that each sub-district had the

structural pattern of household consumption similar to that of Mae Chaem District.



On the study of the consumption equation of households in each sub-district of Mae
Chaem District, Chiang Mai Province, factors which were found to be statistically related to
household consumption at the 0.01 level of significance were: household income, number of
dependent household members, and location of residence. Other factors, i.e. number of
dependent household members, marital status of the household head, and ownership of dwelling
were found to be not statistically significant in relation to household consumption. Moreover, the
results of the study of the consumption equation of households in each sub-district of Mae Chaem
District showed that household income was statistically significant at the 0.01 level of
significance except that of Mae Najon Subdistrict which was found to be not statistically

significant.



