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tm& chapter deals with the aftalysi© of fiousatold 

eoniajmptioii expenditure as a function of Income f total 

expenditure as prosy ), wealth, age of the head of the 

household, ana household sir®. $h© first motion describes 

the regression analysis based on per capita total expenditure 

ana per capita ©jssersditure on catmoMt? groups. It fnelttdes 
also regression done with the tszmpX® divided into three ' 

sub. samples for e few selected ecsasnodities. Multiple 

regression with all the four essslanatory variables mentioned 

above foms the subject-matter of the second section, therein 

fire* the?: regression tables are presented and described 

follow®! by general conclusions*

it is well-known that a wide variety of factors spa** 

from aVsilaM®.money income and what Is offered in the 
market determines the composition of the fs&dfcefe which a

o S- *•
3 S3 SO H S<

**
**
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con aimer selects. In consumption analysis, determinants 
other than mosey income usually considered are price and 
C occasionally > th© lovel of assets held. The focus of 
attention in mlcrewoconomic theory is on the demand 
relationship between tm eanisodities or between a 
cocrAoaity ana price, tanker the assumption in either case 
that the consumer’s tastes and preferences are given 
and constant* * vJbile in the pure theory of consumption 
preferences are regarded as given, in empirical research 
it is necessary to study than la more detail in order to 
specify in what manner they differ between households. *1

the most obvious cause of variation in preferences 
ace the determinants of eapandlture such as variations in 
£mily sis:e end composition, differences in location which 
reflects ©asternal conditions and social. heMts. Social 
class may significantly Influence th© demand function, m 
too rdi^Lon and various pathological charocfcerlsties of 
the members of th© household such as ©speeted future income 
etc. ‘Thus difference* can b© n£cot3ntB& for by a variety 
of family variables of psychological, physiological end 
of purely economic nature,*2 fSowever as Prcis and ibufchakkor

Prats and M,s,Kbuthdkker, •ffhe imalyads of ffgmily Budgets, Cambridge diversity s^E^&^Tt^SsTpTHT0^-^^^^
^bipenkar Cocndoo, Comparison of Cspandlture Patterns 

of Indian Kiddle Class and forking Class homilies, * Sankhya, 
Series C# Vol«3?, pt.2, ^©e 19? 5, p. 81.
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have pointed out, * it is not posaihi© to isolate all the 

sources of variation and we must he content with 

introducing the more conspicuous ones ©3»lleitly end assume 

that the others which ©re presumably mm®mnrn m& 
tmsstporttfkt' individually give rise to m siror tom conforming 

to sect® probability distribution*

In the preceding chapter on regional* social end 

occupational factors in consumption we hpv® already 

discussed the influence of s

region of origin of the Bead of the ;:buoebold 

S&efcaxy C Vegetarian / $on~Vegefcarf an )

educational tjaaliffleation of the i?ouoewife 

Occupation of the Heed of the rousetold.

Shea© variables have all the -oamm feature that they are 

non^guantiffiahl®* tn the present chapter w© concern 

ourcelv©3 with the major determinants off oonftumption which 

ere directly quantifiable end whose Influence can ho 

estimated by means of standard regression technique, homely $

Income < fi'otal 3»penditair© «© proxy ) 

health of the Household 

Fjsaily ^is®
age off the Head of the Household 

3i?rai a and Ebuthgi&kor* ibia,,p. il.
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Three series of regressions liave tmn tm to- determine *

<U The re&etioasMp between per capita income 
<‘I’ofcal per capita ce^enaifcupe ae prosy} ana 
per capita ee&eadltu&ss ©a various goods and 
services by the sample Imseholde,

<2) Th© relationship between per capita income ©«d 
per capita erpgsdifcttre® of tiouseholds classified 
into three eub»e*rapie9: on the basis of Itieme,

13) the relationship between income, malfh, household 
- else and ape of the head of the hotuwteid on the 

one hasod and ospenditures of households m the 
other £ entire ©ample )•

■fbe results are discussed sequentially,

income dad s^endlture® of 2buf?o?iolcls ©n cbods and Service©

numerous studies have esttjbiidhed the dominant sol* 

played toy income, this is not surprising because* apart frtss 

providing the pnxchaaing power which motivates consumer 

behaviour strongly other socio«»pf3fchoiogical factors are 
associated with income end thus indirectly influence 

©>5>enditure, Inearae is a primary indicator of social ranh.
In the ,present study therefore, inoen® was eapected to tie 

overall m demitia»fc Sact^r, hut major concern was to dutossaine 
bow far in respect of individual categories of good® It 
tms able to account for the crpsnditura, boss: tbs inocai*



I

177

elasticities shaped for the different items for this 

effluent group*

Total Bapendlture as Prosy for Income

In the present analysl© total expenditure h&e been 

taken as proxy for income, a procedure which has already 
been adopted by us as mentioned in cur earlier chapter m 

ccsunodity preferences end income levels* f%€em studies 

have preferred to base their scaly sis on the latter variable 

as data about income is generally unreliable and people 

tend to emit unconsciously or deliberately certain types of 

income, for instance receipts from investments, wMl® giving 

information, According to Prats and Boutftabfeer 1 the success 

of on empirical analysis must depend on the choice of some 

simple readily obtainable measure which substantially, 

represents the facts, Th© use of total expenditure as 

determining variable in the Cage! curves con be justified on 

the assumption that while total aspenditura may depend in a 

complicated way on income expectation and the like, the 

distribution of expenditure &?ang the vatioue. commodities 

depends only on th© level of total expenditure. * Xn the Xt*0 

report it is stated, ’consumption expenditure per consumption 

unit is perhaps the bast index of the actual level of living*

J*f»rais, u*s,H6utiH«3k3G(eir# flho Analysis of Family audgets, 
Cambridge, p«81.
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Consumption expenditure represents ©. 'ranch closer ©ppsoidmate
«to the met of a gives level, of living thato income, * in oar 

vicar, if income is grossly underrsporfeed, say due to fiscal 
fear, the undersfcatesuant Is concerned more with the .saving 
component than the consumption component. Hence measured 
total consumption should toe more reliable than measured 
current incest©. Giv©n the limitation that permanent income 
and permanent con suction are not easily measurable* there 
seams to to® sufficient theoretical Justification for talcing 
total expenditure as proxy for income* avoiding the 
controversy of permanent income Vs, total income.

Aggregate or 'Per Capita ?
based

Most consumption studios have their anelysia on per
r*”

capita os^onditure treating income as the sole es^lchatoty 
variable. Multiple sogroesiois docs offer m elegant technique 
of simultaneously studying fctoe effect of several ejodtmatosy- 
variables on the ©plained variable* nevertheless an enalyslo 
of data corrected for family si so in the form of per capita 
value has its own intrinsic merit, More th&n anything else 
it provides readily comparable figures. £&mee before applying 
multiple regression, simple- regression for the entire on© 
hundred and oighfcyfive observations on per capita basis has 
been run.

.............................................................. .. eniiiT1i>wn>rwii»i>l»»ic)% **>* m——;ji.i»ii.<Mir»n© wil»r<©iiiKmi©©»ry»'.-r»«i»im wa«.l'«.nri*mn .m »«ij-«e©up<iij>in©i

£»■Methods of Family hiving otudl©s, International Labour 
Office* Geneva* 1549.
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Ca> flaafltyadttr of Par Capita Cqbswaption Sapcpdltaige 

Seenessetrie Models s
wnwwiim*■^■mifwi (wewrt»Mw»a»MwwM«Mi«

i?he modele tilled %mt@ *

^ \ *v 4 u (linear)

a«4

log Y » i*o 4- x 4- u (Ooufel© logarithmic)

where Y » t^er Capita iaonfct&y consumption ©rpenditttre 
on different mmodity groups

X «, ibfepl per capita monthly onpen&i tarn of the 
household

a, w si sfaisbase© term

Both these models specify expenditure on ccsRsao4iti.es as 

a function of total* expenditure, fh© choice of £h© farm 

Implies certain basic asim^ptions regarding the economic 

steXatioftsMp between the explanatory and the ©a^Aained 

variables. ‘211© linear model gives for inotgne© the estimate 

of the marginal propensity to consume in the regression 

coefficient b^. J&eraentary calculations stew that for tho 

linear form the elasticity Is loss thm unity if bQ is 

positive and greater than unity, if b0 is negative,
( the marginal propensity to consume > is positive.0 "'•’•■• ••*

'%?.FMips, applied consumption Wiolya&a, f^afeetflan # t*o*th
EollsasS, i974,p.i08* ■She given these In the foes of
exercise are easily proved toy taking the first derivative 
of the functional form taken and making suitable transpositions
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Itt the double logarithmic model the eaefficient b^ give©

straightway an estimate of fell® elasticity* Hie marginal
^ ^propensity to c©name is however inversely related to total

©spendifcttre* It was therefore necessary to cheeSc the
suitability of the alternative forms for the various

caasoditiee at different levels of income, The twin criteria which
2were eoployed wsre goodness of fit indicated toy teanlRrurn S 

value and. ei^lanutory power of the regression In the fora' 
of number of esg&aaatary variables shown to be significant*

Commodity Croups s

So the regression analysts orpendituros on selected 

commodities were aggregated and t$*k«s as observations of 

the vest obi©, 'Hie justification asid need fey «sdh gspttolng 

has already b&m dealt r.dth in chapter it* The goads 

considered were a 
tfefcai Food

total &o«~Fo©d ( e&cliidSssg insurance ?

Cereals and dulses i rice# wheat, other cereals, pulses I 

Fats C ghee, butter, oil )

Bugar

Milts {inetn&Lng mills products ) and Sggs 

Fraits and Vegetable©

Sent ( including other rents end maintenance > 

utilities C Cas, fuel, electricity, telephone I
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CiotMnej aM Footwear
intellectual activltiioa { stihool fees, aawvgMper# library,

betoike 1
Insurance
Conveyance
Boiaeafcic Servants

Rajatataaefaip Between s&pg&djtare m QsmsMtm mS Total 

gsrogodltat©

Table 9#1 ©hows the results of the regression for the 
different cwanocUty groups*

in ©pit© of title M<gfc variations ©iMlaitiaS by tih© sample 

bmisebolds for many of till© individual coramodifclss and service© 
title regression is fairly satisfactory judged by «ia R2 sad 

lvalues. i\ll tih© relations are found significant,,
All tli© marginal propensities to consume C b^*9 t are 

positive aoeording to tih© table* Ca» total. espendltntt© novea 
upward, ©»pe«ditiu»© on tb® eorwoditiy sis© goes qp )« She 

elasticity « *tfiati w© may call total expenditure ©iaaticity 
to difforantiiatAo it from ifiecsaa eiafitlcdt;/ -* is given ly 

°j i (X / ¥)< d¥ / ax } and will be greater tb«a unity if b0 is 
J negative and less tbsis unity If b0 i© poaittve, tihace x 

represents total es^enditursi and ¥ ©sesenditittre .©a selected 
ccramGaity* la fcb© teMo the cun stmt tern is negative 
only for rent < including other rents# maintenance ), 
Insurance, Qsnveysaiee, Servants and Total 8e&*»&too<S C eaE&adSngr
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Ta'ale s9»t« estimated Regression Coefficients for Selected 
Groups of CmksoiiitXes for 205 tSousetoolfia with 
Per capita KonfcJsiy Sqpandittoite of
fctsa Ubtiaetjold as tlio Hs,planatos^ Variable

j-fo<a«a 2 C ) s ir« h * * «
o i i

tfodgl 22 (double log) * &©g ¥ » 4* 4 u

Cccxnedity Kedel 5j b
(fc-valuo) (lvalue)

1. Cereals and
Pulses

2* Fetus
(<Sho©> Sutter,
oil)

3. sagas?

1

4, Kills fotber 
milk, product 
and Eggs

5, Fruits and 
Vegetables

1 423.983 40,009** ,6734
(3,803) (14,459)

IS 4 8.93§ 40.168** .0520
(3,165) (10.017)

t 419.363 40.020** ,1832
(6,402) (40,979)

tt 4 0, 2 IS 40,431** *2125
(7,824) (49*334)

qOt MMt MMF

t
•w a* ** <«** *■*

4 4,708
e *4 «i *** ««

■:0, 908**
W Ac* «w* m»* «M» <»•. «*a

,1253
l

(5,114) (29.15S)
1 -**■»»•

&<*. - 0.39S 40,472*-* .1498
1 (5.662) ’ (32.064)
&*<*»*»

«e* ««k «•* «» «*< ■ •1* '*«■ «* -Mtft «y> «K4 «*«*>,*•<#* -**1 -**

**■*** 419,104 40,038** ,3576
s) ? 10* 60S)- <181,719)

XI 4 0*016 40,575** ami
(10.768) (115,951)

2

SI

4 3,01.8 

- §.5®

«*?'«*■ «» c** «» «e m *** ** <**

**40.046
<20.660)
■>•0,762 **

(10*996)

.3807
(U2.329)
.3983

(180*964)
*m- w* *m mm»

6. Rent Cofcbesr 2 
rents and
ffiaSatons«i0p) \ i* «*»•

c\ 1

1

2 m>

f) /\A ,^\ ■', j
,iX <•'•-!

■8.312 40*188**
«24.419)
41.272** 

(16.163)

• 1 \^ / f !'vl/V-V - l -{f-f
, , 1 ,V * **o ^ "" V i)

.9314
(207.898)

(361*382)
**• .4 i*. 4» «* ** *r ** ’«■***

(Continued, * *)
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('S'oble 9, l continuer?.)

Ccsssodity b feu R2
© 1(fc-mlua) CFi.t?ii2ue)

7. Utilities I * 2,412 40.032** ,3239
iGsissg fuel (9* 337> (87.743)
electricity,
telephones) 21 - 1*133 40.873**

(12*828)
,4651

(139,474)

8. Clothing an8 
Footwear I

*• VM* W «*» «•* <M*

12.183
*•» a*? +m «t* •»* «k»

0.039**
(6-, 749)

*»**«*«»•***

,1989 
(45.543)

xi - -0*496 0,707** ,2200
(7.182) ($1.576)

9, Intel lacteal 
activities 
{Stoical fees.

£ 0.238 0.056**
(7,870)

,2530
(61,042)

newspaper. 12 ~ 0.027 0,848** .2490
library hooks* (7,785) (60.614)

10* Insurance I ~ 7.543 0.100** ,2714
(3.280) (68.230)

21 <*» 2*033 ■ :.l'* 225** *1225
(5.07) (25.704)

13, Conveyance I -37.000 0.136** ,5530
(15.298) (230,988)

21 - 3.388 2,727** .4083
(11.235) (226.235)

12. •Servants ■ 2 -12,063 0.05S** ,4260
(21.423) (238,473)

22 — 2. $ 36 1. 344- ** .5227
(13.877) (192,566)

13. Food 2 460.468 0,206 ** .6642
(10.035) (362.330)

12 + 0,580 0.606** *6208
(17.601) (309.795)

14* *lQ»~F©od 2 -52*999 0.695** ,0370
(Secluding (51.042) (2697.919)
Insurance) 22 - 0.781 1.198** ,9293

(48.782) (2379,602)
.+* . 5ft, ft—> ...9m.. »» ...*».. <ft» ,_<tfr. *w» . ,w» «■»«ia «» H& X.
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insurance > * These goods am thus Mastic, and may fee

describes as luxuries, i,e, when total espendifcure changes
*

the proportionate change in cwsraodity expenditure is

greater* The inelastic goods, i.e* neceesltie# are ?

Cereals ana Pulses,
Pat©#
sugar,
ttilfe,
bruits and Vegetables, 
utilities, Clothing and ^cottasar,
Intellectual .activities, and 
Total Food,

Estimation of Total Ssneadifcum elasticity

Though te1 <ra.t>,c) is cssnofcsat for each' cwrviodityv the 

elasticity varies from point to point on the regression line, 

being given by (M / TX dY / cBS I, It is therefore necessary 

to have a fixed reference point «fc*n discussing 'total 

©2pemliture elasticiti,©® derived from linear refreshen,. The 

per capita total, expenditure of fisu 606,50, the average for 

the me hundred and aighfcyfivo households to suitable for 

this purpose and has accordingly bean used in the 

calculation of total expenditure Rusticities oceerding to 

the linear Esadal, These may bo esxspnrod t;dhh the constant 

elasticities given by fho double logaeithsiie model,

Table 5*2 gives the two totnl expenditure Reside! ties.
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Table s9.2* *Sbtal SapenAituftt Stasfcieitles of Selected 
Groups of Cbomoditie® from- Per Capita 
Sjgpeaditwre for :iS5 Sbnsobolds based on Two 
aigel Models - .. a: '"

Cmmo&ity
Total Sapendt tur© Slaaticity
tEwK***
Haded woaei

Cereals end Pulses *207 .168
Pats .431
Sugar .SOS .472
felilh and Wills Products ,553 .57®
Fruits slid Vegetable® *913 .762
Rent 1*031 1.272
utilities ,83® .873
Clothing and Footwear *660 .707
intellectual Activities ,993 ,843
Insurance 1*142 1.225
Conveyance 1.850 1.727
sennsnfce 1.551 1*344

«■*.<•* *K> «R .***• .«■> >W .**» «»«*«* ...«■* . mTXiJTi.oWtuijB}

* Elasticity calculated at Rs* ©06.SO, per capita 
total wsp&n&itvkm

It may be observed that tbs elasticities given by the doable 

logarithmic model are generally leas than, those given by the 

linear raadd with the escepfclon of isit.fc, rent, clothing end 

footwear, and insurance, a choice between the two models 
and their estimates may bo made with R2 value as criterion, 

in which case th© elasticities given by the linear model 

may be taken for c©r@als ®ns Pulses, Fruits and Vegetables,
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intellectual Activities, Insurance, ana Conveyance and 

the double logarithmic estimates for the rest, l.e« foilIt, 

rent, clotting and footwear and insurance ).

Arranging the commodities in ascending order of 

importune® based on total eanendtfcure elesticitioa, v* get *

Cereals end Pulses ** #.* 0*20?
Fats CShae, Butter, Oil) • • * e 0.441
Sugar M .. ## 0*303

mm ( miK mm .products ) ana Bgg© 0.575
Clothing and -Footwear *♦ 0*707
Utilities C Oas, Fud, siectcicity, 

telephones) #• 0*069
Fruits and Vegetables ** 0.019
Intellectual i\etivities ( School Fear, 

newspaper, library hooks ).. Op 993
Insurance .. 1,225
Bent C other rents ), Maintenance * « 1.272
Servants * * . * 0 0 1.5S1
Conveyance .» .. 0m 1,850

For poorer sections of th© population generally milk, dothing

end footwear, are luxuries. For the affluent group these a?;®
high

clearly seen as necessities indicating thedrAl«vd of living, 

ihe elasticities for fruits and vegetables and intellectual 

activities, though loss than unity are nearly unity m that 

■m may terra them ns seid-lussuries for this group.
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(8) finely si a of Per Capita CandBnpfclon at %bree levels off 
Income l?hgpa$> simple Regression

it has already been seen through di££er©nc©-in«.m<3«n3 tost 
that household pax* capita consumption expenditure differed 
significantly according to level of total expenditure in the 
case of t

Oil, vegetables* fruits* electricity* clothing, 
cosmetics* school fees, entertainment, conveyance* 
domestic servants, insurance, vacation, rent*

while in the case of other food and non-focd items there was 
no significant difference. For the t-tests the households 
were classified into three groups on the basis of aggregate 
monthly es^enditur®, namely <$mm? t i l*s*SS0 * i§50 5,
Qmnp it C r<s. 1050 - 3350 ) Group in I over «s. 3050 ?. 
it has been argued that aggregate expenditure { nsosey for 
income ) Is an indicator of social rank and that consumption 
level i® influenced both by this factor as well as by the 
available per capita disposable income* it was therefore 
decided to keep the three income groups separate and run a 
eerie® of regression of commodity expenditure® with per capita 
total expenditure as the explanatory variable. Shis yielded 
three separate egression lines which could be interpreted as 
showing the relationship between income {$&<$ consumption level 
on different commodities and services* taking both fpjsily alee 
and social rank into con siderotic* It turned out that for oil.
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electricity, cosmetics, school fees, rnd
insurance the a2 value was sot B&^odlficqnt in tha case off 

one or raoro income groups# leaving only *

vegetables, conveyance, servants, vacation m3 rent
(Jj.loi)

with useful regressions* Tati© 9.3 A wm&xltmsi the results 

of the regressions* Graph© 9.1 to9.5 show the regression 

lines for the three income group© for the abaveraentioned 

items* -

General discussion of the Regression Basalt© ha sea on ?hgae 
levels of Income

In the case of the thirteen commodities for which the 
3iff©rmee«iri»mean© -* - test showed significant differences 

In consumption level depending on the level of income, and 

for which th© regressions have been run for the three sub- 
staples, it may be pointed out that no aggregation «a© 
involved, B©»t for instance related only to house rental 

value and did not include other rents or raofnfcsnsnee. it has 
already been earn that when individual itdESs cr® considered 
thews is large dispersion with this affluent ®mvp* trance the 

relationship between incomo f total ei^snditur© of household ) 

goad e3$>enditur«s on a ceasaodlty might not become evident 
unless these is suitable grouping* %£© could perhaps espledn 
why only for five commodities or services out of thirteen 

the revalues were significant.
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Tim marginal propensities to consume ( regression 
coefficient of the aggregate espensiture S for the three 

income levels showed irregular patterns. The marginal 

propensity increases with income level in the case of 

vegetables end rent, while there *ms a reverse, trend In the 

case of conveyance*

The total arenas.turn elasticities calculated at the 

per capita total expenditure of each of the three income
p.xox

class also <51 flayed mixed trend < Table 9.4 A>, For vegetables 
the elasticity was less than unity < indicated by positive 
constant ), while for conveyance and servants the elasticities 
were greater1 than unity C positive coefficient, negative 

constant >. For vacation and rant however, income group ! in 

the case of the former and Group II in tfeo case of the latter 

shoved elasticities less than unity, the remaining two income 
levels for the goods shoving elasfcicities greater than

*7*unity, *Ma would mean that for the less effluent group 

vacation is a •necessity’ , while in the case of rant, it is a 
necessity for the moderately affluent group only, tfe not*? 

describe the results with reference to the individual goods 

briefly,

Vegetables

Th© prefersne© analysis: showed that vegetables belong 

Type i goods, the mean of each high group being significantly 
higher. In terms of absolute values the higher income groups
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spend significantly mores per person^ 7h«r. estimated sn.p.c.
’ i ,

for income group $ and II are 0,013, sad Q.o$l£©r garaup III
i i Vide Table 9.3 'pad Graph 9,1 ), 7&®t is to say, for ©very

i ; ;
additional 109 Rs*, its income, th© Slow and laiddl© income 

group© would both spend 1 &©. 39 nf?, more oil vegefeabloa, 
while the high income group would spsod 3*19 Rs» more*

’. She total e^enditure elastic!ties calculates at the 
of

mean value per capita total e^enditure for each of theA-.

three income classes C 427*30 ha*, 630.20 ft®*, and 919,10 fta.J 
were i. ■ 0,507, 0.594 altd 0.906 respectively, Sbr the high I O'YS^ 

income group it was nearly unity. As all the eteoticitles 

were less than unity w® have to eemeluQ® that this item is 

a necessity for the affluent section.

Having three expenditure classes and correspondingly 

throe regression lines implies that though per capita 

aggregate expenditure may he same for different household© 

their outlay on a coraraodity would depend cm the incrom© class 

to which they belong, Thus for Rs» 700' p«c* aggregate , 
e:^<afiditure the consumption would be fts,20*07, Re, 20.61 or 

Ra. 23.64 depending on Aether the household belonged to the 

loss affluent income group, laoderstcdy affluent group or 
fell© highly affluent group, Further ae tnem© moves fcho 

consumption level moves upmrd® along the regression lino 
till the increase in aggregate income of the household shifts
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the household from one iheem© group to the higher Income 

group. At that point th® consumption level also shifts 

to the corresponding regression line,

Conveyance

%is item too figured tinder %pe X according to the 

preference sualysls C consumption significantly higher in 

rupee value as income increases K Th© regression showed# 

however that, the marginal propensities to constate decreased 

from 0.177 to 0*135 end than to 0*128 as households move 
from income level 2 to Iwal XS and Hvm level it to 
level 2X2. ( Vide fame 9.3, end Graph 9.2 ).

Marginal propensity to con&aa® for group' 2 is higher 

and suggests that as households become mom affluent theis?
l

outlay on conveyance is letter* Shis seems feo he gait© 

unrdlfasfcic ? l&uevsr when ws retnesher that the regression 
relates to per capita consumption and recall that family 

elm is negatively related to per capita o2cp>csyidifc«r& on
7conveyance, the result appears, to be quit© reaaanafole. ,

According to Schlppar the Nation ship between family sis©
and espenditur© of households on durable® * appears to be
negative, indicating that as the sis© of the family increases,

»average mpmfliitmm on durables decline, as «ttJ* this
naiiiniinwipwwpmiiinawwii>»hew<i<WiWM—dMiWif^i'HiifinTSiiiwiriwi’aifiierennirt^Mii imewi *hiiiidhim*im' wnnam—»<u»»n >i»m<i it. <r mnnni m r

7'&C&SR, Mi India Consumer Sapenditar® Purvey, Vol.2* 
Pattern of Income and Sas^fiditus®, tlmr MIM 1967* p.ty.

8fewis SeMppar* Consumer sieerefcionasy Behavior* KortJv. 
Holland Putol. C®,, Amsfeoselsa* 1964, ;r)p* 21*
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affluent group eonveyetttie ean h© assocfat®& tdtih ©apendittire 
on aufcacoMles the interpretation aay h© ©asfried over else 

to conveyance. The Multiple i?©§fe®aio& taking Tooth income 
ana Family sis© into conslges&tion gave th® foH&Htftg 

elation *

C • • 13*332 4* g*120 S - 25.035 % K2 « .5469
f 14,589) (4*037) (19*6135

Where c e Cmeunptieti on Conveyance
T «» Total ©npendltur© ©£ tit© household 

, 3 « Fsmily jdsE© in aqptvelUnt ©duit units
ana figures In brackets rspresmt fwtntfttds for regression
Coefficient att& fwvalu® for overall regression*

the regression eoefficlenfc for family alas© has- negative 

sign gii©-sdng the negative r©latl©ft#iip heti#eoa expenditure 

on convsryanc® ahfi. family also.

the total expenditure elasticities calculated for 

the taaaft values of the three income groups isere 3*330, 
1.862 and X.44S reject! vdy all greater than unity, 
pl&e&ng this ifeea m e Xusary for ail the three income 

levels# This result is in hasping with the results of the 

preference analysis#

Servant©
pwh >■ w.ewr*w

Karlier preference aneiys&G *ri.th three subsffnplea 
had placed aosostie servants tm#er the category of
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conventional neeessitlea, i„e, Type X, tiiere ammssptim 
lewcB. increased with the level of Inborne. In the regression 
with per capita figures however the fa*p,c of income group II 
i moderately affluent ) ( 0*034 > regtatoroS a slight 
decrease If* ccsapastson to group 2 C toss affluent I i 0,028 ), 
wMl& group 222 < highly affluent ) had a tiller m*p.c. than 
either of the two income tmesl® { 0.0S7 1. ( via© Table 8*3 
and Oftagto 9.3 K The total .©spend! turn ©Xestieitiea ar® 
conaisteatly greater than unity ( 1.30, l.QSS and 1.135 ) 
thus fleeing domestic servant© as belonging to thu category 
of irauxias*
Vacation

The intercept for the Income group X was positive while 
those of the xmm affluent groups XX m& III were negative 
I Vfde Table 9.3 md Graph 9.4 ) showing this item to be a - 
necessity for the lass affluent group £ in the fcodml.ea! 
sense of the tens and a lussary for the other two. The m.p.c*
.for tii® throe groups were 0.019,0.0G1 m& 8*845 respectively. 
The total ©apanditur© elasticities war© 0.952,, 1,469 as*&
2.656, Though vacation' was inelastic for the income group t

\

©till the value was near unity and the item may he considered 
a ©oni-lmaisy ( in raspeefc of ©lasfcielfcy > for group I,

The marginal propensities to con sura© were however 
irregular, Wh® mickle group had the higher value* 'The eafcAiaated
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per capita consumption for tits moans o£ the threa income 

groups ( total per capita expenditure. &£ household 

&s* 427*30, «s» 650.20 and Rs. 010*29 respectively 5 wre 

Rs* S.52, Ss. 26.99 and tig. 24.93 re^jectiveily, with t?i© 

rflid&t© group having the highest per capita allocation on 

this 4 ten, ^his Is psofcaihLy to 13© oxplaifiesd hy the fact 

that data on conveyance and vacation have hoea limited to 

axae extent ty the fact that esspenditor© m use of ©ufcemafcl3.es 
la affluent households 4© frequently charged to huoineass 

seecoat and some Mas Is ^avoidable in separating the 

imputed espeRditus* involves in etsioRioMle running end 

maintenance relating to private use and official, aaa.

Conveyance is linked up vAtfc v&eatico in this context heeaua© 

many affluent households use their cat- for vacation trips* 

tffcile collecting data care tsas telsen to sea that there was no 

underestimation on this account as far es posaSM®.

Bant

lha estimated par capita consumption on rent for the 

mean values of the three ineexa© classes ware Rs, 63.93,

Ks, 113.40 and Bsr, iSO.SO < low, middle and high ) receptively* 

2h® M,pac values wera 0.137, 0.16S «na 0.172 (vide TqMs 9.3 >. 

‘Hi© total expenditure destieltiee tfes© O.04S, 9.94? and 

1.060 respectively, analysis with fe»teete ©hawed clearly that 

this Item fell under the category of goods to which social 

prestige value ms still, attached < type 2 1* ‘She regression
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confirmed this Singling. The lines are shown graphically 
in figure 9.5 , Me may recall that the Kngel ratios for 
this item were nearly constant, the regression lino® 
in the graph ere does to each other for a income range 
indicated that the outlay on rent would not differ much ' 
for a household having a certain par capita total 
expenditure, say Rs, 700 per month whether it belonged 
to group *, group II or group 111, ^fewever, as a group the 
high group spends significantly more than the middle 
income group and the latter more than the low income 
group, ( fc-test result )•

ih@ preceding discussion shows cleanly that neither 
of the techniques employed by itself provides conclusive 
results about the consumption behaviour of households in •

t*

the face of changing Income. ( The fc*t©sfcs have yielded 
Interesting end valuable results about the sub-groups as a 
whole, since the statistics used were only means end 
variances. Linear regression has yielded additionally, 
information on the marginal propensities to consume and 
estimate® of total expenditure elasticity tMeh as® equally 
important to assess the nature of changes in the consumption 
pattern, ihe combination of tb© two techniques gives 
therefore a consolidated picture,
j^\ %\fCtA j-0 V -is') Y ^'U^ ^ O.A « r 6 i'>\,

rj ]'K ,1. C'x .' I" Ci.—(. it hlv Jjnedrc/ ^ Cj,\ t .

Ntf/ /V> j4y r ‘ ’ 'C ? ^ 2-4'C-y rt, ,<j
c'-^ V—i f'1 ‘•I ^ •••? • ».«.{• |

!?
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s9,3s Result® of Regressions of i?«r Capita Cornmoait? 
£s£>enaitu»e on For Capita /v^grugat© Sxpendtitur®,
by IROGBI© CiSGUps

CcmmoOity Constant
Regression 
Coefficient 
of Aggregate 
8s$n*n<3it«ra 
(t-value)

?i2
Value

F
Value

i«'Vegetables I 7*473 .018 .237 23*952*'*

si a.ois
(4,065)
. .ois .135 10*720**

III 1*035
(3.600)

*031 .185 7.496**
«M W* «©* W» W»W «e we e* we

(2.743)
we we we we- we we *m we

2*Conveyanee I -51* 179 .177 ,627 129.339**
II -40.505

(11.346)
.135 .428 51.510**

III -34*417
(7.181)
, *128 .424 24.255**
(4*923)

«e *w» we ■* **«■»*»«e

3. servants 2 - 2.779 .034 .564 99,705**

22 - 1,432
(9.985)

.028 .266 25.069**

122 - 7,323
(5.007)

.067 .260 11.576-**
«• «• *W» «** **» ww> <W* *■* WW

(3.401)
«eeeee*^e e> e e' e we ew Mr we

4. Vacation 2 ,407 *019 *100 8.590s*

II -12.656
(2*923)

.061 .242 21.949**

III -16.468
(4.692)

.045 .349 17,679**
we «• up «w we we -we w* we

(4,206)
**«04fWM*W «*«**•*» ** we ;«IW ew

5* Kent I - 2,944 .157 .598 113*677**

22 5,988
(10.979)

.165 ,253 23.665**
m
III - 8.037

(4.063)
.172 *428 24.714**

«.«*** ,w». ia «* w ae w» , .we* we ,\e* «w -.we .«e
(4.971)

w* mw «•» H# ew . we we *mt <o» ■iM|we- m»

** Indicates elgnificsnt at both 0*01 e»3 0.05 level
I Income Group « Rs.6SO-l8S0 « 52o* of Observation®, n»79

SI Income Group » R&.185CU3O509 t! * , b^70
III Income Group « Rs. 3050 sn& above . « « , n»36
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Table s9# 4s estimates of Total J^endituts® daut£citi»s 
for Per Capita standi bus® on Selected 
Corosotlifcie® at fhr©® Income levels

C&moclity Croup t Croup XI Group ttt

Vegetables 0*507 0*594 0.936
Conveyance 3*330 1*943 1*446
Servants 1,439 ' 1*055 1.133
Vacation 0.952 1.459 1.656
Bent 1*045 0.947 1.060
Income level Calculating

«* «# «9* *» **

R®,427*70
#***-«*«■»«*

650*30
** «M» «■» *s* l

919.10
«m ■**. ^ «an «* «*► <** «*• *W «M> *M> «*© .«*. .**» . .«* -4H ..*•...*B.-» .y

morion tz

Influence of income,, t^eatth* Age of the Head of the Sfousahold 
and Household SI a©

In Section X - A the xelationeMp feetwesn income ( Total 

Ssspenctifeure of the Household I and Per capita SseKsnditiir® on 

Commodities and Services for the entire Bangle has been 

discussed. Section I « B ms devoted to sitailar per capita 
regressions don© iolth the osnpie partitioned into three 
aub»safitt>l«s according too income level of the households ( leased 

on total ©s^endltur© ), In this section w» concern ourselves 
apart from Income tdih other variables such as maith of the 
household, ag© of the head of the lioueetaold, Ms© C in number
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of ecui valent adult units ),

$e have already stressed the importance of income end 

also justified employing total mspmaiture in its place as 

explanatory variable <»• 177 ), stealth has iseen tofeen as 

another Variable* Although some oorrelafcion i© inspected. 

between festal expenditure used m prosy for income and wealth 

of the household nevertheless we have taben wealth as 

additional variable since with the affluent group the largo 

variation In ©stpeaditure allocations could be due to several 

factors end it was possible that for one or other dependent 

variable wealth could prove to,ho a dowinoisb variable 

displacing income from that position. There was a priori 

n© reason to ignore wealth,

The age of the head of the household places th© toiisehold 

in the stag© of family life cycle i beginning *. ©standing - 

contracting ) and ha© Implication for th© sconcrsie status of 

th© household, Thus* partly th© age of the head of the household 

influences intome. Over end above this it ©mild ha ©speeted 

that families, ©specially in the contracting stag© ©iMbife 

a different pattern of consumer behaviour than families in th© 

beginning of the life cycle, Th© multiple regression poraitss 

th© tasting of th© influence of this voidable simultaneousl.y 

along with Income.

Th© Inclusion of household sis© hardly needs any 

justification. While the selection of the Variable did not



retire any deep thought two problems had to te& con tittered 

while deciding tb© modti© ©perandl for deciding the adult 

equivalent scale to be used* One tes tbo wuoeiion of ©eonomiea 

or possibl© diseconomies of scale, ®he other was what weights 

to b© assigned to th© different, age and aes categories* Great 

interest has been shown in recent fears in the evolution of 
suitable scale*.9 ft© has been pointed cut by Barton if scales 

are to Isa evolved it would be necessary -to study the consum­

ption of each coBsaadity in same depth before on© cep venture 
to assign precise scales,19 Hi© Importance of developing up 

operationally valid equivalent adult unit scale to 

differentiate in a precise manner between fbailie® differing 

in composition cannot be underestimated when one deals with 

time series data, in static cross-section studies a simpler 

technique should prove adequate, Hence a caaaon seal© for all 

4t®na was adopted, with children of fourteen years and below 

constituting 0* 5 adult units. ‘Hi© mm factor wee ignored,

.Models Fitted

Standard multiple regression technique has been employed 

to fit the linear and double logarithmic medals stop-td s© a® 

follows s
<W^WiMWW**M»IWMWWe>W r > lint II

%.Bl©blahd, Continuous Consumer ^equivalence Scales, Hie 
Hague ; Martiraus Mljhafr€,71®*?$',’"IJI U",'J" jm :'"'ri“"*'m":"r'1111 rn’‘rrvrr"u**!'’*

“"Barton, a.5%, ’a Cross Country Comparison of the Effects of 
Price, Income and TopulatloB Ccmpoaitlon e&Consumption Pattern, * 
Economic Journal, Seg>fc. *73, p.834.
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<11 y w b_ 4 bu X.o 11 4 «,
<2) y » b_ 4 b, SLO 1 1 4 bg 3Cj 4 U
<31 Y * 4 bj3C^ *s=“ b^Xg ^ b^H^j ^ u
<4) y *s 4 bjXj 4 4 bgJSg 4 h4m4 4 u

Slier# If a Sa^enditure ©a a Cbomo&ity,
Kl' Hr g3* *4 tli© e^lanatory variables,
Total Sspenditur© oajfch© ^©aaebold, itealtb,
Ago of the bead of the household -and household 
else ih equivalent adult uni to, u the disturbance 
tern*

SouM* bog t

U>
C2)
€3>

<4)

log Y *= bo 4- b^ log •»• u
tog y- w b0 + ht bog n% 4 h? log x2 + ;(«
tog Y ■» b0 + b? log Kjj 4- bg log Xj f b3 log 3^ a
tog y w 4 bt log 4 bg log Sjj

•4 log 4 b^ log 4 u

vrt'.cxQ the vajdObloa are*©oov«, but occur in logarithmic 
fossa.

Though numerous fenas have been tried by other researchers 
v&th partial success, a© already Indicated in chapter XV, our . 
cboic® ha© been restricted to the tao abovowmantioned forms 
'from a number of considerations. firstly ass inspection of the



numerical, values m3 the curves for conniption levels at 

different levels of income ( via*© %p@nsis?, ^sM®s i,iz ana%- 

Oraph® 1-6) indicated that a linear fit j^iotild prove 

satisfactory. The douMe»logar±tbnic model tma included 

for the saike of coaparlaon end because of felt© extensive us© 

it ha© found in cc« sumption analysis. ttue might 'had also 

to be given to practical eonsldsrations mtih m availability 

of the computer time, since each editions! model implied 

not ml? four additional regressions for all the commodity 

groups considered, but involved ©la© additional eosnpater 

, votk in the tom o£ calculation of inverse matrices,i

’t-values ©fcc.

Qooda and Services Considered

Total Food s?s?enculture. Total Kon-Toocl Sspmdlture 
and Insurance ( including charges toti&rds Gmt\P, etc.) 
■mm regressed on Total Bapsndtture of %usehold, age 
of the Head, health and Household at as*

Among food items, the following groups mre selected 

for regression *

Ml Cereal e and Pulses ( Bice, Wheat, Pal etc* }
Fata (Ghee, Gutter, &il) 
sugar
Milk I including other milk products I and %$s .
Fruits end Vegetables

and esnong i3on~Pocd items s
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Root C Including other rents > and maintenance 
Utilities < ©as, feat, electricity and telephones 5 

Conveyance 
Semcsfcic Servants

These goods and services were major items of ei^Gnaitars 

which accounted for seventyfiv© per cent of total expenditure 

of the household. In the following paragraphs w© present 

first the results of the regression for the ccBsaoditiee and 

services and then follow it up with an overall* summery so 

that the salient features ere clearly focussed in mite of 

the sheer volume of the numerical results coasidersd.

Total Baqpewdlture on .food

■f

Tahl© 9.5 shows the results for the linear and the 

doubl ©-logarithmic forms* Goth the £om& gave good fit - the 

linear form being slightly bettor' than the log-log, feun* Hie 

double-log model did not contain any variable which was mot 

explained by the linear model, tf© shell ®ccoi53ing,l.y discuss

in detail, the linear model only, considering the elmsblo log 

model only for the purpose of comparing the constant elasticity 

given by it*

Total 'Sznendifcar© of the household was the first variable

to enter the- regression, a© it had the highest correlation 

with, the ds£»endeftt variable C ,9215 K It tms highly 

Significant at all steps in the regression* Household siae 

which mitered the rogrosalon at the ooeortd stage oloo proved'
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Table s9,5# Regression Tab!© 
Linear Pood

t-m.®i b>
o bt

<T)
bj,
m

b3
(a)

b,
(to

jj® ’
(F-value)

X -si40,§72
’ . ’*•''*.►♦ 'f

40.251*
(23,886)

.7569
(369,614)

XX 4 21*769 40,226*
(23,160)

442,640*
(5,135)

.7875
037.439)

m 4107,476 mm40.225
(17.751)

447,520'
(5.375)

-2,374
(1.476)

.7099
(227.142)

XV 4103,469 40.227*
<16,830)

447.560**
(5,378)

*2, 311 
(1.228)

-0,016
(0.132)

,7900
(169.455)

. *** 4m mm mm mm . 41* tfft <Mh 4M» .mm. .mm mm mm i«*. mm mm mm mm 4*

'^uhlo-Log■WftM QW * iWa^WWNWWIWMIWMWlM

Rodal b_
O€

fel
(tog T)

b2
(I*©g S)

**3
(hog w)

^4
(Log A)

R2
(F-value)

X 40,612 4 0.667* 
(16.792)

.6064
(231.99)

XX 40,726'- 4 #0.574
(15.714)

#■*40.320
(6.936)

.6807
(201.34)

XXX 40.781 0.547*
(12,030)

40.315*
(6,604)

40,022
(0*961)

.6902
(134,48)

XV 40,960 0.541**
(11.614)

+0.336**
C6.S5S)

40.029
(1.266)

-0,112
(1,245)

.6929
(101.55)

i f l 1 t 1 l 1 *» «* *W 4NM «C* iwc mm mm mm. ,9m *m. mm mnt r,wr».,x..g»^rs—»
** Significant at 0.01 level T « Total 3sg»en6ifct*te of Household 

* Significant at 9,05 level 3 « Household
A ® &ge of the fiead of, the i&ueeholc? 
w « tfeelth of th© Hbue©?ioia

The Figures in bsakcet indicate fc-values of the coefficient
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to lie Significant till the last stop* ago of the head ana 

wealth of the household which entered the regression in this 

orcior proved to be insignificant ©van at 0*05 level*
Considering the second step where both the dominant Variables 

are involved, the estimated eapsndifcun© on total food is 
given by the relation *

F « +21.769 * 0*226 (T) 4- 42*640 CS> - R2 « *7975
(23*160) (5*135) (337*439)

where i‘ represents ®otal S,i^enait3ijte and S thesis;® of the 

household. Figures in headsets indicate t~values for regrensJoR 

coefficient said revalue for regression elation. For every 

additional 100 He* total expenditure ,22*60 Ra. would go towards 
the food Mil# Mi additional adult unit in the family Ms©

•would cans© &s* 42.64 additional expenditure on food.

ih® intercept was positive in the linear and double 
logarithmic raodels, C necessity, vide p. 179)* ’^he variables,

•Fetal Bspendlture and Sis©, had pesitiv© coefficients in both 

the ssodds, indicating positive r©3..ationsMp between these 

variables and ©>»en<3iture on total food. The regression 
coefficient for Age of -the head of the household was negative 
in both the linear end double log model ( though not Mepsificant 5 • 

there saaras to fee thus grounds for suspecting that the age of 
the head of the household has negative relation with total 
expenditure an food, As wealth entered as the last variable and 

was not significant no conclusion could fee drawn*
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Total &3%H3*dltgPa off the Household cm Ml Hon-Hood Items

in the case of this variable only income wan found to 

the significant determinant, ag©, wealth and family had no 
influence at all in th® linear moeM. C with higher 92 value 1 * 

'She relationship feetween total es^enditur© on non-food end 

income is given by the following eejaatien t

»F *» -220*512 4 0.701 T -t ft3 « .9548
{63,209) C3970.00)

figures in brackets t-value and F-value respectively)
{The coefficient for income was significant at 0*01 level at 

all steps of the regression), the negative intercept in both 

linear end doublo-log fsodds { with regression coefficient 

positive ) shows that this it«a was a lumity for the affluent 

group. ( since Food is a necessity# Hon-food has to fee luxury ). 

S’scdly size had constatently negative coefficients in feoth the 

models, Though it was not significant in the linear Sow*, it

was Mghly significant in the doufeleulogarithmic t«odni.'i...

■zZ?S~ ' ~Ht- Bonce we may conclude that ffanily

adze is negatively related to total expenditure on non-food 

items, Fma the constant elasticity we may say that if there 

id UJ increase in family sice there will fee 9,143 per cant 

decrease in expenditure on total non-food.' Age of the head of 

the household and wealth contrifeuted very little to the 

explanation in the variance.
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tinear

s9.6t Ssgseafclon
fi&n-Fooa

i'odel h>O bl
Cf)

b-2
<S)

fe_
3

Ctf)
»«
w

a4-
(E-value)

1 -220.512 4-0,701*
(62.209*

*9548
(3870.00)

11 •174.26* _ ##+0,711
(63.810)

-10.641
(1.765)

' .9556
(1953.92)

XXI •167.292 +O.70&"
(46,453)

217*322
(1,838)

+0.065
(0,660)

,9827
(130.20)

IV •197.869 +0,70§*
(45.994)

—18.059 
(1*871)

+9.056 
CO. 558)

+0.793
(0.418)

.9616 
( 97.20)

«W 4MK. .«* «•* «*..«* «i» .*» «, .... .. , a* «*. «* «■>.. «?*

OoufhLe-tog

hO
h%

(tog T)
b2

(teg 6)
b3

(log a)
b4

(tog II)
a3

(F-valne)

2 -0.857 <$«* 1,183 
(45,108)

.9176
(2034.73)

XI -0,907 #*+ 1.226 
(47*323)

-0.143
<4.2535

.9249
(1121.43)

m -0.822 * *+ 1,227 
(46.569)

*»}-0,129
(3.80O)

-0.060
(0,964)

,9252 
i 747.64)

IV -0,859 ##+ 1,239 
(37.365)

-0,126**
(3.454)

-0,050
(0.787)

- -0.009
(0.967)

,9254 
(556.71) (

a*, a* -a* -a* — — (—* «* M> —fc . a* MM -W *• >*m . a* a* «M «i* M4 MM .**» «M* ««.

** Significant at 0,01 level W ® Seta! Sxoenditttr© of Sbusehold 
* Significant at 0*05 level s e> ifeusefcold Size

a kj &ge of the Head of the Household 
w » Wealth of the 

Figures in Brackets indicate 
t-values of coefficients



212

Cereals end Pulses

Family els© appeared bo ths danlaefit varlfible lr* the
i

consumption of cereals end pulses, which lias ham described 
eg poor man’s diet ( ®a?Ae 9.7 K the regression 
coefficient of fatally else is IS. 4 92 ( at the sceond stage its 

the linear model where ■wealth the second variable has been 

found significant at 0*01. level I which means that with m 

increase of one adult member, the esmenditure on cereals 
and pulses will register an increase of 15.49 Sts* “She constant 
foully ala© elasticity give® by the double log model, of
0.880 ( significant at 0.01 level > shows that if family sics 

increases by one percent, assumption of cereals and pulses 
will go tip by 0,88 percent, in the case of nacessiti©js when 

family sic© goes up, e«»en<31ture on th© itm dso will go 
up. The positive value© of the family also regression 
coefficient in both linear wnA double log models indicate 

that cereals end pulses are a necessity for this affluent 

gtoup.

The second significant Variable which entered the regression 

was wealth with a positive regression coofflci^tit In both the 

models. The inclusion of wealth reduced the coefficient of 
family wise from 17.561 to 13,492, Out both the variables were 

highly significant, Ago of the head of the household, the next- 
variable, shoved a positive relationship with conmmtion
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Linear

Tablci 19,7# degression T^Me 

Cereal® and Pulses*

Itoetel b©
b.
m

b* h%
(ft)

b4
(77

_ R2

{8-value)

t v34.597 +17,561
<10,454)

,3741
(109.27)

IX *35.787 + 15.492 
( 0.852)

+0.051
(3,232)

.4033
(62.68)

XII + 5,438 *14,053'
< 7*694)

40,045
(2.859)

+0.841
(2.355)

.4263
(44.68)

IV - 1*446 +13.131*
{ 6.806)

+0.030
(1*543)

+0.913*
(2,566)

40.004
(1,39$)

.4315
(65,70)

«* «• M Ml *» •M .,»*+• «MT «*l .<*»> «N» «*,. •». <** .*■» mm .-#*» nto- *© ,<w

«* (M, M* <W»

Bouble-Log

Model bo
bj,

(Log a)
b2

(Log $)
b3 '

(Log ft)
b4 . 92

(X#og T) (lvalue)

I +1.464 *6.880
<12,561)

.4629
(157.79)

IX +1.351 *?•#+0,775
C10, 500)

* •%*0.092
(3.307)

• 4935
( 88.65)

III +0.935 +0.723
<9.3S6)

*0.077*
(2,741)

+0.290'
(2,118)

.5057 
( 61,73)

XV *0.670 +0.709*
(9,069)

*0.052
(1,400)

+0.099
(2,270)

*0.088
(1,220)

.5097 
< 46,79)

w» «•> w* *r «*• IN* JM* -«•» «•» «*> . «m ,er *■* w mm <m~ M» *,, ftt, iMn <«hk *«*r . •*

®* indicates .significant at 0,01 level 3 r» l-fousehoM 3i«©
* Indicates significant at 0,05 level 'v « health

A *s .<%ge of tbe Head of the
Houses in brackets indicate n©us©liol<3
t-val«©s of coeffictmts* T « Total 3s$peftaifctufc! of

the Household
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eseacnclitare on tMs it®, M only at 0*03 level. Sfot&I, 

esspsnaiture entered the regression at the final step only, 

‘fhough its influence was hot significant still its Inclusion 

in the regression dramatically altered the picture. health 

Cl,. the hoas^hoM ceased to he

explanatory varieties in the linear model, hut in the
too

double log model, age continued to Tm significant at 0,05
A

level.

ihe double! logssitfoaic model showed a tetter .fife 
t a2 value *50§? I.

rate ( Chop, Gutter, Oil I

This item also fell under the category of necessity 

■with a positive constmt and podttvo dope in the linear 

stole! { 9.S- K Income was the main determinant,

significant at 0.01 level ? while fatally si so was significant 

at 0,01 level at the second step, with the addition of the 

Variable age its significance was slightly reduced, but it 

still continued to he significant at 0,05 level. Age and 

wealth did not have any influence at ail. -Sic regression 

could osaoialn only thirty percent of the variation in the 

conmaptioa of fate, The double log showed better coefficient 

of mi!tipi© determination, Unlike in the linear modal family 

&im continued to he aei^ifleant at 0,01 level till the and.
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Linear
We *9, 8s Regression liable

Pats

fa.

o
b.
i

m (s)
**3

(A)
%
(»)

$2(P-vatu©)

I 455.743 ❖0.027
<7.939)

• 2588 
(63.89)

IX ❖37.499 ❖0.019 
<6.115)

❖6.56S
(2.302)

.2894
<37.07)

XXX ❖ 9.672 44.980
(2.001)

40.771
(1.705)

,3066
<25*94)

XV ❖10.112
#❖->0.019

<4.928)
*4.97$
(1.398)

❖0.764
(1.664)

40.002
C0.O71

.3006
(19.35)

N* <iw xMk .«■» *•» «W *». A- W *» — «*„

^ut&e-Lag

.Kodel V ^1

(Log T)
b2

(Log s)
b3

(tog M
ib&g m

R*
(svvalue)

t

❖0.317 ❖0.502
0.411)

'

.2300
(54.92)

XX >0.473 ❖0.374*
(5.771)

❖0.451
(5.348)

' .3354
(45.91)

ftt «6« ArJ&. ❖0* 113
, **

❖0.368
(5.600)

❖0*303 
(4.641)

❖0.234
U.641)

.3450 
<31.7m

XV 40.291
■* «o» «fe* «H> «** ,«* *■*, <**

❖0*314
(3.788)

,9m •*. mo-

40.378*
(4.144)

❖0.20S 
Cl. 310)

«*» ,*n* .-,ie*r, J**

❖0.044
(1.076)

,3492
(24.15) 

«•»«*«* .,<•** **

** indicates siesnificsnt at O.Ol level 1? « %tcC?. ^an<3it«re of 
49 Indicates significant at 0.05 the fSmieeboia

Pioures to teapot, India** | ^ ^etflbeliSa oS the
J^busehotS w « health

fc-values of coefficients
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Sugar

Xnocns 'Family sire were the significant variables 

tfhtch influenced the ro^en&iture or this ttm, which proved 

to be a necessity for this grot^ with m elasticity of .445 
C second step in the double log modal ) (Table 9.9). &g© ®n<3 

wealth did not laeko any ronfeributton to the o%Xahatim of ■ 

the variation.

Milica Milk ggpaucfcmr Sgge

In many surveys of poorer sections of the population tMs 
©aasodity group has figured as a itrniry. F&sily sir© also was 

found to have a negative effect. Safe tilth the currant affluent 

hourosbolds the group rrdlfc, tollle products and eggs, turned out 

to be a necessity both according to the linear model as wall as 
the double log model C Table 9.10 I.The intercept end sXcpe tlth 

respect to total ej^mditur® in the linear model were positive, 

indicating elasticity less than unity, end the regression 
••coefficient for family stm was found to have consistently 

positive significant values, .age and wealth had absolutely no 

contribution to mats© to the oag&ansfcionu

gjuits and Vegetables.

Income alon© was the determinant of of fruits
end vegetables according to the linear model, t-Meh strewed tfefcs 

item to be a Xuisury (Table 9*11 )* In double logarithmic form not
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Table 19,98 ^egression Table 
liinoar Sugai?

fsodel ' *Wo hl
m

b2
(3)

bu9( A) .

b4
(F-value)

i *16,651 -0,009*
(8,684)

.1962
(44.68)

II * 4,609 40.OO§*
(4,272)

* a44.333
(4,092)

.2640
(32.63)

III - 5,089 _ * * 40,006
(4.288)

43.-781*
(3.350)

40,269 
(1*308)

.2700
(22,41)

IV - 6,014 40.007*
(3,798)

rnm, .«•».«« ,«N» JNtfc

#•#43.790
(3*338)

•««■> - .«M . .*»*- 4tsto <«*

40,283 -0*004
(1.360) (0.330)

. «• Mk *M- . <■* .. «*. ..«■*. ■***•„ ,f«* ,

,2712
(16*75)

i>smbio.r*©g

Hedoit b,O ?3j
(tog T)

b2
frog sj f&o9 S|

b«
(log a}

«»
(F_value)

t — 0® 351
Jfe mt,

«?0, 552 
(5.903)

.1600
(34.85)

II - 0,220 *0,445
(4.724)

*■©+*0,38O
£3*112)

*2824
(23,10)

111 • 0.239 *0.451*
(3.839)

40.384* 
(3.039)

-O.007
(6,129)

.2025
(15,32)

tv - 0.278 A#*0.456
(3.775)

40,380* 
<2.859)

—0*009
(0*152)

40,025
(0*105)

*2023
(11.43)

*m ■#+ m* ,-.**■ «*** -#©■ «•» •■«** *m> _m*- «•» «H» :«•

** intricate® significant at 0,01 level 
* indicates significant at 0.Q5 level
Figures in brackets indicate t-value 
of coefficients

T « Total ESspenaitur© 
Of tbO >,

t> *» Household Si*«
S » Wealth
A » Age of the Haed of

the ifetssefeold
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Table *3* 10s ^egression Table 

Linear Mills, Mills Pxatimt®, Bggs

Model b»
© h

m
bg

(s)
b«0? b4

m

R2
(P-value)

i +59,268 +0*045
112.516)

.4612
(156.64)

XI 4 9*564 * #40.034 
< 9.355)

+17.801*
C6.S275

.5634
(117*435

xxz 446*784 *0.034* 
f 9,4451

420.004
(6,3895

-1.031
(1*9525

.5724 
( 80.765

IV +48.492 40.03!*
« 7.7415

420.OOI# 
(6,888 5

-1.026
(1.915)

-0,001
(0*038)

*5724
(60.24)

SB* RMR MR MR Mfc MR MR M* mdm MnS MR M|R 'MR f*M ■sr.»‘SMrfs«a-ia. MR W» w* *ur **Ti rJ** *T*

&atit3L@-*i>og

Hoad K0 bl
(Log T)

^2
(Log 85

%
(log &5

b4
(Log W)

-©3Sf»
(F-valus

X +0.408 if*40.333
(9.047)

. 3463 
(96,975

11 40.433 +0,472
(0.6231

• 40,2ll* 
(3.0605

.3703 
(55.38}

in 40.^033 40.«?i*
(0.674)

40.271*
(3,9485

-0,250
<1.9375

.3910
(39.735

IV +0.377 •*#>40,466
(6.7385

+0,260*
(3.5355

-0.260
(1.9635

40.010
(0.281)

.3913
(28.92)

m» Me, m «w m* *M «* MR MR MR **M 4RR M3R —** ■m* mm mm mm ..Mr
mm mm. ,m>. ..MR.. ,<m ..«*<• «*>. 'M* RM .mm mm mm «#.

** Indicates sigsiifieaat at 0.01 level
* Indicates significant at 0.05 level

t-
Pigures in brackets indicate/values 
of coefficients

T m Total Bspenctlfcu*© of 
the Household 

S ss 5,l6UC^bol6 Sis® 
if ea Wealth
a - ivget of the Head of 

the Oous^boldi
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Table s9«lie Regression Table 
£4R0ar Fralta and Vegetables

Model ItQ b!
m

fe2
(hi

te3
m

to4 a2
(F-value)

% -12,853 **40*069
(l5.l6l)

.5568
(229,05)

21 - 2.666 #*40.069
<i,5.101)

-0*722
<1.0531

,5578
(115.54)

222 - 2,543 *0.066*
<13.148)

-1.142
<1.563)

46*276
<2,537)

0 *5650
( 78.39)

XV - 6.703

<*».«•* *»«» ,«»<**• «* M,

##40.068
<10,9521
MW MM Mr fft MM-

-1.077 ^6.317
<1,442) (1.560)

Mr «■* -Mfc ■*«•««» «ft . •* MM .

—0.017
<0.4|3)
Mr -MM . m* mm* mm

.5655
(58.57)

_£S

s^uTblo-Bog '

•Model hr© fol
<B©g T)

*2
(Bog 8)

b
(Bgg A)

^4
(Bog v?)

I?2
(F-value)

2 - 0,338 40.876*
(11.926)

,4373
(142.22)

22 - 0,795 # #40.792
<10,662)

40,29?*
<3,097)

.4854
(79,24)

122 - 0,379 «*#40,799
(10.775)

. >0.363*
(3,779)

-0,293
(1.668)

,4654
(54.27)

2V - 0.053 #*■40.701
(10,136)

*#40.334
C3.233)

-0.378*
(2.103)

40.081
(1*742)

.4323
(41.92)

Mt* MM . M» MM — — — ~ MM Afft MM *• MM **N> MM MM MM «M* Me*. «M* MU. MM Mm mm M* m mmh «M* Mftt . MM

** Indicates significant at 0,01 level 7 « Total Bj^encJitm'e of * Indicates significant at 0.93 level the Household
B » f%>us©hoM SI an tf « health
a «? figs of th® Head of tbe Household

Figures in the brackets indicate 
t-values of coefficients
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only lucerne, hut also family size- < positively associated ) 

and ag© of the head of the household C negatively associated ) 

veto significant at 0*01 and 0«05 level© respectively. Tit© 

constant total ©spend!turn elasticity was &*&76 9 thus 
eeeording to the double logarithmic model fruits ?M 

vegetables are a necessity for tb© affluent group. M,though 
the double-log model gav© a lower H? value perhaps it is to 

he preferred as it Includes two more variables with significant 
coefficients. It has thus, greater explanatory power. If 
this is accepted then the near-tinity of constent elasticity 

would place this commodity as a ffomi-lusairy.

Rent, other Bents, Maintenance

'Shis is one commodity group in which total expenditure 

and wealth of the household figured as significant determinants 
at 0,01 level through out the regression steps < liable 9,12 ), 

In the linear model family size was not significant, but in 

the double log it entered the regression at the second step 
.as a significant variable and retain®! its influence till the 

end, wealth entered the regression at the third _ step only 

and was significant at O,0S level only. Out the addition of 
nge of tiro Head of the leasehold improved the. status of wealth 

and made it highly significant, In the double log family size 
had negative coefficient indicating that rent is a luxury 
Item, ffhe total expenditure elasticity ms also greater than
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table «9,l2s Eegaraesion tebU© 
T-iinoar Vkm% Other risiite, >laiatai* *sOe©

Mo*a b b. b9 K b, E2
(f) Clf) (&) (S) (F-value)

1 <*31. 544 *0.187*
(14.573)

.5371
(212,37)

11 •♦ 1,708 40,146*
( 9,176)

< 0.428*
( 3,961)

,5733.
(122,55)

III -64,112 **40.147 
( 9.246)

■4 0. 403*
? 3.694)

41.535
(0.797)

.5753
(81,75)

IV *64.270 40,143 
< 8.572)

4 G,40f4 
( 3,631)

#1,232
(0.627)

43.846 ,3756
(0,343) (61.04)

.•* mm. mm *rn w*» ~m *M» ,«» «*«***» «■* «■>,..<** 4H» <«*» **« mm. mm ..mm *m mm .mm 4m am..mm .mm .mm .«» «*«<*.

Eoable-Log

Ho&a bl b2
(Log D (Log l

b3
(Log m

^4
(Log &)

#
(F-value)

I

33

m

IV

1,360 41.159* 
(13.899)

1.471 41.249
(14,776)

■ «. 0* 319 
( 2,925)

1.155 A*41,098
(10,620)

*##■*» 0* 392 
(3.621)

0,743 **41.081
(10,188)

« 0.344* 
(2,946)

.5135
(193,201

.5354
(104.87)

$40.123 ..5300
(2.424) (73.74)

Jk4/40,141 *»0, 253' .5338
(2.703) (1,244) (55.86)

-A.
** Indicates significant at 0,oi loves.

* Indicates significant at (5.05 Iwd
Figures in the brackets indicate
t-values of coefficients

T a Total xsagtendlturs of 
the «oitsdboid 

s « Household Si so 
w « tfealth
& « ago of fho Head of the 

fbtisehold



9unity. In spit® of a slightly Xe©« ft* value the double log 

©sy ho considered to have bettor ©splenatory power,

utilities ( Gas# ffuel, gjeeti?iolty, %elephgne )

In the linear model Incase waa the sole dominating 

variable and the item is seen to he a luxury I intercept 

negative, ©lope positive 5 (fable 9,13). In the double log 

model too only incase has been the siotfleanfc variable* She 

eondfeenti elasticity was nearly equal ho unity (0.8861, time 

placing it as near-luxury. ,

Clothing m& Footwear
'i'he a2 values with respect to this itm were very poor 

is both the model a, being only about ,2750 < fable 0.14 ). 

c-Mie in the linear modal wealth has been the topmost 

significant variable entering the regression at the first 

step as .a significant variable and not relinquishing this 

position till the end, in the double log model this place hae 

been t&hcm by total expenditure. health altered at the last 

step oily and proved to be completely insignificant.

In the linear model wealth was found to be significant 

at 0,01 level, total expenditure at 0*05 level? age and f,mi.lt 
s&se were not significant. In the double log modal total 

Qyg>m*±tiim was significant at 0.01 level, and family sisse at 

0,05 level.
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table *9.13a Regression table 

linear ,utilities (Sleetrieity,gas
Y ~...111....'

Model IfeLe bi
<*»

b2
<s)

b3
<fl)

b4
(h)

, &2 
(F_value)

1 4,781
«jb u|

40.035 .3819
(10,633) <113.061

il <s* 6,81$ **+0.033 +4.172 .3505
( 8.084J <1.507) ( 58,06)

xxx 4,586 ##+0.031 +3. 954 +0.021 
< ,720)

*3012
C 6.047) <1.420) <38.77)

tv #■ 6, 256 *0.030** *4.518. +0.024 -0,201 .3921
< 6*748) <1.527) (0.821) <0.5271 (29.034)

««* «* WN <M* MV ■)* «B* .Ml «t* Vm. -m* .:*«* ;««* . «MT „«• ,««» 4«ft <Sm&S,o3U
aembl©»t<og

Model b
o &©srt)

b*■ 2
(bog s)

b3
(Log

b4
<l**g m (F_value)

I - 1,102 ##40,886
112,352)

, 4547 
<152.57)

11 - 1.069 *0.859
(11,564)

40*098
(1.01$)

,4578
< 76,81)

III «. 0,839 *0.863*
<11.464

+0,134 
<1.391)

-0,162
(0*914)

.4602 
< SI.44}

2V « 0.781 40.845 
< 8.919)

'*0.129
< 1.239)

-0.176
(0,970)

+0,015 
(0, 308)

mmm
< 38.41)

I 1 I 1 l i 1 i *» *- *» — 4*» «M »* ...#• «* ** .*» .«m> - mk *m i*m» <**.*»

Indicates significant at 0.01 level *£ » t©tal tbg&efccJlfcnre of 
* indicates significant, at 0.03 level the tfousehold

0 « Sis© of the Lbueehold 
Figures in the brackets indicate W « health
t-values of coefficients h « Jig© of the tbaaehold
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Vahle s®*l4s Kegienslcn. Table 

Linear Clothing and Footim*?

Model b 
o

<w) m
**$

(S)
*4

<a)

overall
f-tesfc
Val.vo

V? .

1 4106.94? **'40,231
(7,07 s)

50.02 *2146

XI * 70.075 40.142
(3,4655)

♦0.021*
<3. 380)

32.15 ,2610

S.II 4 $2,836 ts &40.135
(3,297)

40.617
(2.684)

46,292
(1*589)

22* 45 .2712

IV 4 01.645 4-0.143 
(3.435)

mm Mi* <h» .«*

40.017*
(2,596)

«* mm mm mm

^7,767
flat 350)

-0.756
(0,96?)

17*07 .2750

mrn .IMP mrn

Coul&Qk-log

rsoaei b , o 1
bj

(Log 7)
h2

(Log s)
^3

(tog A)
b4

(tog 8)

Overall 
tMtesfc „ 
Value o

R®^_.

I - 0,372 V*#40.723
(7*077)

50.09 ,2148

II - 0,309 *0,665**
(6*322)

♦0.209
(1.538)

26.41 *2250

tit 4 0.197 40.674*
(6,350)

4-0,289* 
(2. >113)

350
U.396)

18,35 ,2332

IV + 0.128 40.695
(6,203)

♦0.825*
(2,007)

—0.3 3Z 
(1,297)

-0.017
(0.258)

13.70'.' *2335

Mb to* Mt mm —* **« «■» •** mm mi-, mm mm — «. ~ — mm Mir ..**« , mm mm -4a* .«*► mm' mm . , ** . mm.. ■**

** Indicates significant at 0*01 level T « *Jbtal crenel! tu re of 
• indicates i&gnifleant at 0*05 leva!, tho Hausets©M

S « Siss© ©£ tl'l© ^'ollBQbolcI 
Figures in the brackets indicate t- « Tfealth 
t-values of coefficients A ~ Age of the ?’oueehol<3
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Intellectual Activities ( Softool i?m&, library J?©es, Sewnpapers,
Seelcs ©ui Hag&slnea >

income was the only dominant variable An the linear 
model < significant at 0,01 levs4 through out. fTable 9,1$)

In the double log model also the influence of income was 

significant at 0*01 level white family eim was significant 

at 0*05 level, Th© interesting feature of the double log 
model was the income elasticity given for this item* namely ■ 

0*981, which was higher fhm that of faille or fruits and 

vegetables, Apparently the affluent group values education 
and other forms of intellectual aetlvifcioB highly*

Insurance

Ineme and Family Sim wore the dominant variables in

the linear model An the case of eopenfliture m insurance
C both significant at 0.01 levdlenable 0,16 I, $mllf sis©

had however, a negative coefficient indicating that m family

size increases the e^enditur© on Insurance would cwnrsfipowd-
iagly decrease, other things being constant, The b-tesfc

preference analysis had showed that among the affluent

group this item was more popular with Qroug? ** interne level

{ moderately effluent |, ‘fhe top asset holders of the group

would naturally prsfar to have varied outlets for their
saving®, being * interest conscious* and prefer alternate
©venues for investing their savings more profitably* <i3ven

aKKsng the nksderately a£flu<c»t group it may fee remembered

insurance was popular with the siml-pEofeasicnaJ. group 
(managerial accupafcion),
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’Safelo a 2. iS» Regression 'Xfebte 

Mrs®ar Intellectual acfcivitdes

Model o ^1
m

b2
(s)

b3
(9)

*— 
j

overall
S-teafc
Value

t * O.SOT'
■ ’ ™"" "' ■•' i'
V »«r40.95?
(1G.I59)

103, 20 ,3606

11 +25. J32 «*+0.062 
< 0.961)

-9.860
(1.888)

54,10 ,3728

III +23.4598 * *+9.064 
< 8.453)

-8.691
(1,852)

-0,016
(0,328)

35.92:- ,3733

IV +31*555

«*■—■**- *±***l~'&l*s

+0.064**
( 8.314)

> am mm Mr mm *

-8,268
(1,646)

- «■» jw* *** *w

-0,914 
<9* 274)

,«m» aw, «— «wi «WS

-0*218
(9.233)

**» «w «w

26.62.'

mm m# mm mm- mm

*3734

«*» .mm ,mm

Souble-tog

Model buo (tog '0
b2

(&og 0)
bu3

(Log &)
b4

(log m
F-taafc;.
Value '•

.. n2 -

2 •1.281 ?r»‘40.981
(8.653)

?4,87 ,2903

II *1.189 4-0.908**
(7,786)

+0*266
(1.707)

39,43 .3023

III -G.89S a.+0.911
(7.603)

+0.313* 
(2.049)

-0.206 
<9*743)

25*41 ,3045

IV -1.041 +0.95§#
(6. 400)

4-0. 326* 
(1,986)

—0.169
<0.591)

-0.036
(0.490)

19.78 *3054

«u» —*** —*■ _ «i> Mr. . ■* S-SS-SUSWtSE* *m» mm. ... -mm mm —»

** Indicates significant at 0.01 letrel 5 
* Indicafeec significant at 0*03 level

' 3
Figures in the brackets indicate pt-values of coefficients &

« Total B^emlituj?® of 
the Household 

*» fiiso of the Hbusstiold 
^'Wealth
«• i%g®. of the T^ousehold
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%ble Ssgmsslem fatal©

linear Xnmtanca

Model b_o h%
m

b2
<S)

b3
<a>

*4
CJ>

O2
(F-. value)

I *80.237
.*■*

40.048
<5,m>

,*1250
(26,24)

21 •s 152.484 +0*063
(6,234)

-25,997 
(3.439)

• 1788 
(19*61)

11% 4103*187 **+0,063
(6*293)

—28,804** 
( 3,507)

+1* 363 
(0*930)

.1827
(13.49)

XV

**r *m m

4 03.257

k -w* dW M* ***

*0*06$* 
(5.493)

-28.706 
( 3* 553)

»ttti ,#w a*. . n*. ** *g*

+1.522
(1.022)

«■* &*» cr* *rt

—0*040
(0,495)

,** »*l *0* —* .*4*

,1833
(10.13)

Ooabto-tog

KodelL bO \ 1»a b3
flog »l)

^4
(log a)

28T
(tog T) (log 8) (F_value)

X *1*291 40*923
(2*832)

.0410
(8,03)

21 -1,604 •-§!§+1*282
(3*513)

-9,092*
(2*030)

,06 42
(6.75)

m *2, £39 +2, 489* 
(3,576)

-0.755
(1.728)

-0*248
<1*313)

*07l7 -
(4,67)

IV *2* 292 +1.491*
(3*482)

—0*761
(1*615)

—0* 2$1
(1*172)

+0.033
(0.037),

.0718 • 
(3,4©?

m» •#*. «*.«■» «•» . *•» m*r <!*« _«*R . ■** •«** *ifc *» «*»«***

*R Indicates significant at 0*01 level 1? «
* indicates significant at 0*05 level

Figures in the brackets indicate ' § Z
t-values of coefficients ^ ~

’i'efcol Sj^mditur© of 
the &bnsesbe>l<3 
Uiee of the dousahcM 
Wealth
Ac?© of fch© HbustfliheXd
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'fhe income elasticity in the double leg tm&dl was nearly 

©sgtsal to unity when income alone was the independent variable 

(0*928) ond even greater than unity on the addition ©£ other 

variables* Cattily {size* age and wealth. Shu©, according to 

the linear trowel it is a ’necessity’ in the technical sene®
Om<k aa-or^i^ to otouWe I03 mo«Ul & liuc-uv^ .

of the t&m£ In both eases the R2 value was rather lew (.1838 

end *0718 ).

Conveyance

According to the t~t©st preference analysis conveyance 

belonged t© the type of luxuries which had been eiassifiesS a®

* conventional necessities,* The regression emtimeA this 
finding. $h© income elasticities given by the double-log 

model at the different steps In the regression were all greater 

than unity (Table 9*17 }, income, Sfenil-y Size and T&aaltS* were 

the detem&ning factors, all at 0*01 level, 'Ml« the 

regression coefficient for income was positive, those of teity 

size and wealth were negative indicating that they wore 

negatively eaaociated with espeltdifsim on tMs items. This is 

in accordance with the results under preference analyst© a© 

well as findings by other researcher®.

In the double-log model income and wealth were significant 

at 0.81 level, but telly size was significant at O.0S level 

only. Th& coefficient for wealth %mm negative in this mdei, too.



linear
•'feble s 9* 171 Regression Table 

gonveyanca

KodeX b_©
b, '1

(X)
b2

(S) (W)
^4
(a)

Overall
F-teet

m«e
fl2

I -82,90© 4*50.105
(13,698)

26.24 .5062

SI -13.332 40.120' 
(14,589)

#5%-25,035 
( 4,037)

19.61 .5469

III -35.525 **40.139
(14,298)

-22.8sl*
( 3.795)

-0.208 
(3.287)

13,49 ,5724

IV -42.833 40,139
(14,133)

-23,245
C 3,803)

w#-0.210
(3,274)

40.196
(0.163)

10,13 .5724

a-«u«. ~a» «*> m «» •» «* W M. «*r nm mm ip* *w .** .«* 4l* «M» A.A.Ig.rJT^a. *# . a*. m «* .«*» . «•

Boabl.o-?..-og

i-odcil b •o ^1
(tog *?)

b2
(bog wi

b3
(bog 3)

”4
<tog a)

Overall
F-test

Value
n2

X -3.534 +lo649 ’ 
(8.6S1)

■ 74.84 *2903

IX -4,630 +2,180**
(8,990)

-0.379
(3,356)

45.15 .3317

XIX -4,634 «#+2,232
(9.618)

t&4t—O'* 321 
<%,339)

-0,473
(1*853) ■ 31,65 .3443

XV -6.012 +2,28$*
(9,470)

-0.379*
(3.199)

-0,634*
(2.390)

+0,865
(1.853)

24,91
/

,3563

ss-SS. - - - — - . M m ■M «* . .Mr M .iBV.ff-T.-r, mm mm .mim mm . ,*» *Mi *i« ** *o* «w «m. mm
*v> Indicates significant at 0.91 level 

* Indicates significant at 0.05 level

Figures in the brackets indicate 
t-values of coefficients

* w TbtaX of
the xfoueahold

r. es si S3 of the;Wealth Ago of the fouseSioldi
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smectic servants

in the linear modeX income was the derain.snfc factor at all 
stages ( significant at G.OX level ) ( Table 9* IS J. Stealth was 

the second variable to caster the regression, it t*»s not 

significant at the tine of its Inclusion, hat became significant 

at 0.05 level when age and family sine were intttduoed* Age was 
significant at 0.05 level when it entered the regression at the 

third step, and with a negative sign and then became significant 

{negatively! at 0.01 level in the fourths step m the inclusion 
of family size. ’Thus, family slasi was tha only variable which m 

not significant with reject to espmditure cm this f torn. The 
regression coefficient for the age of the head of the household 

van negative, Elbowing that ago of the head he© negative relation­

ship with eapenditur© on servants. It is liheiy that at the later 

stages of the family cycle the respiroBeat tor domestic servants 

decreases.

in the double-log model also Incssm® was significant at
i

0.01 level, Age of the head was significant at 0.05 level only, 

here too negatively. That is, with advancing family life cycle 
the expenditure da domestic servants decreases* In the double

model neither family' sis* nor wealth mm significant*
!
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I4t**sr

fahl© s9.18* Hegresslei* fable
/

Ocnestde Sesvants. ,

£$Od®l to
© h

(T) —(w)
Ufa
M

*4
’ ^ IM

Overall
f-tesfc
Value

R2

X -108.840 +0.085*
(19.098)

364.89 .6715

XX -103.480 +0.078
(13,685)

40.069
(1.782)

106.28 .6715

XXX — 36.085 #*+0.078
(13.867)

+0.090*
(2.303)

-1.552*
(2*276)

128.72 .6808

XV - 37,167 +0,075**
(12.675)

40.099*
(2.281)

-1.892**
(2.635)

+5.156 94.34 (1.305) *6839

.2#

Doable~t/©g

HoCtiL hn ©
\

(leg *> turn *)
b$

• (t©g w)
overall «®4 P-fcest R*

(x©g s) Value

X -3.143 +1.46S*
(14.311)

204.60 ,5281

XX -2,490 +1,508**
(14.713)

-0.487*
(2.116)

166,58 ,5395

XIX -2,192 *#+1.421
(10,765)

-0,572*
(2,366)

40,067
(1.020)

71.42 .5421

XV -2.219 +1,42!*
(10,679)

—0* 855 
(2,v,l7l)

40,069
(1,052)

-0.030 85.29 ,5421
(0.202)

* « « *» in «» «* ffw. ant i .auauBUSfc..**. ...** -**. -*!».. m...
** Indicates significant at 0.01 level T « fotal Es^enOittiro of 

* Indicates significant at 0.0S level the ^Sousehold 
% s » Siae of the Hemsehold

Figure® is the bracket® Indicate w « Wealth
fe-volues of coefficients & « Age of the f-fcusehold
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Staaaary of the Results of the Halt&gle Regression

f'% may summarise oar remits based on the forsgoing 
tables end oar discussion so £sx&

For m majority of the coraraodity group© th® coefficient 
of multiple determination R2, for tbs linear model proved 
higher than for the <3ouble»tog model* These war?© # Total 
food expenditure, Total Son-Food, Sugar, Kills, Fruits and 
Vegetables, Rant, Clothing and Footwear, Intellectual 
activities, insurance, Conveyance and domestic Servants.
only for Cereals end Raises, Fats and utilities the

/

double log model proved a better fit,- according to the

5^-

Z V a\
%r 1
jyV"

/>* 4

fZ7'

all the regressions, unaccounted variation in conasaption 
Varied from 32 to 73 $$* ;• 7

$lfh regard to the double log model we may recall
°\^ .‘Praia and HouthaScker*s finding that the double, log provedV' >v<r a good forsi for iusuries, while the seat-log was found

suitable for necessities. Our results are at variance withYV>‘r\\th,fdr findings? one reason may be that the British stadia®'
V ;W'.v related to working class and middle dess, The proportion

of discretionary income available after allocation for
\ ,

basic needs from the disposable income-is far less for the 
lower income groups and liana© there is perhaps not so much

i
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variation in their expenditures m with affluent groups. 
Rcgr^taMy eeraparativ© figures fibv an esjai valent class 
fsm eifKawhere could not fe© obtained.

An important application of regression lies in 

estimating elasticity from the functional relationship. ^
In the double logarithmic model the regression coefficient 

gives directly th© elasticity for the concern©! variable.
For the linear model, tsher® elasticity differs according 

to the income level, fisead points of reference have, to he 
taken* As was don© for simple linear regress!^ with per 

capita expenditure of the three sub*staples* three points 
of reference have been chosen, to have an idea tw the 
estimated elasticity changes over income ( festal expenditure 

as pmw > *

Rs* 1413*40 ( Mean total expenditure of the households
in the expenditure class »s»6S0 - 18S0 p.m.)

Us* 2385*00 C M&m total ©spend!tuse for the entire
sample of 185 households } *Mch is quite 
close to the Rs* 2380*57, the mean 
expenditure of the moderately affluent 
class 8s. 1830 - Rs.3050 p.ra* >

tote-l expenJittuvc.
Es. 4330.33 ( &ean*©£ the households in the highly

affluent group, Re. 3050 and over 1.

In respect of all items except clothing gad1 footwear, 
the elasticity was calculated by using the estimate of marginal
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pssjpstisi*^ to con asms, i,©. the x&gmst&m coefficient 
in th© ■ first afeep in the regression, in the case of. 

clothing sftd footwear the coefficient t>2 was taken from the 
second step in the regression* since total expenditure 
entored the regression only at the second step as a 
significant clotermincnt,

>9.19* ®otai Bioenditure Sioafcicities for $wo 
Bagel Feists at Hixee Consumption hovels 
for different Coratsodit^ Groups

Commodity Tbtal 8:JSft£»ess 
affluent

endlturs
smL

average Wkefmy
hfflnmt

Gouhlc-heg{Constant
Elasticity

Sbtai Fo©a .71$ .810 ♦890 .667
Ibtal Soiwfood 1.297 1*152 1.075 1.185
Fats .406 *536 .697 .592
sugar .433 *562 .710 .552
Milk .518 .644 .755 .533
Fruits and Vegetables 1,580 1.250 1.118 .376
Rent 1.135 1.076 1.038 1.159
servants 10.638 2.160 1.395 1.464
utUlttos 1.107 1*060 1.031 ,886
Clothing and Footwear 0.295 0.414 0.573 .728
Intellectualnetivitlee .993 *996 .998 .931
Insurance .458 .588 ,730 .92®
Conveyance 2*268 1.495 1.211 1,649

i**f4*J4i

.** mm mm •* ,ew Tf
For all food 1 terse ( including total food J excluding 

fruits and vegetables the total ©^a»ai turn elasticities issy
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ba mm in the table to be less than m$ty i necessities K 

mmw tfee non-food items intellectual activities, clothing 
and footwear, e*ti insurance had elasticity coefficient lees 
than unity. ihe total expenditure? elasticities ware greater 
than unity < lussucies ) for rant, servants, ®«d conveyance, 

as tiellv as for fruits and vegetables. Since elasticities 

calculated for a linear model shot* an increasing trend if 
the elasticity is less than unity C intercept and elope 

positive } and vico-verea a decreasing trend if it is 

greater than -unity, it is necessary to have am® points of 

reference for ceaaparing elasticities obtained from the linear 
model and other models. ?-»® may accordingly compare the 

oonstent elasticity given by the double log model t-Ath the 

elasticities obtained at tho aeon of total capencliture for 
■ the entire sample, i.<a* the middle tncofse level C Table 9, 19, 

€5ol.2 )« Xt may be soon that the constant dafitteity shot** 

conservative estimates being cawisisfeentiy lower ttam the 

estimates obtained from the linear model, except in the 

ease of the luxuries, rent, servants, utilities, eonvsycfie* 
and except insurance ( necessity )« Prate and ifeathg&er 

found in their study that double logarithmic model yielded 
a higher values. ** «?© may not© this, as striking difference.

*)H / \lt mi#* be due to the variations in the population studied.'' ^ j.- - - - - - - - - •- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ■■—-- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -
v > Missis, S.3* and Hotttfc&kftr* %*cib#
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For the sake of farther comparison xm giv© a tabic of 

Elasticities obtained by other researchers in the field. 
(Vide table 9*20)

table 99.20* total Skpendtfcura Elasticities from 
Pifftoeant' Sources for Comparison

Coramodifcy
diking
class

Middle
Class

Middle
Class

affluent
Class

Cereals «e 0*22
FUlSOS m «» 0.07 - •
Oils i*4i 0*6S 0.25 0.S36
Vegetable® *» 1*99 0.61 ( 1.250
Milk, Milk Products 2*75 1.19 0.93 0.644
Fruits •» 1.60 1.69
Clothing 4* «•» 1.1® 0.83Q
Sducation and heading w* «P» 0.91 0.996
Personal Care *# •* 1*64 «*►

Recreation «** 2.14 44*

Transport #* *«* 1.76 1.495
m* *m . m «» .«**• ** . on .4* Mr, «* w* *» .-*•* 4HM 4M* ee ee

Col®* i s»d 2 relate to sfcsuu3i.es by Sinha @ad Has?12 ■ < only 
fooa ■

Col* 3 to study by i&patikar Coondoo#
Col* 4 relates to present study, Vide Table 9*19, Col#2

llsinlfa, R.P. and Kay, s.c., */inelFa4s of Food Brandi tare 
Patterns of industrial t*s>rfoers and Tholr Family in e develop-- 
ing country. * Journal of ^grEtonmental Studies, Vel.®, July 1972.
fo.4ia

ifotpankar Coondoo, *& comparison of Consumer BspendltusB 
Patterns of Indian Kiddle Class and trucking Class Families* * 
Sankhya, Vbl. 37, Series % ptm 2, Juno 1975,
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Although a direct precis® comparison is not possible# 

ccraaon feature* may b® n©bed. Sinha and Hay found in 

their sfcuc&r of food ©xpor.ditur® patterns of industrial 
woricere from fifty urban centres of India (1950-59) 

that the elasticity with respect to total sapcitdifcure on 

the whole for food was fifty percent higher for the waiting 
class* Oil was Sound to b© a clear lurary for the working 

class# the eapeaditar® elasticity being double that of 

the middle dose* In the ease of milk too th© dasfcieity 

was twice that of the middle does* on the whole milk, 
milk products# oils# and £suits were luxuries for this 
socio-economic group tffcMI* 9*20)* Srinivasa Iyengar#

Sain and Srinivasa** <HS$ data 1961..62# urban and rural' 
sectors# u,V. and Madras -states) found rural elasticities 
to he higher than th® slasticsttd.es for the urban sectors#*® 

She difference was attributes to the fact that rural house­
holds :.enJoyed; relatively lot# level of living compared to 

urban households. Cereals, fuel and light turned' out to- be 
necessities. Milk and Milk products were- found' bo be a 
luxury ( elasticity greater than unity )♦

In- another study fruits# prepared meeds# housing# 

clothing# medical cars# recreation# transportation# personal

*%l»fia# H#pa and Hay# s,©*# ‘analysis of Mood Expenditure 
Patterns of Industrial Workers and sheir in a
Developing Country. * abumal of Pevelojsflsnfcal Studies# Vo!.8# 
duly 1872# Ho* 4

^fffreenivasawlysngar#!*. Retrain and T. Srinivasa*, ‘Geoncmlea 
of seal© in Household consumption - h Cnee study* - ‘She 
indieft soomxslc Journal# Vol.sar, Ho* 4 ^ilywSspfc. 1967.
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effects, proved generally, to Im luxury Items- for both
»&

middle class as wall as working class, *br the working 

class families milfc ana milk products end personal care 
ware alas luxuries,

Zn his esa^arativo sfcu% of the elasticities for food, 

Nothing, housing and n&aecllaneous with reference to total 
eapcnditui© tfeuthgiKIcePfouaa that the elasticities ware 

found to he similar though not equal. The elasticities for 
food were all less than ^h© total qopeax&totusQ elasticity

for clothing was greater than unity for all countries!, eseaofe 
one# a 'moderate luxury*, Housing C including fuel, light,

toleyr,
but not furniture 5 elastic! ties t,,.-# -mostly lass than unity,

ui?-U„.

Miscellaneous expenditure had dastieifelee ,;..: ©hove unity

for most of the countries.

Influence of the saplanatory Variables
%

Zaoomo was found to he a dominant variable for all 

itoms uMeqpt in the case of cereals and pulses, entering 

the regression In both the models at the first step and 
with regression ^efficients being significant at 9*01 

lord. 2a the case of clothing in tha linear model however 
wealth proved to b® dominant, Xn the case of corsets and

i6Dipc»!ciar Coondoo, *& GmigmXAiwm of Consumer Sxoenaifcut© 
Patterns of Indian Middle Class and tforking Class Families, * 
Sahkhva. v<gi,37» series 3, pfe,2, «5un© I9¥5,ps>,8i~i0l

17ibuthaSdcer, E, s,, *?*n Inteinatictfiol Cccspariaon of loueehold 
S^eaditaare Pattaamay, * staonoBMfcs&ca, vol,25, 1959,pp, 332«*S3.
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ibises household size was th© dominant factor.

4ho regressIan coe££iei<sttt Bor houas&ield sis© was
non-fo«<)i

significant only in fho easn of total. f©od*A «ugasr, milk, 

insurc-nce and conveyance apart fm cereals and pulses 
( all at 0*01 level ) * Tsxq coefficient for this variable 

in the ease of insurance eM ccwveyance though significant 

tied negatives d«p»# indicating that household sic© Isas 
negative inSluence ©n the Gemma^WLm of affluent house- 
bolds for these two items* CotBKsonly Wimbles is an then 

with %Mch previous studios has# diown fsrally sisse to have 

negative relationship. fhe comoa future between durables 

and conveyance, as far as the affluent group is unearned,, 
could ton that conveyance for this section implies use of 

cars C durables x ) and a vehicle can be used by snru tbs® 
© person at the same time.

Ago of the head of the household was significant 

negatively only An fcho case of domestic servants at 0.01 

level, and in the ease of Cereals and Msec, positively 

related ©t 0.3 level. It is likely that after the dmiitafftng 
influence of incuse ( total e^sndifcat© ) said household 

sis© the influence of age is suppressed.
wealth of the household was signifleantCafc 0.01 level > 

only in the case of rent, dotting and footwear, cwiveyance 

and at 0*05 level in the case of dsceatie servants. In
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th© case of doting and footwear wealth entered ®& the 
first variable in the linear model, hut in the double-log 

modes, total expenditure took precedence* In the case of 
Rent and Conveyance hath income and Wealth were significant.

Before concluding this chapter wo may naffui a few observa­

tions concerning the relative merits of the too types of 

regression snalysie done# one with per capita expenditures
and another with expenditures for household# as well as

/

family sis® and other explanatory variables included in the 

regression. When commodities are aggregated into suitable 
groups# e.g. all cereals and pulses# fats- i ghee# butter# 

oil ) # then w® have seen that regression with per capita 

figures gives significant relation ^ilps# from vMeh total 

expenditure elasticities can b© calculated.many studios 
are do»a with per capita this would facilitate comparison. 

Multiple regression has of course greater explanatory power 
since additionally it yields estimates from which other 

elasticities can be calculated# e.g. household si see 

elasticity, a comparison of the elasticities and ra»p,o* e 
relating to the regression with per capita!: figure© with those 

obtained from multiple regression suggest® that regression with 

per capita figures may prove adegtiate in those cases sfliere 
income ( or total expenditure > is the hey factor in influencing 

consumption.


