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Abstract

:

Household consumption expenditure is an important measure of economic activity as it reflects the spending behavior of households and their purchasing power. The measurement of household consumption expenditure is critical for analyzing economic growth, inflation, and overall economic performance. In order to create budgets and financial plans, it is necessary to know and understand the relationship between the size of households in terms of the number of members, the number of children, and their consumption needs. The aim of the research was to determine the statistical significance of the relationship between household size and consumer spending at the national (Slovak Republic) level and also to analyze the relationship between household size and spending on food as a significant component of consumer spending. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied to examine the relationship between household size and consumer spending. Regression analysis with linear regression and fitting was used to determine the relationship between consumer spending and household size with different numbers of children. The results analyze the correlations and test the hypothesis of a significant difference in the types of consumption expenditure in relation to different household sizes (number of children). Results confirm significant differences in consumption expenditure between different household sizes, which confirms the importance of these results.
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1. Introduction


Household consumption expenditure reflects the behavior of households and their purchasing power and represents one of the important measures of economic activity. They actually express the amount of money spent by households on goods and services, whether long-term or short-term consumption, on housing, and on public services. Measuring household consumption expenditure is important for the analysis of economic growth, inflation, and overall economic performance.



Household consumption expenditure is a significant part of the family budget. Understanding the relationship between the number of children in the household and their consumption needs can help with budgeting and financial planning. The relationship between household consumption expenditure and the number of children can provide insight into the economic well-being of society. Governments use this information to formulate policies relating to taxation, social security, and education spending in general economic policy. Knowing the consumption behavior of households with different numbers of children is also interesting from the point of view of marketing and consumer strategies of companies. In short, this knowledge is important for financial planning, economic policymaking, and consumer and marketing strategies.



From an economic perspective, when households spend more money on goods and services, it stimulates demand, leading to increased output and employment. Understanding household consumption, its structure, and the dependence on household size provides insight into consumer behavior and preferences, which is important from the point of view of the marketing behavior of companies. Businesses can use this information to develop effective marketing strategies, improve product design, and better target consumers. For example, if households spend more money on luxury goods and services, businesses can focus on developing superior products and services to meet this demand.



From the government’s perspective, household consumption expenditure is important for a variety of reasons. It can be used to assess the overall health of the economy, track inflation, and inform monetary and fiscal policy decisions. For example, if household consumption expenditures are growing rapidly and inflation is occurring, the government will focus on adjusting interest rates, which in turn leads to a slowdown in economic growth. Alternatively, if household consumption spending is weak, the government can implement fiscal stimulus policies to increase demand and encourage economic growth. These facts can be analyzed and modeled. We will use an analysis of variance to investigate the relationship between household size and consumer spending. Modeling is based on regression analysis. The results analyze the correlations and test the hypothesis of significance between household size and consumption expenditures.




2. Theoretical Background


Modern research studies focusing on consumption expenditure are based on the work of Enger (1985) focusing on the relationship between food expenditure and income. Enger (1985) pointed out the functional dependence of the size of consumer expenditure on food, income, and family size. Jacobson et al. (2010) point to the relationships between wealth, income, and lifestyle in relation to household size and state that the larger the household, the better off the people in the household are on a per capita basis. Subsequently, Logan (2011) points to the existence of household economies of scale.



Other authors pay attention to the relationship between food expenditure and household well-being (Donkoh et al. 2014; Umeh and Asogwa 2012). In the article, Donkoh et al. (2014) state that food expenditure accounted for 40% of total expenditure in households, while the imputed value of self-produced food consumed by households accounts for another 10.5%. In their study, Umeh and Asogwa (2012) point to an indirect relationship between household income and the share of food expenditure and a direct relationship with the share of non-food expenditure, which includes especially housing, clothing, education, and health expenses.



Many researchers focus on food expenditures individually in relation to various characteristics of households and the economic environment (Banks et al. 1997; Chai and Moneta 2010; Leser 1963; Working 1943; Huang and Chen 2022).



Still, as the results show, food expenses are strongly dependent on other household expenditure; therefore, it is necessary to look at expenditure as a whole and analyze the relationship between individual types of household expenditure.



In studies from the last decade, other characteristics are more often taken into account when examining household consumption expenditures:




	-

	
the size and composition of households (Mulamba 2022) as there is no consensus in empirical studies on the rate of household expenditure on food or on the normalization procedure; however, in connection with the works of Enger (1985), it is important to normalize information and use the share of expenditure on food for testing;




	-

	
unitary models in which household consumption behavior is considered representative or a summary of all household members (Attanasio and Lechene 2014; Belete et al. 1999; Chai and Moneta 2010; De Vreyer et al. 2020). These models do not take into account heterogeneity in households or they do not cover the influence of household members on behavioral patterns and household consumption.









The issue of different household composition was addressed by Jayasinghe and Smith (2021), who pointed out differences in the consumption behavior of different types of households according to size and gender representation.



The micro-studies of Murray (1964) and Browning and Crossley (2001) point to some household reactions to changes in their own economic situation, which probably do not affect the level of expected lifetime income and consequently the share of individual types of consumption expenditure. Similarly, Ludvigson (2004) and Su et al. (2023a) state that income growth cannot be simply linked to consumer confidence or the structure of consumer spending.



Pitas and Zou (2023), Zhang (2023), Su et al. (2023b), and Anastasiou et al. (2023) emphasize the need to continue working on theoretical and empirical research on the relationships between household attitudes, household expenditures, their structure, and other economic variables or consumer confidence, where more complex and possibly non-linear interactions probably exist.



All these factors mentioned above constitute the impetus to research the relationship between households’ mean consumption expenditure and the number of children, in other words, the statistical significance between the consumption expenditure and the households’ size measured by number of children (Binder 2020; Bui et al. 2023; Easaw and Ghoshray 2007). Kandil (2020) points to a significant statistical impact of household size and expenditure on all food groups.



Based on the above-mentioned studies and their conclusions, in the next parts of the paper we will focus on the relationship between household size and individual types of consumption expenditure and on the evaluation of the statistical significance of relationships at the national level (Slovak republic).




3. Methodology


3.1. Data Collection and Measures


The data used in the study include average consumer spending by household size type. At the same time, they classify consumption expenditure according to purpose categories (COICOP) on household expenditure on final consumption and according to some cross-sectional variables. The results are therefore based on average consumption expenditures by household type (number of children) for the years 1994–2021 and also COICOP (DATAcube 2023). Purpose (COICOP) presents the results according to the classification of individual consumption (CP01-CP12).



The dataset for the Slovak Republic contains data on real consumption per inhabitant and real household consumption according to Eurostat (2023).




3.2. Data Analysis


An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied to examine the relationship between household size and consumer spending. In addition, other standard procedures for comparison of household expenditures and post hoc tests were used (Armstrong et al. 2000, 2002).



We used the Z-score to standardize annual data on household final consumption expenditure at the national level (Slovak Republic). With z-score standardization, we were able to analyze and compare data on a common scale. The national data set z-score (Slovak Republic), wherein different data sets were compared, was used for this reason. Subsequently, normality tests were calculated using the Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk normality tests. We also tested the homogeneity of variances according to Levene statistics. All expenditure categories with the exception of education expenditure have a sig. > 0.05 and the sig. education was <0.05, so education expenditure was excluded. Finally, Bonferroni correction was applied in post hoc multiple comparisons.




3.3. Theoretical Model of Measuring Partial Consumption Expenditure


When investigating the relationship between individual types of consumption expenditure and total consumption expenditure, ten types of predictor expenditure were used as independent variables and total consumption expenditure (CE) was used as a dependent variable. The ten types of predictor expenditure include the following:



FNA—Food and non-alcoholic beverages.



FAT—Alcoholic beverages and tobacco.



CF—Clothing and footwear.



HWEGO—Housing, water, electricity, gas, and other fuels.



FRM—Furnishings, household equipment and routine maintenance of the house.



H—Health.



T—Transport.



RC—Recreation and culture.



RCH—Restaurants, café, and hotels.



MGS—Miscellaneous goods and services.



The theoretical model with standardized coefficients has the following form:


  Y =   b   0   +     b   1   X   1     + b   X   2   +   b   3     X   3   +   b   4     X   4   +   b   5       X   5   +   b   6     X   6   +   b   7     X   7   + ,   b   8     X   8   +   b   9     X   9   +   b   10     X   10    











A regression analysis with linear regression and fitting was used to determine the relationship between consumer spending and the size of households with different numbers of children. To check the fit of the estimated equation and the degree of confidence, a sensitivity analysis was performed in this paper. We used IBM SPSS and IBM Amos software programs.





4. Results


Analysis of variance helps assess the overall significance of the regression model and the individual contributions of the variables. Figure 1 describes the unstandardized dataset: the consumption expenditure according to the number of children in a household (zero to three) in the period 1994–2021. The bar graph depicting the K-means cluster analysis results of three clusters of the number of children. Cluster 0 (zero children), Cluster 1 (household with one child), Cluster 2 (household with 2 children), and Cluster 3 (household with 3 children). Positive values indicate higher (decreasing) values and negative scores indicate lower (increasing) values of consumption expenditures.



4.1. Analysis of Variance and Measures of Association


At the national level, we not only analyze the difference between households’ size and consumption expenditure in general but we have also considered each category of consumption expenditure in more detail. The research question was the following:



How have the number and composition of households influenced the consumption expenditure?



To confirm the H1 or H0 hypothesis, an analysis of variance was conducted.



H0. 

There is no significant difference between consumption expenditures of different household sizes.





H1. 

There is a significant difference between consumption expenditure of different household sizes.





The results of the analysis of variance (Table 1) confirm the hypothesis H1 in all categories of consumer spending and confirm the hypothesis H1, i.e., that there is a significant difference in consumption expenditure between different household sizes (different number of children).




4.2. Post Hoc Multiple Comparison


A post hoc test (also known as a multiple comparison test) was performed to identify differences between individual expenditure groups in relation to household size, which allows quantifying the difference between the average values of consumer expenditure for different household sizes. The following hypotheses follow from this:

H0. 

There is no significant difference between averages in consumption expenditure and household size across expenditure groups.





H1. 

There is a significant difference between average consumption expenditures in relation to household size in individual expenditure groups.







Based on a result:

H1. 

There is a significant difference between group averages (expressed in consumption expenditure and any household size) in household consumption expenditure relative to individual household expenditure.







It can be assumed that there are differences in expenses for food and non-alcoholic beverages, for alcoholic beverages and tobacco, and for housing, including expenses for water, electricity, gas, and other fuels.



All different households (with different numbers of children) have significantly different consumption expenditures (Table 2). Larger households may have lower total incomes than smaller households, which can result in a smaller overall food and housing budgets.



This confirms that the number of children, in other words the composition of a household, can affect expenditure on food, beverages, and housing.



Table 3 shows the results of a Bonferroni correction wherein the pairwise comparison is the Bonferroni-corrected alpha 0.003. In this case: there is no difference between groups (Table 3) when Bonferroni-corrected alpha is >0.003 and there is a significant difference between groups (Table 4) when Bonferroni-corrected alpha is <0.003 (Armstrong 2014).



The obtained results show that household size affects household consumption. However, it is necessary to quantify the strength and direction of the relationship between individual consumption expenditures. In order to confirm whether it is possible to analyse household expenses and assess them individually with regard to the size of the household or whether it is necessary to analyse household expenses together uniformly, a regression analysis was carried out. There is an expected positive correlation in all cases. Table 4 describes all expenditure correlations, Figure 2 presents regression graphs of expenditure combinations and their regression lines, where occur a strong positive relationship.



As the results show (Table 4), there is a strong correlation between individual groups of consumer spending. It follows that it is necessary to analyse individual household expenses in relation to their size.




4.3. Estimating Regression Line


The B value refers to the regression coefficient of the model related to household with 0–3 children and the standardized coefficient β is used to compare the influence of each independent variable on the consumption expenditure (see Table 5).


  C E t =   2.352       +   0.877 F   N A     + 1.552     F   A T   + 1.149   C   F   + 1.096   H   W E G O   + 1.110   F   R M   + 0.691 H + 1.039   T  + 1.078   R   C   + 1.536   R   C H   + 1.019   M   G S      











Direct interpretation of the results for standardized coefficients:



The p value is statistically significant, which mean that all the variables have a statistically significant impact on the outcome variable (consumption expenditure), except of constant. An unstandardized coefficient slope can be seen whereby the index increases by a value of one for every one unit of change. It is clear that the larger the indexes are, the larger the expenditure is; the goal of this regression analysis is to define the proportion of the individual expenditure depending on a household size (number of children). The standard error value shows the dispersion of expenditures in EUR.



In general, all kinds of expenditure have a significantly positive impact on consumption expenditures (t = 1.423, p < 0.05), so the hypothesis is the following:

H1. 

hypothesis H1 is confirmed.







All examined individual expenses have a significant impact on consumer spending and are influenced by the number of children in the household.



The individual models 0–3 were researched regarding the specific number of children 0–3 in a household, so that individual differences in the interdependence of household expenditure with different number of children are evident. Model U expresses the universal equation of the expenditure structure with respect to all categories of children. Since there is a big difference between the expenditure of households with and without children, individual models were evaluated separately as well as in Table 6.



In all models, the coefficient β4 of the HWEGO value reaches the highest value. The second index with the highest value is the β1 index of the FNA, except for the model with one child, when this index reaches the lowest value (Table 6).



One interesting finding is that in a model with zero and one children, the coefficient of β7 of T (Transport) took the second and third place, while in a model with 3 children (M3) is this expenditure in 9/10 place, which can be caused by the economies of scale.



Coefficient β3 of predictor CF is ranked highest among the models in the M3 model (household with three children), ranked high in M2 model (household with two children) as well, and at the last place in the M1 and M0 models (households with one and zero children). Index β2 of alcohol and tobacco variable is positive in the last places in all models with children. Coefficient β8 of RC (Recreation and culture) is comparatively the highest in M1 and in the M3 it model took the last place compared to other expenditures in the given model.



Coefficient β8 of Rc is, for example, larger than β9 of RCH (restaurants, café, and hotels) in models with zero and 1 children and, on the contrary, in models with two and three children the coefficient β9 is higher than β9.



The coefficient β6 of H-Health is the highest in the order of the M3 model in the last places for the other models. This can be caused by the availability of free health care paid by the public health system (health insurance).



Individual models were evaluated regardless of statistical significance, with the goal of comparison of the share of individual household expenses in terms of household size.



Table 7 also describes the statistical significance of individual coefficients. As it is clear from the data, there are statistically significant coefficients with a value of p > 0.05 for individual models, which are:




	-

	
In the model with one child by coefficients β2 (FAT), β5 z (FRM), and β6 (H);




	-

	
In the model with two children by coefficients β2 (FAT), β3 (CF), and β6 from (H);




	-

	
In the model with three children by coefficients β6 (H), β7 (T), and β8 from (RC).









The results indicate that most (Table 7) individual expenditures under study have a significant impact on consumption expenditures and are influenced by the number of children in a household. Moreover, the R2 = 1.00 depicts that the model explains 100% of the variance in consumption expenditures, with p < 0.05, which confirms the significance of these models.





5. Discussion


In general, it can be concluded based on research and the use of variance analysis that there is a statistically significant difference between household consumption expenditures and the number of children in the household within the scope of the research confirmed by the post hoc multiple comparison as well. This is used for the test of contrasts, the more detailed determination of the differences which groups of households statistically influence these results. Specifically, the data revealed that there is a noteworthy and statistically significant difference in the amount of money spent by households based on the number of individuals in a household. This finding points to the impact of household size on spending patterns (see Figure 3), as larger households tend to spend more on individual goods and services compared to smaller households. Taken together, these results suggest that demographic factors such as the number of household members, including the number of children, play a significant role in shaping household spending behavior and patterns.



Household size can also impact lifestyle factors that affect food expenditure, such as whether the household eats out frequently or prefers to cook at home; this can also influence decisions to use the services of restaurants, cafés, hotels, and recreation and culture services.



The results confirm that there is a significant difference between the household with three and that with less than three children. Larger households may be more likely to cook at home and purchase larger quantities of food, while smaller households may eat out more frequently. In general, this fact influences the cultural and regional factors as well. On the contrary, in other groups, parameters such as consumption expenditure are not all significant in all groups and household sizes in terms of the number of children, as we can see in Table 3.



A special group of expenditure entails health and expenditure on furnishing and household equipment, where there is a significant difference already between zero and any number of children.



The monitoring of the relationship between household size and household expenditure is crucial for many areas to remain vigilant and adaptable, constantly seeking new ways to rank and understand consumer perception behaviors through expenditure. The findings presented in the study point to the significant impact of housing expenditure and the importance of food expenditures in household budgets.



Notably, the coefficient β7 for transportation expenses (T) ranks second and third in models with zero and one child, respectively. However, in the model with three children (M3), transportation expenses fall to the 9th or 10th position. This suggests that economies of scale may play a role in reducing transportation costs as the number of children increases.



The predictor CF, represented by the β3 coefficient, consistently ranks highest in the M3 model (household with three children) and remains high in the M2 model (household with two children) but falls to the lowest position in the M1 and M0 models (households with one and zero children). This indicates that CF has a stronger influence on household expenses in larger families. On the other hand, the β2 index for alcohol and tobacco consistently ranks low in all models with children, suggesting that these expenses are relatively less significant in households with dependents.



Regarding recreation and culture expenses, the coefficient β8 is highest in the M1 model and ranks last in the M3 model compared to other expenditure categories within their respective models. For instance, in models with zero and one child, the coefficient β8 of Rc (recreation and culture) surpasses the coefficient β9 of Rch (restaurants, café, and hotels). However, in models with two and three children, the coefficient β9 is higher than β8. This implies that recreation and culture expenses may take precedence over dining out or hotel stays in smaller families but the trend shifts with an increasing number of children.



The coefficient β6 of H-Health is highest in the M3 model but ranks last in the other models. This discrepancy can be attributed to the availability of free healthcare covered by the public health system, which potentially reduces out-of-pocket health expenses for households with three children.



It is important to acknowledge the limitations of this research. Firstly, the analysis does not account for statistical significance, which may affect the robustness and generalizability of the findings. The omission of statistical tests limits the ability to draw firm conclusions about the significance of the coefficients.



The limitations of this research relate to an extension of this research as well. It is probably not possible to include all parameters and perspectives, which confirm the results of some research conducted on similar subjects in the past. Some studies measure and analyze national income and consumption levels and their changes by understanding the current state of household balances. Most of these models analyze short periods, of one or two years, and mention a need for more effective policy to reduce food insecurity in low-income and lower-middle-income countries (Kim et al. 2022; Kirkpatrick and Tarasuk 2003; Marchetti and Secondi 2017; Russell et al. 2018; Singh and Tiwana 2018; Zezza et al. 2017).



Trinh et al. (2022) draw attention to the importance of the relationship between socioeconomic status and child health. While the relationship between socioeconomic status and child health has been studied extensively in developed countries, evidence is limited for developing countries, using household expenditure as an alternative measure. Our results do not directly address the connection of expenditures and their impact on children’s health; however, this study mentioned above also confirms the validity of including the health care expenditures in our research.



Swathysree et al. (2023) highlight the bias that emerges in the construction of real expenditure overlooking the relative price movements and its consequent implications on for welfare measurements, particularly consumption inequality of rural Indian households during 1999–2012. This model overcomes data limitations like the non-availability of quantity data and item-specific prices.



Raschke (2016) estimates the impact of a given change in the child benefit on food expenditures of households, the probability of owning a home, rent per square meter, and measures of the size of the home as well as parents’ smoking behavior and parents’ alcohol consumption.



Furthermore, the study focuses solely on comparing the share of household expenses based on household size. Other important factors, such as income level, geographical location, and cultural influences are not considered in this analysis. These variables could potentially affect household expenditure patterns and should be taken into account in future research.




6. Conclusions


Consumer perception and behavior are changing and therefore need to be constantly monitored and measured. Confirmation by the current market situation is characterized by dynamism, growing consumer power, and intense competition (Hudak et al. 2017; Madleňák and Madleňáková 2020). In today´s fast-paced and ever-changing marketplace, consumer perception and behavior are subject to constant fluctuations. Businesses need to closely monitor and measure these changes to stay ahead of the curve and remain competitive (Genzorová et al. 2018).



The size of the household is one of the main factors in marketing, business strategies, and policy regulations as well. This means that companies must be attuned to the shifting attitudes and preferences of their audience as well as the broader cultural and economic trends that affect consumer behavior and consider on only the income separately but the factor of the household size as well. Failure to do so can lead to missed opportunities, lost market share, and, ultimately, a decline in overall business performance. In conclusion, household consumption expenditure is a critical measure of economic activity that has significant implications for the economy, marketing, and government policy. Understanding household spending patterns is essential for businesses, policymakers, and economists to make informed decisions about economic growth, marketing strategies, and government policy.



Research in the Slovak Republic has also shown that the expenditure of a household with two children is significantly different from that of a household with three children. The number of children and the type of expenditure significantly influences the difference in expenditure. Families without children have similar expenses as families with one child. Households without and with one child form a separate cluster (confirmed by the international research as well).



Lastly, the study assumes that the coefficients accurately capture the relationships between predictors and household expenses. However, the model specifications and underlying assumptions might introduce potential biases or omitted variables, leading to incomplete or distorted insights. Future research should consider using models that are more sophisticated and a broader range of variables to enhance the understanding of household expenditure dynamics. Household consumption patterns can vary significantly across different demographic groups, regions, and socio-economic classes. The expenditure figure alone does not provide information about the quality of goods and services consumed; all these mentioned above could be a subject of a future research.
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Figure 1. Consumption expenditure according to the household size (children) 1994–2021. 
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Figure 2. Linear regression lines of selected combinations of consumption expenditures. 
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Figure 3. Bonferroni post hoc comparison results. 
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Table 1. ANOVA and measures of association in the Slovak Republic.
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	F
	Eta Squared
	Sig.





	Household Consumption Expenditure
	F (3,64) = 66,021
	η2 = 0.756
	0.000



	Food and non-alcoholic beverages
	F (3,64) = 146,302
	η2 = 0.873
	0.000



	Alcoholic beverages and tobacco
	F (3,64) = 142,051
	η2 = 0.869
	0.000



	Clothing and footwear
	F (3,64) = 20,457
	η2 = 0.490
	0.000



	Housing, water, electricity, gas, and other fuels
	F (3,64) = 417,786
	η2 = 0.951
	0.000



	Furnishings, household equipment, and routine maintenance of the house
	F (3,64) = 23,419
	η2 = 0.523
	0.000



	Health
	F (3,64) = 109,748
	η2 = 0.837
	0.000



	Transport
	F (3,64) = 5611
	η2 = 0.208
	0.002



	Recreation and Culture
	F (3,64) = 25,922
	η2 = 0.549
	0.000



	Restaurants, café, and hotels
	F (3,64) = 6760
	η2 = 0.241
	0.000



	Miscellaneous goods and services
	F (3,64) = 19,844
	η2 = 0.482
	0.000










 





Table 2. Post hoc Bonferroni Multiple Comparison A.
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	Expenditure
	Household Size (Children)
	Mean Difference
	Sig.





	Household consumption expenditure

Food and non-alcoholic beverages

Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

Housing, water, electricity, gas, and other fuels
	0

1

2

3
	YES
	0.000










 





Table 3. Post hoc Bonferroni multiple comparison B.






Table 3. Post hoc Bonferroni multiple comparison B.





	
Dependent Variable

	
Household Size (Children)

	
Different from Each Other

	
Mean Difference

	
Sig.






	
Zscore: Clothing and footwear

	
0

	
1

	
−0.25679583

	
1.000




	
2

	
0.35237849

	
0.989




	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
1

	
2

	
0.60917432

	
0.108




	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
3

	
0, 1, 2

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
Zscore: Furnishings, household equipment, and routine maintenance of the house

	
0

	
1, 2, 3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
1

	
0, 3

	
sig.

	
0.001




	
2

	
0.62921556

	
0.070




	
2

	
3

	
0.30722636

	
1.000




	
3

	
0, 1

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
−0.30722637

	
1.000




	
Zscore: Health

	
0

	
1, 2, 3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
1

	
0, 2, 3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
3

	
0.34824108

	
0.100




	
3

	
0, 1

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
−0.34824108

	
0.100




	
Zscore: Transport

	
0

	
1

	
−0.29769396

	
1.000




	
2

	
0.30557710

	
1.000




	
3

	
sig.

	
0.026




	
1

	
2

	
0.60327105

	
0.347




	
3

	
sig.

	
0.001




	
2

	
3

	
0.61993999

	
0.308




	
3

	
0, 1

	
sig.

	
0.026




	
2

	
−0.61993999

	
0.308




	
Zscore: Recreation and culture

	
0

	
1

	
0.34580594

	
0.884




	
2, 3

	
0.70646324

	
0.023




	
1

	
2

	
0.36065729

	
0.786




	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
3

	
0, 1, 2

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
Zscore: Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0

	
1

	
−0.55362758

	
0.450




	
2

	
−0.20945851

	
1.000




	
3

	
0.77327152

	
0.084




	
1

	
2

	
0.34416907

	
1.000




	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
3

	
−0.98273002

	
0.012




	
3

	
0

	
−0.77327152

	
0.084




	
1

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2

	
−0.98273002

	
0.012




	
Zscore: Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0

	
1

	
−0.31509450

	
1.000




	
2

	
0.46211008

	
0.432




	
1

	
3

	
sig.

	
0.000




	
2, 3

	
0.77720458

	
0.018




	
2

	
3

	
1.04461256

	
0.018




	
3

	
0, 1, 2

	
sig.

	
0.000











 





Table 4. Consumption expenditure correlations.
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Consumption Expenditure

	
Estimate (R)

	
R2






	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.343

	
0.117649




	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
<-->

	
Transport

	
0.413

	
0.170569




	
Health

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.427

	
0.182329




	
Recreation and Culture

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.431

	
0.185761




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Transport

	
0.450

	
0.2025




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.461

	
0.212521




	
Health

	
<-->

	
Transport

	
0.497

	
0.247009




	
Health

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.509

	
0.259081




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.518

	
0.268324




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Transport

	
0.523

	
0.273529




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.538

	
0.289444




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Health

	
0.543

	
0.294849




	
Transport

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.553

	
0.305809




	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.554

	
0.306916




	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.557

	
0.310249




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
0.568

	
0.322624




	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.575

	
0.330625




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Clothing and footwear

	
0.575

	
0.330625




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Furnishing, household equipment

	
0.587

	
0.344569




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.601

	
0.361201




	
Recreation and culture

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.621

	
0.385641




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Clothing and footwear

	
0.641

	
0.410881




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.655

	
0.429025




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.660

	
0.4356




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Transport

	
0.672

	
0.451584




	
Health

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.700

	
0.49




	
Transport

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.704

	
0.495616




	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.706

	
0.498436




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.712

	
0.506944




	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.720

	
0.5184




	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
<-->

	
Transport

	
0.724

	
0.524176




	
Transport

	
<-->

	
Restaurants, café, and hotels

	
0.749

	
0.561001




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.753

	
0.567009




	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
<-->

	
Miscellaneous goods and services

	
0.762

	
0.580644




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
0.772

	
0.595984




	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
<-->

	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
0.793

	
0.628849




	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
<-->

	
Health

	
0.804

	
0.646416




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Furnishing, household equipment, etc.

	
0.811

	
0.657721




	
Clothing and footwear

	
<-->

	
Recreation and culture

	
0.855

	
0.731025




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Health

	
0.930

	
0.8649




	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
<-->

	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
0.950

	
0.9025




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Alcoholic beverages and tobacco

	
0.954

	
0.910116




	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
<-->

	
Health

	
0.954

	
0.910116




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Health

	
0.965

	
0.931225




	
Food and non-alcoholic beverages

	
<-->

	
Housing (water, electricity, gas, and other fuels)

	
0.973

	
0.946729











 





Table 5. t-test for regression coefficients of the consumption expenditure by household size.
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Model U

(0–3 Children)

	
Unstandardized Coefficients

	
Standardized Coefficients

	
t

	
Sig.




	

	
B

	
Std. Error

	
β

	

	






	
β0

	
2.352

	
1.653

	

	
1.423

	
0.160




	
β1

	
0.877

	
0.065

	
0.202

	
13.425

	
0.000




	
β2

	
1.552

	
0.236

	
0.071

	
6.577

	
0.000




	
β3

	
1.149

	
0.120

	
0.049

	
9.587

	
0.000




	
β4

	
1.096

	
0.058

	
0.329

	
18.946

	
0.000




	
β5

	
1.110

	
0.097

	
0.078

	
11.475

	
0.000




	
β6

	
0.691

	
0.259

	
0.038

	
2.663

	
0.010




	
β7

	
1.039

	
0.038

	
0.161

	
27.633

	
0.000




	
β8

	
1.078

	
0.087

	
0.078

	
12.318

	
0.000




	
β9

	
1.536

	
0.112

	
0.087

	
13.688

	
0.000




	
β10

	
1.019

	
0.081

	
0.089

	
12.570

	
0.000











 





Table 6. Unstandardized coefficients of research models.
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Model

	
Unstandardized Coefficients

	
β0

	
β1

	
β2

	
β3

	
β4

	
β5

	
β6

	
β7

	
β8

	
β9

	
β10






	
M0

(Zero children)

	
B

	
−0.107

	
0.20

	
0.091

	
0.058

	
0.358

	
0.068

	
0.061

	
0.163

	
0.068

	
0.051

	
0.104




	
Std. Error

	
0.053

	
0.02

	
0.026

	
0.013

	
0.027

	
0.014

	
0.023

	
0.016

	
0.024

	
0.027

	
0.019




	
M1

(One children)

	
B

	
8.043

	
0.530

	
2.733

	
1.804

	
0.903

	
1.513

	
1.521

	
1.050

	
0.935

	
1.464

	
0.952




	
Std. Error

	
9.904

	
0.206

	
1.389

	
0.573

	
0.343

	
0.665

	
0.760

	
0.073

	
0.394

	
0.565

	
0.288




	
M2

(Two children)

	
B

	
0.029

	
0.219

	
0.050

	
0.059

	
0.357

	
0.104

	
0.058

	
0.139

	
0.069

	
0.080

	
0.075




	
Std. Error

	
0.083

	
0.070

	
0.050

	
0.026

	
0.089

	
0.030

	
0.059

	
0.027

	
0.030

	
0.036

	
0.030




	
M3

(Three children)

	
B

	
0.073

	
0.188

	
0.001

	
0.103

	
0.422

	
0.150

	
0.166

	
0.044

	
0.039

	
0.090

	
0.055




	
Std. Error

	
0.111

	
0.072

	
0.051

	
0.031

	
0.073

	
0.055

	
0.085

	
0.060

	
0.025

	
0.040

	
0.049











 





Table 7. Statistical significance of individual coefficients β0–β10.
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	Model
	Standardized Coefficients
	β0
	β1
	β2
	β3
	β4
	β5
	β6
	β7
	β8
	β9
	β10





	0
	Beta
	
	0.151
	0.079
	0.074
	0.181
	0.092
	0.055
	0.289
	0.092
	0.092
	0.152



	
	t
	−2.010
	8.024
	3.461
	4.341
	12,869
	4.823
	2.567
	9.882
	2.745
	1.872
	5.345



	
	sig.
	0.091
	0.000
	0.013
	0.005
	0.000
	0.003
	0.043
	0.000
	0.034
	0.011
	0.002



	1
	Beta
	
	0.093
	0.104
	0.087
	0.117
	0.134
	0.068
	0.289
	0.095
	0.167
	0.142



	
	t
	0.812
	2.565
	1.968
	3.146
	2.629
	2.276
	2.002
	14440
	2.374
	2.593
	3.306



	
	Sig.
	0.045
	0.043
	0.097
	0.020
	0.039
	0.063
	0.092
	0.000
	0.045
	0.041
	0.016



	2
	Beta
	
	0.155
	0.031
	0.075
	0.148
	0.167
	0.043
	0.250
	0.089
	0.141
	0.110



	
	t
	0.349
	3.126
	1.000
	2.273
	4.006
	3.433
	0.987
	5.216
	2.332
	2.234
	2.535



	
	Sig.
	0.739
	0.020
	0.356
	0.063
	0.007
	0.014
	0.362
	0.002
	0.048
	0.047
	0.044



	3
	Beta
	
	0.124
	0.000
	0.209
	0.161
	0.210
	0.125
	0.083
	0.055
	0.125
	0.061



	
	t
	0.661
	2.601
	0.023
	3.260
	5.790
	2.720
	1.947
	0.732
	1.587
	2.219
	1.120



	
	Sig.
	0.533
	0.041
	0.983
	0.017
	0.001
	0.035
	0.099
	0.492
	0.164
	0.048
	0.031
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