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Chapter X: Subjective Poverty and Living Conditions Assessment 
 

Poverty can be considered as both an objective and subjective situation.  Poverty is viewed as 
objective if it is measured by quantitatively measurable indicators of welfare.  Poverty is 
viewed as subjective if it is measured according to the personal judgment of individuals 
regarding their own welfare. 

Poverty estimates based on subjective perceptions are significantly lower than poverty 
estimates obtained using consumption per adult equivalent as an objective welfare measure.  
Only 3.3 percent Armenians self-assessed themselves as very poor (vs. 6.4 percent rate based 
on consumption).  Similarly, 20.3 percent though that they were poor, in contrast to 34.6 
percent poverty incidence rate based on consumption).  However, basic needs provision is 
still a priority concern for many Armenians.  Furthermore, the population appears quite 
anomic regarding what to do to overcome their current situation; only a few reported that 
they might take action to try to change their current conditions.  Armenians trust the Army 
and the Church the most, with the news media ranking fairly high.  The Government was 
trusted by 60 percent of the population. The quality of utilities, transportation, communication 
and others services leaves a lot to be desired.  The electricity supply was the only service that 
got high customer satisfaction marks.  Public transportation came in a distant second, 
followed by sanitation, water supply and telephone services.  Consumers were the least 
satisfied with garbage collection, water supply and health services.  
 
 
10.1. Perception of living standards 
 
In the 2004 ILCS, members of the surveyed households age 16 and over were asked to answer 
a series of questions designed to give insights into their perception of their own welfare.  

Asked about what concerned them the most, the following picture emerged: for 41 percent of 
the population, the primary concern was to satisfy basic non-food needs; for 25 percent it was 
to provide for basic food needs; for 15 percent, problem number one was housing; 7 percent 
put difficulties to solve health problems as the most important concern; and for 6 percent, it 
was the inability to ensure good education for their children.   

The self-assessment of living standards gave the following results: 
• 39 percent of households assessed their living standards as average; 
• 37 percent thought their living standards were below average; 
• 17 percent considered themselves poor; 
• 3 percent considered themselves extremely poor; 
• 0.1 percent considered themselves rich; and  
• 3.2 percent assessed their living standards above average.  

A matrix of objective and subjective povery estimates was built to show concurrence of the 
results.  It is presented in Table 10.1, where the population is ranked by consumption per adult 
equivalent and self-assessment of living conditions.    
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Table 10.1: Armenia: Subjective and objective poverty by consumption deciles (in % of each decile) 
Self-assessment of living standards  Consumption-

ranked deciles Very poor Poor  Below 
average Average  Above 

average Rich  

Armenia total 3.3 17.0 37.4 39.0 3.2 0.1 
First/bottom 11.9 29.7 35.9 21.3 1.2 0.0 
Second 5.2 24.6 40.2 29.3 0.7 0.0 
Third 3.0 28.3 38.9 29.3 0.5 0.0 
Fourth 3.7 17.3 42.4 34.9 1.7 0.0 
Fifth 2.2 17.0 37.8 40.9 2.1 0.0 
Sixth 1.9 13.4 36.7 44.0 3.6 0.4 
Seventh 2.0 15.3 42.0 37.6 2.8 0.3 
Eighth 1.7 12.2 36.5 46.9 2.7 0.0 
Ninth 0.6 8.2 35.8 49.3 6.1 0.0 
Tenth/top 1.5 6.6 28.6 53.7 9.3 0.3 
Source: ILCS 2004. 
Note: Consumption is measured per adult equivalent. 
 
Although the results are broadly consistent, the subjective poverty incidence is much lower 
than the objective one.  Only 3.3 percent self-assessed themselves as very poor, as opposed to 
6.4 percent when measured in terms of consumption per adult equivalent.  Similarly, 17 
percent thought they were poor, vs. the 28.2 percent estimate based on consumption per adult 
equivalent.  Therefore, in 2004, the overall poverty incidence based on self-assessment was 
20.3 percent; while the consumption based estimate was 34.6 percent.  Interestingly, very few 
people though they were above average and almost no one would assess themselves as “rich”.  

Figure 10.1 groups the surveyed households by their subjective poverty estimates and the 
level of poverty measured by consumption per adult equivalent. For instance, 1.8 percent of 
the non-poor households by consumption per adult equivalent self-assessed themselves as 
extremely poor; 4.9 of those ranked as consumption poor thought they were extremely poor; 
and 10.8 percent of the extremely poor by consumption self-assessed themselves as extremely 
poor.  The extremely poor by consumption perceived their socioeconomic situation in the 
following way: extremely poor, 10.8 percent; poor, 31 percent; below average, 38.2 percent; 
average, 19.1 percent; and above average, 1 percent.        
 

Figure 10.1: Armenia: Subjective and objective poverty in 2004 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

 
 
Source: ILSC 2004. 
Note: Poor are calculated as difference between overall poor and very (extreme) poor.  
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The respondents appeared quite anomic regarding what to do to overcome their current 
situation.  Almost 30 percent believed that they could not do anything to improve their 
situation and that it was the Government’s responsibility to guarantee good living conditions 
and jobs to the citizens; 21 percent said they were not doing anything; 13 percent did not 
know what to do; and 5 percent did not have any expectations and were planning to leave 
Armenia.   Only 20 percent said they were looking for a better job in Armenia and another 7 
percent believed that their living conditions were good and there was no need to change 
anything.  

The households were also asked to assess the amount of money they thought a household 
would need per month in order to live comfortably.  The results are presented in Figure 10.2.  
It appears that the more households have the more they seem to need in order to have what 
they perceive as a “normal” standard of living.   

 
Figure 10.2: Armenia: The amount of money needed for a comfortable living  

 

Source: ILSC 2004. 
Note: Poor are calculated as difference between overall poor and very (extreme) poor 
 
Finally, 2004 ILSC participants were asked to assess their future prospects.  It appears that 
quite a few of them were not sure what to expect.  When asked whether their children would 
have better living conditions: 34 percent said they were having difficulties giving an answer, 
18 percent thought that their children would have worse living conditions and 14 percent 
though that things would remain unchanged.  Only 26 percent expected that their children 
would live better. 
  
10.2. Public trust in institutions 
 
The 2004 ILSC participants were asked to assess a range of Armenian institutions.  The 
results are presented in Table 10.2.  The most trusted are the Army and the Church, with the 
news media ranking fairly high as well.  Government was trusted by 60 percent of the 
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population.  The national assembly had the highest negative score, as 48 percent of population 
over 16 said that did not trust it.   
 

Table 10.2: Armenia: Public trust in institutions 2004 (in %) 
Institution Have trust  No trust No answer  
Government  58.3 38.9 2.8 
National Assembly  49.3 47.9 2.8 
Local government  62.9 33.5 3.6 
Army 87.0 10.4 2.6 
Police 59.6 35.6 4.8 
Justice 52.1 41.1 6.8 
Social assistance office 59.7 29.4 10.9 
Church 87.1 9.4 3.5 
Trade unions 30.8 36.8 32.4 
TV and other news media 74.7 22.4 2.9 
Direct supervisor    
     a) private sector 64.7 16.6 18.7 
     b) state sector 67.6 15.3 17.1 
Source: ILCS 2004 

 
 
10.3. Satisfaction with services   
 
Table 10.3 presents results about the level of satisfaction with various services.  Generally, 
services faired quite poorly, except for electricity supply and public transportation.  The 
electricity supply is by far the best ranked, as 95 percent of the 2004 ILSC participants were 
satisfied with its services.  Public transportation came in second with a 67 percent satisfaction 
rate.  Consumers were least satisfied with garbage collection, water supply and health 
services.  Education faired better than the health services.   

 
Table 10.3: Armenia: satisfaction with services in 2004 (%) 

Type of services  Satisfied Not satisfied  Difficult to answer  
Water supply 54.6 44.2 1.2 
Sanitation 58.9 32.1 9.0 
Garbage collection 40.7 52.8 6.5 
Telephone 53.5 30.6 15.9 
Electricity supply 95.0 4.3 0.7 
Post 53.3 6.4 40.3 
Banking 35.3 4.4 60.3 
Irrigation services 18.9 20.0 61.1 
Health services 40.8 44.0 15.2 
Education 50.0 26.3 23.7 
Public transportation 67.4 20.1 12.5 
Source: ILCS 2004 

 
Few people observed any changes for the better in service provision during the year preceding 
the ILSC interview. A vast majority observed either no change or said it was difficult to 
answer the question.  Only a very small group of users reported some improvements in the 
quality of services.  Figures 10.3 and 10.4 present the ILSC results for the services where 
either positive or negative changes in the quality of services were noted.  
 



 138 

Figure 10.3: Armenia: Improvements in the quality of services provided to the population 2004 

Source: ILSC 2004. 
  
 

Figure 10.4: Armenia: Deterioration   in the quality of services provided to the population 2004 

Source: ILSC 2004.  
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not taking up the issue with the service providers. This may indicate skepticism that anything 
could be done, which in turn may reflect earlier experience, when service outages were a 
permanent state of affairs.  For instance, only 14 percent of complaints related to irrigation 
services were satisfied; the situation was not much better with garbage removal and water 
supply, where the complaints resolution percentages were 28 and 29 respectively.  Hence, 
there is room for improvement in the provision of services, including the service providers’ 
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Table 10.4: Armenia: Resolving problems with services provision in 2004 

Type of service The quality of services 
deteriorated (%) 

Did not contact the service 
provider  

Actions taken by the service 
provider to resolve the 

problem (%) 
Water supply 6.9 93.5 29.4 
Sanitation 3.1 97.8 42.1 
Garbage collection 8.6 96.1 28.2 
Telephone 8.0 89.6 56.7 
Electricity supply 1.7 92.2 86.8 
Post 1.0 99.0 74.1 
Banking 1.2 99.2 46.4 
Irrigation services 3.9 98.2 13.9 
Health services 12.5 94.8 34.8 
Education 9.4 98.3 45.3 
Public transportation 7.0 98.9 28.3 
Source: ILSC 2004. 
 
 
10.4. Conclusions  
 
Although subjective perceptions of socio-economic conditions in Armenia broadly coincide 
with the picture obtained when the consumption per adult equivalent is used as an objective 
welfare measure, there is a significant difference between the subjective and objective poverty 
levels.  For instance, subjective extreme poverty incidence was only 3.3 percent, as opposed 
to 6.4 percent when measured in terms of consumption per adult equivalent.  Similarly, 17 
percent of the population thought they were poor, vs. a 28.2 percent estimate based on 
consumption per adult equivalent.  Hence, in 2004, the overall poverty incidence based on 
self-assessment was 20.3 percent; while consumption based estimate was 34.6 percent. 

A basic needs provision was still a priority concern for many Armenians.  Furthermore, the 
population appears quite anomic regarding what to do to overcome their current situation; 
only a few reported that they might take action to try to change their current conditions.  The 
population seemed quite uncertain about its future prospects as well, as more than half did not 
know what to say about their future expectations or expected their children to live lives to be 
worse than their own. 

Armenians trust the Army and the Church the most, with the news media ranking fairly high.  
The Government was trusted by 60 percent of the population.  The National Assembly had the 
highest negative score, as 48 percent of the population over 16 said that did not trust it. 

The quality of utilities, transportation, communication and others services leaves a lot to be 
desired.  The electricity supply was the only service that got high customer satisfaction marks.  
Public transportation came in a distant second, followed by sanitation, water supply and 
telephone services.  Consumers were the least satisfied with garbage collection, water supply 
and health services.  Education faired better than the health services.  Only few people 
observed changes for the better in overall service provision.  Moreover, when experiencing 
problems with service provision, people would not take any action to have the problem 
resolved.  This indicates low confidence in that something can be or will be done.  Hence, 
there is room for improvements in the provision of services, including the service providers’ 
responsiveness to client demands. 

 


