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1.Background and objectives of the study

Transition to new political and economic systems  proved to be difficult for all countries. Despite that a decade and a half passed since the beginning of the changes its impact is still considerable, although in a  different extent in all the countries  that comprised the Soviet Union. Countries of the  South Caucasus are legging behind by their economic indices. Poverty is the main hindrance for their development. 

How these difficulties are  translated into the everyday life of the population of the capitals of the countries of South Caucasus is the question that is posed and is intended to be answered by the analysis of the Data Initiative of the Caucasus Research Resource Center. 

Poverty reduction is the main goal of all three countries, it is as well one of the goals of the Millennium Challenge. Hence for the achievement of the reduction, for the improvement of the welfare of the population it is essential to know the profile of poor and delineate the spheres where the improvements are mostly need. 

 The main research objective of the study is to describe the economic condition of the population, to identify correlates of the poverty and affluence in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, to point to the similarities and differences in the profile of poverty and the reasons leading to them. 

Specifically the following research questions are intended to be answered by the study:

Is there any difference in monetary and non-monetary correlates of perceived wealth and poverty between the three countries;

What  effect has the family size and the gender of the head of the family on economic status of the family;

Does the improvement of economic situation  in comparison to near past serve as a predictor of  the perception of affluence;

How good predictor  is  the improvement of economic situation of the family  of the perception of economic prospects of family  for poor, moderately affluent and affluent families.

How effective measure against poverty is migration of a family member to another country.

2.Sample characteristics

The survey was carried out in 2004,  in Baku on 1489, in Yerevan on 1500, and  in Tbilisi on1472 households. In all  4461 Households were surveyed. 

The size of households varies from  1 to 15  (M=4.04.  SD=1.86). The biggest households are in Azerbaijan. Households there consist on average of 4.14 persons  (SD=1.86). The smallest are households in Armenia (M=3.86,  SD=1.84). Georgian households  are comprised on average from 4.11 members ( SD=1.86).

Respondents were asked to list the members of the household and to provide some background information on them. They also indicated relation of each member to the head of the family.

Table 1

Family composition

	No
	Role
	Sex
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Head
	Male
	1097
	1168
	1100
	3365

	
	
	Female
	402
	307
	372
	1081

	
	
	Not indicated
	1
	14
	
	15

	2
	Husband
	Male
	30
	41
	22
	93

	
	Wife
	Female
	987
	1056
	984
	3027

	3
	Son
	Male
	1108
	1493
	1109
	3710

	
	Daughter
	Female
	931
	1126
	973
	3030

	4
	Father/father-in-law
	Male
	29
	27
	28
	84

	
	Mother/ Mother-in-law
	Female
	139
	87
	124
	350

	5
	Brother
	Male
	12
	32
	26
	70

	
	Sister
	Female
	36
	43
	44
	123

	6
	Grandfather
	Male
	0
	3
	2
	5

	
	Grandmother
	Female
	2
	7
	9
	18

	7
	Son-in-law
	Male
	36
	36
	91
	163

	
	Daughter-in-law
	Female
	289
	226
	298
	813

	8
	Grandson
	Male
	309
	210
	369
	888

	
	Granddaughter
	Female
	327
	200
	330
	857

	9
	Other kin
	Male
	17
	26
	59
	102

	
	
	Female
	30
	23
	81
	134

	10
	Other non-kin
	Male
	6
	8
	3
	17

	
	
	Female
	4
	0
	9
	13

	
	Total
	Male
	2644
	3046
	2809
	8499

	
	
	Female
	3148
	3076
	3224
	9448

	
	
	All
	5792
	6122
	6033
	17947


79.0% of households in Azerbaijan, 74.7% in Georgia and 73.0% in Armenia  are headed by males. 

In general females prevail in  households of all three countries. In Armenia they constitute 54.3% in Georgia 53.4% and  in Azerbaijan 50.2% of family members.

Bigger proportion of respondents in Georgia (86.5%) are  well informed about their household income, than respondents of Armenia (80.6%) and Azerbaijan (73.1%).

3.Discription of economic situation
3.1.Posessions

Household Possessions  (Q C2)

Table 2

Possessions of households in %

	
	Property
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Own flat
	75.5
	73.5
	73.6
	74.2

	2
	Own house
	20.7
	28.3
	30.5
	26.5

	3
	Dacha
	8.5
	5.6
	30.4
	14.8

	4
	Car
	25.5
	19.7
	28.6
	24.6

	5
	Computer
	15.1
	5.8
	14.2
	11.7

	6
	Telephone
	86.1
	75.8
	79.3
	80.4

	7
	Mobile phone
	21.6
	48.3
	51.4
	40.3

	8
	TV/video set
	93.5
	75.1
	94.1
	87.6

	9
	Automatic washing machine
	20.1
	23.1
	62.5
	35.1

	10
	Internet access
	7.5
	2.1
	12.2
	7.2

	11
	Video camera
	7.4
	4.0
	8.3
	6.5

	12 
	Central/local heating system
	6.2
	9.6
	13.0
	9.6

	13
	Satellite dish
	2.7
	5.2
	3.0
	3.6

	14
	Air conditioner
	4.7
	32.0
	10.9
	15.9

	15
	Microwave
	9.7
	18.6
	20.0
	16.1

	16
	Cable TV
	1.3
	3.0
	40.9
	14.9


Accommodation

Owning of a flat is much more frequent (74.2%) than of a house (26.5%), dachas are owned by 14.8%. In regard of flats the situation is similar in all three countries , 75.5% of Armenians, 73.5% of Azeris and 73.6%  of Georgians own flats. But the situation is quite different on possession of house and Dacha. More households in Georgia own houses (30.5%) and Dachas (30.4%), than in Azerbaijan or Armenia. 9.6% of households have central heating, 15.9% have air conditioners. Air conditioners are much more common in Azerbaijan, where 32.0% households have it, than in Georgia (10.9%) or Armenia (4.7%).

Home appliances

87.6% have TV/Video sets, least occasions of  having TV are in Azerbaijan, where only 75.1% report having it, compared to 94.1% in Georgia and 93.5% in Armenia. Cable TV or Satellite dish have 18.5% of respondents. Cable TV is especially spread in Georgia where 40.9% report having it, compared to 3.0% in Azerbaijan and 1.3% in Armenia.

Washing machine is owned by 35.1%.  The biggest share of respondents in Georgia have washing machines  (62.5%),   23.1% in Azerbaijan and 20.1% in Armenia possess it. Microwaves are much less common, only 16.1% report having it.

Means of communication

Armenia stands apart from Georgia and Azerbaijan in regard of telephones. Line  telephones are the most (86.1%) and mobile phones the least (21.6%) common in Armenia.

Computers and correspondingly internet access is not very common. Computer is owned by 11.7%, internet access  has 7.2% of respondents. Both computer and internet is less common in Azerbaijan (5.8% and 2.1%), than either in Georgia   (14.2% and 12.2%) or Armenia (15.1% and 7.5%).

Video camera is owned by 6.5%

Car 

Cars are owned more in Georgia (28.6%) than in Armenia (25.5%) or Azerbaijan (19.7%).

Generally speaking bigger share of Georgian households have possessions. These include  houses, Dachas, cars, mobiles, washing machines, microwave, TV and video, and access to internet. Armenians have more flats, computers and video, Azeries satellite dishes and air conditioners.

3.2.Income

Main contributors to household income and sources of income (QC3, QC4,QC5,QC6).

Heads of the households are the main contributors of household income in all three countries, although their share differs across the countries. 94.2% of household heads in Azerbaijan, 93.3% in Armenia and much less, namely 73.0% contribute to the family income. After them their spouses contribute most often, followed to a lesser extent by their children.

Table 3

Number of contributors to household income by roles and countries

	No
	Role
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	
	
	Frequency
	Frequency
	Frequency
	

	1
	Head
	1399
	1393
	1074
	3866

	2
	Spouse
	881
	734
	555
	2170

	3
	Off-spring
	577
	404
	308
	1289

	4
	Parents, own  and in-laws
	281
	206
	123
	610

	5
	Sibling
	137
	105
	39
	281

	6
	Grandparents
	52
	37
	11
	100

	7
	Son/daughter –in-law
	18
	18
	13
	49

	8
	Grandchildren
	9
	5
	4
	18

	9
	Other kin
	4
	2
	1
	7

	10
	Other non-kin
	2
	2
	1
	5

	
	Contributors
	3360
	2906
	2129
	8395

	
	%
	58.0
	47.5
	35.3
	46.8

	
	Number of family members
	5792
	6122
	6033
	17947


More family members in Armenia (58.0%) than in Azerbaijan (47.5%) or Georgia (35.3%) have some kind  of income.

Heads of the families contribute more to the income than other members taken together. 66.8% of income in Azerbaijan, 57.7% in Armenia and 57.1% in Georgia is determined by the economic activity of the family head.

On average income is the highest in Armenia (M=163,7$, SD=183.4), than in Azerbaijan (M=153,9$, SD=121.0). The worst economic situation is in Georgia (M=146,7$, SD=137.9).

This  is paradoxical as Georgians reported having more possessions than  either Azeri’s or Armenian’s.

Respondents were offered to indicate from the provided list of income source, comprising of 17 items, up to five main sources of household income.

Table 4

Sources of income of households by family members

	No
	Source
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Salary from the main place of employment
	1014
	904
	863
	2781

	2
	Salary from additional work
	113
	186
	74
	373

	3
	Income from business
	169
	239
	250
	658

	4
	Occasional contracts
	154
	492
	97
	743

	5
	Pensions
	663
	516
	357
	1536

	6
	Stipendiums
	42
	30
	17
	89

	7
	Social welfare
	72
	27
	42
	141

	8
	Benefits for children
	31
	77
	7
	115

	9
	Compensations
	4
	17
	3
	24

	10
	Aliments
	0
	5
	1
	6

	11
	Financial help from relatives/friends
	330
	256
	157
	743

	12
	Income from sales of goods (household items)
	54
	11
	30
	95

	13
	Income from letting of property
	2
	10
	27
	39

	14
	Income from sales of property
	12
	13
	11
	36

	15
	Interest on securities
	1
	0
	1
	2

	16
	Interest on deposits
	0
	1
	0
	1

	17
	Other
	9
	8
	7
	24

	
	Total
	2670
	2792
	1944
	7406

	
	Total
	46.1%
	45.6%
	32.1%
	41.2%

	
	DK
	0
	0
	19
	19

	
	Refuse
	5
	6
	44
	55

	
	Number of HH members
	5792
	6122
	6033
	17947


46.1% of members ofhouseholds in Armenia, 45.6% in Azerbaijan and only 32.2% in Georgia have some kind of income.

Table 5

Sources of income of households grouped

	Source
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	Salaries

(1,2 of C4)
	42.2%
	39.0%
	48.4%
	42.6%

	State assistance

(5,6,7,8,9 of C4)
	30.4%
	23.8%
	21.9%
	25.7%

	Antrepreneaurship

(3,4 of C4)
	12.1%
	26.2%
	17.9%
	18.9%

	Assistance from

Others

(10,11 of C4)
	12.4%
	9.2%
	8.0%
	10.1%

	Income from possessions

(12,13,14,15,16 of C4)
	2.5%
	1.5%
	3.4%
	2.3%

	Other

(17 of C4)
	0.4%
	0.3%
	0.4%
	0.4%

	Total 
	100 %
	100 %
	100 %
	100 %

	Total No
	2670
	2792
	1935
	7397


The structure of income sources is almost similar in all three countries. Everywhere the biggest number of families relies on salaries. The number is especially big in Georgia, where 48.4% have some kind of a salary. State assistance is the second most frequently named source of income in general (this does not holds for Azerbaijan, where it is preceded by antrepreneaurship).  On the third position is  doing own business,  which is especially salient in Azerbaijan. Assistance from others most of all get households in Armenia.  

Table  6

Sources of income of  households  

	Source
	Having


	Not Having


	Total



	Salaries

(1,2 of C4) 
	2895

64.9%
	1566

35.1%
	4461

100%

	State assistance

(5,6,7,8,9 of C4) 
	1748

39.2%
	2713

60.8%
	4461

100%

	Antrepreneaurship

(3,4 of C4) 
	1341

30.1%
	3120

69.9%
	4461

100%

	Assistance from

Others

(10,11 of C4)
	745

16.7%
	3716

83.3%
	4461

100%

	Income from possessions

(12,13,14,15,16 of C4)


	168

3.8%
	4293

96.2%
	4461

100%

	Other

(17 of C4)
	17

0.4
	4444

99.6%
	4461

100%


Thus more household members in Armenia have some kind  income and the income of Armenian households is higher than of households in Azerbaijan or Georgia. Everywhere the heads of families are the main contributors. Structure of the income is similar in all three countries- main source being salaries, followed by state assistance and then business. More households in Azerbaijan than elsewhere rely on business, while assistance from abroad most characterizes families in Armenia.

3.3.Expenditures

Estimations of expenditures

QC5,C6,C7.

25 respondents in Armenia, 36 in Azerbaijan and 20 in Georgia, in all 81 respondents,  pointed that had at home a person whom they regularly paid. These persons were hired for housekeeping (36 instances), babysitting (18), driving (16), for doing other jobs (14) and security (1).

Respondents were requested to estimate their expenditures during the  last month  for having a normal standard of living for the household,  of similar type and structure as their own. The list contained 12 spheres.

Table 7

Structure of estimated needed expenditures in USD

	No
	Source
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Education  
	M

SD
	30.20

41.75
	7.28

19.23
	34.37

77.38
	21.01

52.04

	2
	Health
	M

SD
	18.64

27.05
	8.45

21.24
	26.08

70.39
	16.92

45.25

	3
	Utilities
	M

SD
	24.45

18.93
	9.84

10.29
	28.53

78.66
	20.61

46.30

	4
	Food
	M

SD
	94.81

66.21
	83.86

49.87
	99.29

76.46
	92.32

64.89

	5
	Flat rental
	M

SD
	46.54

35.95
	3.02

14.12
	7.59

21.22
	6.05

19.53

	6
	Clothing
	M

SD
	33.84

42.98
	21.37

23.30
	42.11

98.85
	31.02

63.09

	7
	Babysitter/housekeeper/

Driver
	M

SD
	57.05

38.40
	.76

6.49
	7.11

24.85
	3.66

17.49

	8
	Recreation
	M

SD
	44.76

58.67
	6.85

20.05
	78.97

392.87
	36.06

245.07

	9
	Leisure
	M

SD
	23.21

28.21
	4.47

16.27
	20.58

61.16
	12.61

39.88

	10
	Transport
	M

SD
	21.52

22.00
	13.51

15.69
	32.42

170.23
	22.03

98.04

	11
	Mobile phone
	M

SD
	25.29

35.25
	5.96

10.27
	13.03

46.48
	10.74

32.58

	12
	Other
	M

SD
	0

0
	13.00

.00
	0
	13

	
	Other
	M

SD
	15.75

23.57
	8.03

45.55
	0
	.00


The average amount of expenditures in all countries taken together equals 224.3 USD (SD=456.3). The bigger amounts are named by Georgian respondents (M=323.3; SD=771.8) than by Armenian (M=193.5; SD=187.5) or Azeri, (M=164.2; SD=114.5), who name the smallest amount. Standard deviations are very high, especially in case of Georgia, which  points to the greater differentiation of society.

Table 8

Rank order of expenditures by countries

	Rank

Total
	Source
	No of item in survey
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia

	1
	Food
	4
	1
	1
	1

	2
	Recreation
	8
	4
	9
	2

	3
	Education  
	1
	6
	8
	4

	4
	Leisure
	9
	9
	11
	8

	5
	Transport
	10
	10
	3
	5

	6
	Clothing
	6
	5
	2
	3

	7
	Utilities
	3
	8
	5
	6

	8
	Flat rental
	5
	3
	12
	10

	9
	Health
	2
	11
	6
	7

	10
	Babysitter/housekeeper/

Driver
	7
	2
	13
	11

	11
	Mobile phone
	11
	7
	10
	9

	12
	Other
	12
	0
	4
	

	13
	Other
	13
	12
	7
	


The structure of needed expenditures differs greatly across the countries. Although the share of expenditures for food is everywhere very high. The interpretation of these findings on the bases of the survey data is difficult. It is not clear from the question C7 what respondents described, actual spending or sum needed. If C7 asked respondents to estimate money needed, than the difference needed amount and income is biggest in Georgia amounting to 472.5USD, in Armenia the corresponding amount being 81.5 and in Azerbaijan 61.0USD.

3.4.Loans and banking

Loans and credits

17.5% of respondents (782 respondents) pointed that during the past year their family members took more than 100$ loan. Among them 9.6% did this several times and 7.9% only once.

18.8% of households in Armenia, 18.7% in Georgia and 13.2% in Azerbaijan borrowed money. 

Respondents were also asked to name the reason for taking the loan. They could  point to several  reasons, from the provided list of seven.

Table 9

Purpose of taking loans

	
	Purpose for taking loan
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Pay business expenses/invest
	No

%
	34

10.3
	11

4.2
	62

19.5
	107

11.7

	2
	Pay for education
	No
	30

9.1
	26

9.9
	33

10.4
	89

9.8

	3
	Purchasing/constructing/

renovating house
	%
	24

7.3
	24

9.1
	18

5.7
	66

7.2

	4
	Pay for medical care
	No
	92

28.0
	75

28.5
	94

29.5
	261

28.7

	5
	Purchase of capital goods
	%
	22

6.7
	44

16.8
	13

4.1
	79

8.7

	6
	Pay back previously taken loans/credits
	No
	21

6.4
	9

3.4
	54

17.0
	84

9.2

	7
	Other
	%
	106

32.2
	74

28.1
	44

13.8
	224

24.7

	
	Total
	No

%
	329

100
	263

100
	318

100
	910

100


Borrowing for the coverage of medical expenses is very common in all the three countries. Category Other is quite big, comprising about one fourth of all reasons of borrowing. In the category other in 224 nominations, most often were named: food and daily expenses (99 times), house needs (71), wedding (13), burial and remembrance ceremonies (12). So high is (10.9%)  proportion of the people who have to borrow in order to buy food.

In Armenia the most often cited reasons fell in the category of other and payment for medical care, in Azerbaijan  in payment for medical care and  other, in Georgia in  payment for medical care and business.  

Respondents indicated the sources of their loans. Again they were able to name more than one source.

Table 10

	
	Source of loan
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Private persons
	No

%
	42

14.0
	49

21.1
	74

24.6
	165

19.8

	2
	Private persons without interest rate
	No
	183

61.0
	173

74.6
	133

44.2
	489

58.7

	3
	Banks and other credit organizations
	%
	68

22.7
	9

3.9
	89

29.5
	166

19.9

	4
	Special credit programs
	No

%
	7

2.3
	1

0.4
	5

1.7
	13

1.6

	
	Total
	No

%
	300

100


	232

100
	301

100


	833

100


Most often people from own network provide households with money. This is so in all countries. In Georgia and Armenia the second most commonly used source is bank, in Azerbaijan is a private person who charges interest. High percentage of bank loans in Georgia should be attributed by the high incidence as indicated above for borrowing for business development.

Respondents were asked to point to using banking services by their household members.

Table 11

Usage of bank services

	
	Banking/financial services
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Transfers
	No

%
	7

2.1
	1

0.1
	5

1.5
	13

0.77

	2
	Current account
	No

%
	182

55.1
	111

10.9
	121

36.3
	414

24.7

	3
	Saving account
	N

%
	42

12.7
	860

84.9
	53

15.9
	955

57.0

	4
	Loans/credit
	No

%
	28

8.5
	28

2.8
	46

13.8
	102

6.1

	5
	Other/specify
	No

%
	71

21.6
	13

1.3
	108

32.5
	192

11.5

	
	Total
	No

%
	330

100
	1013

100
	333

100
	1676

100

	
	Respondents N
	
	1500
	1489
	1472
	4461


The most common is having  bank accounts, saving and current. Extremely high is possession of saving accounts in Azerbaijan, having current accounts is most common in Armenia.

The share of those who took loan is high, comprising about one fifths of surveyed households. They took a loan  mostly to buy food, for daily expenses and household needs. The main providers were persons from their close social surrounding.

3.5. Estimation of economic condition 

Economic condition of household

From those who estimated  economic  condition of their families 54.5% of respondents in Azerbaijan, 49.5% in Georgia and 45.7% in Armenia describe  it as fair. Poverty is very high everywhere. The biggest share of poor or extremely poor families are in Georgia (48.7%), a bit less (46.2%) in Armenia. The situation is much better in Azerbaijan, where only 37.9% consider their families as poor. Correspondingly the layer of effluent households is very thin, comprising of only 1.8% in Georgia, 7.6% in Azerbaijan and 8.1% in Armenia.

Table 11

Estimation of economic condition of household

	
	Economic condition
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Very good
	No

%
	9

0.6
	13

0.9
	3

0.2
	25

0.6

	2
	Good
	No

%
	113

7.5
	100

6.7
	24

1.6
	237

5.3

	3
	Fair
	N

%
	684

45.6
	810

54.4
	724

49.2
	2218

49.7

	4
	Poor
	No

%
	413

27.5
	474

31.8
	483

32.8
	1370

30.7

	5
	Very poor
	No

%
	279

18.6
	89

6.0
	229

15.6
	597

13.4

	
	DK
	No

%
	2

0.1
	1

0.1
	7

0.5
	10

0.2

	
	Refuse to answer
	No

%
	0
	2

0.1
	2

0.1
	4

0.1

	
	Total
	No

%
	1500

100
	1489

100
	1472

100
	4461

100


Respondents were also asked to describe as to which social strata of the society belonged their household

Table 13

Estimation of the social strata

	
	Social strata
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	The lowest
	No

%
	179

11.9
	199

13.4
	91

6.2
	469

10.5

	2
	Lower part of the middle level
	No

%
	472

31.5
	433

29.1
	459

31.2
	1364

30.6

	3
	Middle part of the middle level
	N

%
	734

48.9
	754

50.6
	852

57.9
	2340

52.5

	4
	Higher part of the middle level
	No

%
	101

6.7
	88

5.9
	47

3.2
	236

5.3

	5
	Upper level
	No

%
	4

0.3
	9

0.6
	13

0.9
	26

0.6

	
	DK
	No

%
	9

0.6
	4

0.3
	10

0.7
	23

0.5

	
	Refuse to answer
	No

%
	1

0.1
	2

0.1
	0
	3

0.1

	
	Total
	No

%
	1500

100
	1489

100
	1472

100
	4461

100


The biggest part of respondents in all countries consider their households as belonging to the middle part of the middle level.

To sum, a bit less than half of the respondents consider their family as poor, share of poor being the biggest in Georgia. The layer of affluent families is very thin.

3.6. Dynamics of economic well-being

Respondents evaluated  the change  of the economic condition of their household since three years ago, since last year,  and future possible changes in one year and in three years time. 

Table12

Changes in economic condition during past three years

	
	Estimation
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Became significantly better
	No

%
	69

4.6
	45

3.0
	54

3.7
	168

3.8

	2
	Became a little better
	No

%
	370

24.7
	391

26.3
	396

26.9
	1157

25.9

	3
	Stayed same
	N

%
	474

31.6
	577

38.8
	591

40.1
	1642

36.8

	4
	Became a little worse
	No

%
	292

19.5
	425

28.5
	260

17.7
	977

21.9

	5
	Became significantly worse
	No

%
	283

18.9
	51

3.4
	170

11.5
	504

11.3

	
	DK
	No

%
	12

0.8
	
	1

0.1
	13

0.3

	
	Total
	No

%
	1500

100
	1489

100
	1472

100
	4461

100


Majority does not see much changes in economic conditions during last three years

For more clarity in seeing the dynamics we merged the five-step scale into three –step scale.

Results demonstrated that improvements were estimated similarly in all three countries and were demonstrated by a bit less than a third of respondents. While the difference was found in estimation of worsening. The most critical were Armenian households, 38.7% perceived the worsening of economic condition. The least dissatisfied were Georgian respondents, 29.2% pointed to worsening. 

Table 13

Estimation of the change of  economic condition  during past  3 years grouped

	
	Estimation
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Improved
	29.5
	29.3
	30.6
	29.8

	2
	Did not change
	31.8
	38.7
	40.2
	36.9

	3
	Became worse
	38.7
	32.0
	29.2
	33.3

	
	Total answers  N

                          %
	1488

100
	1489

100
	1471

100
	4448

100


Table 14

Changes in economic condition since last year

	
	Estimation 
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Became significantly better
	No

%
	39

2.6
	26

1.7
	29

2.0
	94

2.1

	2
	Became a little better
	No

%
	240

16.0
	326

21.9
	351

23.8
	917

20.6

	3
	Stayed same
	N

%
	771

51.4
	701

47.1
	738

50.1
	2210

49.5

	4
	Became a little worse
	No

%
	269

17.9
	389

26.1
	226

15.4
	884

19.8

	5
	Became significantly worse
	No

%
	171

11.4
	47

3.2
	127

8.6
	345

7.7

	
	DK
	No

%
	10

0.7
	0
	1

0.1
	11

0.2

	
	Total
	No

%
	1500

100
	1489

100
	1472

100
	4461

100


Table 15

Changes in economic condition since last year, grouped

	
	Estimation
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Improved
	18.7
	23.6
	25.8
	22.7

	2
	Did not change
	51.7
	47.1
	50.2
	49.7

	3
	Became worse
	29.6
	29.3
	24.0
	27.6

	
	Total answers No

                         %
	1490

100
	1489

100
	1471

100
	4450

100


About the half of the respondents do not perceive any changes in economic condition. Improvements are more marked by Georgian respondents (25.8%), than by Armenian (18.7%) or Azeri (23.6%) respondents.

Table 16

Possible changes in economic condition in one year

	
	Estimation
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Will became significantly better
	No

%
	63

4.2
	130

8.7
	138

9.4
	331

7.4

	2
	Will become a little better
	No

%
	289

19.3
	451

30.3
	825

56.0
	1565

35.1

	3
	Will stay same
	N

%
	405

27.0
	691

46.4
	392

26.6
	1488

33.4

	4
	Will became a little worse
	No

%
	139

9.3
	181

12.2
	51

3.5
	371

8.3

	5
	Will become significantly worse
	No

%
	124

8.3
	19

1.3
	29

2.0
	172

3.9

	
	DK
	No

%
	480

32.0
	17

1.1
	37

2.5
	534

11.9

	
	Total
	No

%
	1500

100
	1489

100
	1472

100
	4461

100


Table 17

Estimation of the prospect of the change of current economic condition in an year, grouped

	
	Estimation
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Will improve
	34.5
	39.5
	67.1
	48.3

	2
	Will not change
	39.7
	46.9
	27.3
	37.9

	3
	Will become worse
	25.8
	13.6
	5.6
	13.8

	
	Total answers  No

                          %
	1020

100
	1472

100
	1435

100
	3927

100


Majority in Azerbaijan and Armenia do not expect any changes in nearest year. Georgians are much more optimistic, 67.1% expect improvement.

Table 18

Possible changes in economic condition in  three years

	
	Estimation
	
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Will became significantly better
	No

%
	93

6.2
	196

13.2
	363

24.7
	652

14.6

	2
	Will become a little better
	No

%
	250

16.7
	469

31.5
	773

52.5
	1492

33.4

	3
	Will stay same
	N

%
	212

14.1
	584

39.2
	243

16.5
	1039

23.3

	4
	Will became a little worse
	No

%
	91

6.1
	179

12.0
	32

2.2
	302

6.8

	5
	Will become significantly worse
	No

%
	106

7.1
	23

1.5
	20

1.4
	149

3.3

	
	DK
	No

%
	747

49.8
	38

2.6
	41

2.8
	827

18.5

	
	Total
	No

%
	1500

100
	1489

100
	1472

100
	4461

100


Table 19

Estimation of the prospect of the change of current economic condition in 3 years , grouped

	
	Estimation
	Armenia
	Azerbaijan
	Georgia
	Total

	1
	Will improve
	45.6
	45.8
	79.4
	59.0

	2
	Will not change
	28.2
	40.3
	17.0
	28.6

	3
	Will become worse
	26.2
	13.9
	3.6
	12.4

	
	Total answers
	752

100
	1451

100
	1431

100
	3634

100


In three years some hopes appear among Armenian respondents, again Georgians remain most optimistic, while the biggest share of Azeri respondents think that nothing will change.

So improvements during past 3 years were noted by one third of respondents. Perception of worsening of the situation was demonstrated  more by Armenian than Azeri or Georgian households. Improvements are more expected after three than after one year. The most optimistic were Georgian respondents. This may partially be attributed to the drastic political change of November, 2003.

4.0.Correlates of economic condition of the household

We tried to trace down the factors contributing to economic vulnerability. 

4.1.The size of the family

For the more clarity in analysis we grouped the households  by size in the following way: small households comprising up to 3  members (36.9%), medium size households comprising of  4-5 members (56.0%), big households with 6 to 15 members (7.1%)

The size of the family  was found to be  associated with perceived  affluence (Chi-square =31.7, df=4, p<.001). 47.2%  respondents of small, 40.8% of medium and  37.2% of big size households estimated their families as poor or very poor. It seems that big size families are the least vulnerable. 
Statistically important difference was found between the size of the family and taking the loans (Chi-square =41.18, df=2, p<.001). More members of big, than small  households  reported taking of the loans  (13.0% of small size, 20.0% of medium and 21.8% of big size families reported  taking loans).

4.2.Sex of the head of the family

Another factor contributing to vulnerability is the sex of the family head (Chi-square 62.8, df=4, p<.001). 54.4% of female headed households, compared to 41.0% of male headed ones described their households as poor. 

Significant difference among the male and female headed households was found  in the reported household income  (F=48.8, p.<001, df.2) as demonstrated by Univariate Analysis of Variance. The average income of  male headed households was 167.8$ and of female headed households 115.5$. 

Statistical difference was not found between male and female headed families in taking the loans, debts or credits of  more than 100USD.

4.3.Economic condition in the past
We also grouped evaluation of improvement of economic condition in the past and prospect of improvement in future into three groups: improved/will improve, unchanged, worsened/will become worse. Difference was found between perceived affluence and change of economic condition since three years(Chi-square 675.8, df=4, p<.001). Only 13.8% of  poor, compared to 40.3% of middle affluence and 60.5% of affluent families reported improvement of economic condition during past 3 years, correspondingly 50.4% of poor, 20.8% of families of medium affluence and 10.0% of affluent households pointed to the worsening of economic conditions. Similar is the situation while comparing the groups in regard to the change during the last year.

As for the future hopes all three groups are optimistic and expect improvement of economic condition, although the well-to-do families are more optimistic than families of middle affluence and poor ones. Improvements are more expected in three than in one years time.

Table 20

Economic status of the HHs and perceived and expected changes

	Economic

status
	Duration
	Improved/

Will improve

%
	Remained/

Will remain same %
	Worsened/

Will worsen

%

	Good
	Past 3 years
	60.5
	29.5
	10.0

	Fair
	Past 3 year
	40.3
	38.9
	20.8

	Poor
	Past 3 years
	13.8
	35.7
	50.4

	Chi-Square
	675.69

df 4,p<.001
	
	
	

	Good
	Past 1 year
	47.5
	47.1
	5.4

	Fair
	Past 1 year
	30.6
	53.2
	16.2

	Poor
	Past 1 year
	10.6
	46.0
	43.5

	Chi-Square
	600.6 

df 4,p<.001
	
	
	

	Good
	Future1 year
	56.5
	40.9
	2.6

	Fair
	Future 1 year
	54.6
	38.0
	7.3

	Poor
	Future 1 year
	39.9
	37.3
	22.8

	Chi-Square
	226.65

df 4,p<.001
	
	
	

	Good
	Future 3 year
	67.0
	30.7
	2.4

	Fair
	Future 3 years
	64.5
	29.2
	6.3

	Poor
	Future 3 year
	51.7
	27.6
	20.7

	Chi-Square
	185.9 

df 4,p<.001
	
	
	


The impact of the gender of the family head was also studied on the perception of the change during past  years.

Female headed families were not only more poor than male headed households as described above, but their economic status also worsened more during the near past. 37.8% of female headed households compared to 31.8% of male headed ones  pointed to the worsening of economic conditions during past 3 years (Chi-square 25.8, df=4, p<.001), 31.2% female headed  and 26.4% male headed households perceived the worsening during past one year (Chi-square 11.7, df=4, p<.05).

4.4.Size and sources of monetary income

Perception of the affluence was closely linked with reported monetary income (F=219.3, p.<001, df.2 ). Average income of well-to-do families was reported to be 260.7$ (SD 244.8), of families of medium affluence 163.5$ (SD 3.5) and of poor families 92.5$ (SD 2.1)

Affluence seems to be  mostly guaranteed by  business, medium affluence by salaries, poverty by lack of salaries and business

Table 21

Existence of type of the income in HHs of different affluence

	Source
	Well-to-do

%
	Medium

%
	Poor

%
	Chi-Square

df  p

	Salaries

(1,2 of C4)
	67.9
	72.0
	56.4
	112.7 

2, <.001

	Entrepreneurship

(3,4 of C4)
	40.8
	32.2
	26.3
	32.6

2, .001

	State assistance

(5,6,7,8,9 of C4)
	28.6
	31.7
	49.2
	145.9

2, .001

	Assistance from

Others

(10,11 of C4)
	19.1
	14.8
	18.6
	12.0

2, <.05

	Income from possessions

(12,13,14,15,16 of C4)
	3.1
	2.8
	4.9
	12.9

2,<.05

	Other

(17 of C4)
	0.8
	0.2
	0.5
	n.s.

	Total No
	262
	2218
	1967
	


4.5. Migration 

Affluence was found to be associated with having the family member abroad (Chi-square 6.4, df=2, p<.05). 9.2% of well-to-do, 7.4% of families with medium affluence and 5.8% of poor families reported having family member living abroad. 

24.7% of respondents pointed that they could migrate to another country if in 3 years economic situation in the country will not improve. 

Perceived economic condition of the family was connected with readiness to migrate (Chi-square 13.3, df=2, p<.05), respondents from  poor households were more ready (26.8%) to migrate than respondents from households of medium affluence (23.4%) and well-to-do families (17.5%).

Not surprisingly the impact of age  on readiness to migrate became apparent (Chi-square 138.9, df=2, p<.001). 37.1% of young, 25.6% of middle aged and only  9.2% of elder respondents expressed readiness to migrate.

4.6.Age of the respondent

Quite of a different kind of a factor is the age of the respondent. We  tried to connect the age of the respondent with the perception of economic status of the family as hypothesized that estimation of the affluence was connected with the past experience. Due to the major differences of economic realities experienced by  different cohorts following drastic political and economic changes,  the evaluation could have been also different and thus could be ascribed not to the difference in actual condition, but subjectivity of its evaluation.  All the respondents were grouped into three age groups of young 16-25 (29.8%), middle aged 26-65 (36.9%) and elderly  66 and  elder (33.3%). As expected the estimation of economic condition of the household was linked to the age of the respondent (Chi-square 162.0, df=4, p<.001), 9.6% of  young, 5.6% of middle aged and only 3.6% of elder respondents estimated economic condition of their households as good or very good. Corresponding figures for evaluation of household as poor were 29.9%, 43.0% and 62.6%. The similar tendency was found with the variable which as described above was related to affluence, namely the perception of the change of economic condition during past 3 years (Chi-square 25.8, df=4, p<.001),40.5% of young, 29.6% of middle aged and 20.8% of elderly respondents pointed that it became better, correspondingly 26.1%, 32.7% and 42.2% pointed to the worsening of economic situation. 

The more surprising is the link of age with reported household income, which seems to be less subjective than evaluation of affluence measure (F=72.0, p.<001, df.2). Mean income reported by young respondents was 186.7$, by middle aged 162.1$ and 96.8$ by elder respondents.

5.0. Conclusions

The data of the survey demonstrates  the difficult economic condition in which citizens of the three countries live. High poverty is reflected on everyday life, in many cases not permitting normal functioning. Next to the common picture, the analysis of the data  also demonstrated the different profile that poverty has in Baku, Erevan and Tbilisi.

Vulnerability to poverty is associated with the  size of household and the gender of its head. Small size female headed families are the most vulnerable. Affluence is determined by the positive dynamics during past years, but is not associated with the future economic prospects.  Affluence seems to be mostly determined by having own  business. Migration of the family member is strongly linked with economic well-being of the household. Young members of poor households are more ready to migrate than older ones. They also look at the future more optimistically.

Despite the lowest income Georgians seem to have more material assets and  associate much more hopes with the future. 
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