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Chapter 7. Health and Poverty 
 
Healthy society is a critical precondition for socio-economic development of any country and an 
important prerequisite for the prosperity of households and individuals themselves.  
 
Armenia has a good health care system. Despite a considerably low public funding Armenia has 
managed to ensure good healthcare indicators (in accordance with the European standards), 
compared to many countries in the Europe and Central Asia (ECA). In 2008, life expectancy at 
birth was 70.4 for men, higher than in many ECA countries, and 76.9 for women. In 2008, both 
indicators were  higher than their respective levels in  1990.  
 
According to the official statistics, there was a decline in infant and maternal mortality in 2008. 
With about 442 deaths were recorded among children aged-0-1,  infant mortality rate was 10.8 
per 1000 live births in 2008, compared to 18.5 per 1000 live births in 1990. Mortality rate 
among children under 5 was 12.1 per 1000 live births in 2008, compared to 23.8 in 1990.  The 
ratio of maternal mortality per 100000 live births was 38.8, compared to 40.1 in 1990.  
 

Box 7.1   State Programs in Healthcare (based on the information provided by RA Ministry of Health) 
 
To implement public policy in healthcare and to provide, to the extent possible, free healthcare services to 
socially unprotected and special groups of population, the following activities were implemented during 2008: 

 a) The following legal acts were developed by the RA Ministry of Health and adopted in 2008 as set out by 
the law:  

1. The RA Government Decree N 131-N of February 7, 2008 on Establishing the Procedure for Issuing a 
Medical Statement on the Need for Vaccination; 

2. The RA Government Decree N 276-N of March 27, 2008 on Establishing the List of Medical Aid and 
Services Provided in the Republic of Armenia.  

b) Activities Implemented in 2008 

Primary Healthcare 

1.  Laws and government decrees on the RA healthcare include:  

The 2008-2013 Strategy and Action Plan for Primary Healthcare of the RA population was developed and 
adopted by the RA Government Protocol Decree N24 of June 19, 2008.   

2.  Activities planned under the health policy include: 

-- The 2007 Annual Action Plan of the RA Ministry of Health included the development of the following 
documents, which were approved based on a directive from the Ministry of Health: Targeted Program for 
Primary Healthcare, Criterion for Provision of Out-Patient Services to Population under 2007 Basic Benefit 
Package, Criterion for Provision of Free Emergency Aid to Population under 2007 Basic Benefit Package, 
Criterion for Provision of Specialized Dental Services to Population under 2007 Basic Benefit Package, Types of 
Reporting Forms for Medical Examination and Treatment of Male Citizens at Pre-Conscription and Conscription 
Age, Criterion for Medical Examination, Laboratory Diagnosis, In-Medical Examination and Treatment of 
Individuals at Pre-Conscription and Conscription Age under the Basic Benefit Package of the Targeted Annual 
Healthcare Program, Procedure for Reimbursement of Travel Expenses for Receiving Medical Aid in Hospital 
and Provision of Food or Reimbursement of Food Costs to Individuals at Pre-Conscription and Conscription Age 
during their Stay in Hospital.  

--The following concepts were developed and approved based on the directive of the Ministry of Health:  

1. Concept for Arrangement of a Preventive Visit by Primary Healthcare Specialists; 
2. Concept for Early Identification of Breast Cancer by Primary Healthcare Specialists;  
3. Concept for Early Identification of Malignant Tumours by Primary Healthcare Specialists; 
4. Concept for Treatment of Patients with Hypertension by Primary Healthcare Specialists; 
5. Concept for Family Doctors for Identification of Glaucauma; 
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6. Concept for Family Doctors and Family Nurses for Handling Diabetes; 
7. Concept for Treatment of Patients with Thorax Pain by Primary Healthcare Specialists; 

--The Plan for Prevention, Early Identification and Treatment of More Common Non-Infections Diseases was 
developed and approved by the N18-N Decree of September 24, 2009 of the Minister of Health and later ratified 
by the Ministry of Health (registration code: N10008323, October 22, 2008).  

8. Over 300 medical workers in the country (therapeutics, pediatricians and nurses) were trained and received a 
qualification of a family doctor and that of a family nurse.   
 
1.  Goal: 
1.  To improve the main healthcare indicators of population through monitoring and continuous improvement of 
the quality of primary healthcare and to contribute to poverty reduction among the population; 
2.   To use early identification and prevention of more common non-infectious diseases among population to 
decrease disability and mortality rates among the population, which arise from these diseases.  
 
Maternal and Child Health 
 

• The 2008 Annual Targeted Program of the Ministry of Health included the development of the 
following documents, which were approved based on a directive from the Ministry of Health: Targeted 
State Program for Maternal and Child Health, Criterion for Provision of Medical Aid to Children under 
2008 Basic Benefit Package, Procedure for Provision of Obstetric-Gynecological Aid under 2008 Basic 
Benefit Package. 

 
• In 2008, the 2003-2015 National Maternal and Child Health Strategy and specific provisions of the 

2007-2015 Reproductive Health Improvement Program were persistently implemented by the RA 
Government. In 2008, the National Strategy for Child and Teen Health and Development and the 2009-
2015 Action Plan were developed and submitted to the RA Government, which, if approved and 
implemented, can ensure further development in the improvement of child and teen health. 

• One of the key achievements in 2008 includes the introduction of the state system of obstetrics 
certification in Armenia, which started on July 1, 2008 based on a directive from the former RA Prime 
Minister, the current RA President. As a result, budget allocations for program implementation have 
increased by 1 bln AMD since July 1, 2008 (in addition to the allocated 2.9 bln AMD).  

 
 

 
Box7.2 Activity of the RA Healthcare System  

In 2008, 130 hospitals provided in-patient treatment to population, 72.3% of which operate under the RA 
Ministry of Health. The latter also oversees the operation of 374 out of 474 or 78.9% of out-patient facilities 
(polyclinics).   

Indicators of Healthcare System by RA Marzes and Yerevan, 2008  
 

 

Number of 
Doctors per 

10,000 
people  

Number of 
Mid-Level 
Medical 

Personnel 
per 10,000 

people 

Number of 
Hospitalized 
Patients per 
100 people

Number of 
Hospital 
Beds per 
10,000 
people 

Average 
Duration of 
In-Patient 
Treatment 
(average 

number of 
days a 
patient 

occupies a 
hospital bed) 

Number of 
Out-Patient 
Polyclinic 

Facilities per 
10,000 people 

Number of 
Visits to 

Out-Patient 
Polyclinic 
Facilities 

per patient 

Total          
in the RA 39.9 57.4 9.5 38.2 9.0 1.5 3.3 

of which under the system of the RA Ministry of Health 
Yerevan 75.0 75.9 18.2 66.2 8.7 1.1 4.0 
Aragatsotn 16.8 49.6 4.2 18.3 5.4 1.6 2.3 
Ararat 16.5 39.7 4.7 25.0 9.1 2.1 2.6 
Armavir 13.9 40.8 3.4 12.2 6.1 2.1 2.7 



“SOCIAL SNAPSHOT AND POVERTY IN ARMENIA” 
 

97

 

Number of 
Doctors per 

10,000 
people  

Number of 
Mid-Level 
Medical 

Personnel 
per 10,000 

people 

Number of 
Hospitalized 
Patients per 
100 people

Number of 
Hospital 
Beds per 
10,000 
people 

Average 
Duration of 
In-Patient 
Treatment 
(average 

number of 
days a 
patient 

occupies a 
hospital bed) 

Number of 
Out-Patient 
Polyclinic 

Facilities per 
10,000 people 

Number of 
Visits to 

Out-Patient 
Polyclinic 
Facilities 

per patient 

Lori 18.6 42.8 5.4 19.7 6.8 1.5 2.9 
Kotayk 18.9 45.3 5.0 24.0 11.2 1.6 2.8 
Shirak 19.8 54.3 7.0 31.1 8.8 1.3 2.7 
Syunik 19.7 53.2 5.4 28.4 11.1 1.8 4.4 
Vayots Dzor 19.7 54.8 4.4 17.0 5.7 1.6 3.0 
Tavush 18.9 49.5 4.4 20.5 6.5 1.6 2.3 

 
Main Indicators of Ambulance Service, 2004-2008 

 
 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Number of ambulance stations 53 58 61 75 98 
Number of doctors per 100,000 people 7.6 7.4 7.2 7.3 7.0 

General profile 191 190 201 232 320 
Specialized 18 20 20 24 27 Number of units 
Medical assistant 107 118 121 110 113 

Total 316822 338666 359789 350188 372851 Number of clients served by 
emergency calls  

per 1,000 Resident 98.6 105.3 111.7 108.5 115.3 

Number, unit 1 1 1 1 1 Emergency and advisory 
units  Number of patients served, persons 13 10 5 7 9 

 
 
 
7.1. Accessibility of Health Care Services   

 
Although Armenia has good healthcare indicators, utilization of healthcare is generally low, 
particularly in rural areas and among the poor.  
 
According to 2008 ILCS, only about every fourth person (25.2%) who reported being sick 
consulted a doctor for advice or treatment. Among those people who consulted a doctor the 
share of them living in Yerevan was higher (31.6%) than those living in other cities and towns 
(21.1%) and in rural areas (21.4%). The share of people consulting a doctor also varies by level 
of poverty. While 28% of non-poor consulted a doctor for advice or treatment, only 17% of poor 
and 9% of extremely poor have done so.  
 
The distribution of pupulation by type of healthcare facility visited during a survey month for 
any reason, is presented below (data are calculated according to all the answers provided).  
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Table 7.1 - Distribution of population who have consulted healthcare facilities  
by type of medical facility visited and place of residence 

 (%) 
 Total Yerevan Other 

cities/towns 
Villages 

Total number of persons 
having visited health care 
facility 

100 100 100 100 

Public facilities 51.9 50.6 52.3 53.9 
Private facilities 5.1 5.6 6.1 3.5 
Pharmacy 43.0 43.8 41.6 42.6 

Source: ILCS 2008 
 
The majority of population (52%) consults public medical institutions, and only 5% goes to 
private clinics. At the same time, a significant share of population (43%) consults the pharmacy 
staff when  ill.   
 
Policlinics are among the most commonly visited public healthcare facilities (61% of 
population), since the entire population (without any social limitations) is entitled to free 
ambulatory-polyclinic services, including laboratory and diagnostic tests. Polyclinics were 
visited by 69% of Yerevan residents, compared to only 46% in the rural communities. 
According to the poverty rate, the poor and extremely poor were more likely to visit polyclinics 
(the indicator for the poor was 77%, and for the extremely poor 75%) than non-poor (59%). The 
monthly visitation to the polyclinics by the patients was 1.8. Around 15% of rural population 
visited the village health center when being ill.  
 
After the polyclinics, hospitals or other public clinics (27%) are on the second place by 
visitation. The hospitals most frequently have been visited by 30% of non-poor, 12% of poor, 
and only 8% of extremely poor.  
 
Among private facilities, people more often visited private doctors (47%) and private 
clinic/private hospital (37%). The distribution of private facility visitors by poverty is the 
following: 91% non-poor and 9% poor. The extremely poor have never visited to private 
hospitals and even to healers. The 97% of non-poor and 3% of poor have visited to diagnostic 
centers.  
Indicators by length of stay at hospitals was as follows: 8.0% one night, 34.3% more than one 
night, but less than a week, 57.6% from one week to one month and 0.1% more than a month.  
The main reason of not applying to health care facilities (both state and private) was the 
financial one. The details by place of residence are presented below:   
                                                                                                         

Table 7.2 – Armenia: Ratio of persons that have not consulted a doctor  
by reasons and places of residence 

 (%) 
 Total Yerevan Other 

cities/towns 
Villages 

Total, 
            Including 100 100 100 100 

Finances 34.4 51.2 17.3 23.2 
Self-treatment 43.8 29.8 55.6 54.7 
Healer 0.6 0.3 2.0 - 
Too far (difficult to access)  3.5 4.4 2.5 2.9 
Problem was not a serious one 17.7 14.3 22.6 19.2 

 Source: ILCS 2008. 
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As the table illustrates, the main and important reason for not consulting a doctor cited by the 
population throughout all settlements  was  self-treatment, while the second reason related to 
finance. The answers vary by residence. The financial reason for not consulting a doctor 
surpasses among Yerevan residents, while the rural residents cited finances as a second reason 
and those who live in other cities/towns have that reason on the third place.  
 
According to the ILCS 2008, health expenditures account for, on average, 13% of the total non-
food consumer expenditures among households that received medical assistance. This suggests 
that the treatment of a sick family member is expensive in Armenia, especially for  poor 
households. These findings indicate the importance of the free access to the health services 
under the basic benefit package for the poor.  Therefore, given that it is linked to the family 
benefit, it is important not only to target the benefit well, but also to significantly increase the 
coverage of the poor and extremely poor households. 
 
Around 20% of the population was entitled to basic benefits package, including 20% non-poor, 
22% poor and 31% extremely poor.  
 
69% of the eligible population used health services under Basic Benefits Package (BBP), 
including 66% non-poor, 85% poor, and 95% extremely poor.  
 
Under the basic benefit package people more commonly address the following problems 
(diagnosis): endocrine diseases, cardiology and cardiac surgery, respectively - 20%, neurology - 
14%, oncology - 9%, psychiatry and  ophthalmology, respectively- 5%, etc.  
 
Figure 7.1 shows the share of health expenditures in total consumption by quintile groups. As 
presented in Table A3.10 of Annex 2, the utilization of heath services in the poorest quintile is 
11.1 times lower than the average utilization rate of health services, while the top quintile spent 
3.8 times more (that was AMD 3,096) on health services as compared to the average utilization 
rate.  
 

Figure 7.1 - Armenia: Utilization of healthcare services against the total consumption  
by quintile groups, 2008 (in %) 

(%) 

                                      
                  Source: ILCS 2008. 
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Recipients of Poverty Family Benefit, who have used BBP during the month surveyed in 
average spent monthly AMD 8,420 per person, including AMD 805 under the BBP, informal 
(under-the-table) amounted to AMD 130, AMD 5,840 on medicine, and the remaining amount 
was spent on official payments both at state and private health care facilities.  
 
As for the total number of population visiting health care facilities during the reporting month 
the actual monthly amount per one patient amounted to AMD 25,191, including AMD 2,450 
informal (additional) payments and AMD 6,629 on pharmaceuticals. The rest were official 
payments.  
 
Distance of health care facility from the household is also an important indicator. Such 
indicators were obtained only for rural areas by ILCS 2008. According to the findings of the 
ILCS 2008, around 69% of rural households reported that the facility was up to 1 km far. 
Meanwhile, around 7% of households cited that it was more than 10 km far. Table 7.3 presents 
these findings by quintile groups. 

Table 7.3 – Armenia: Access to health care facility in rural areas by consumption quintiles, 2008  
(in %) 

Quintiles Rural areas 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th  Total 

0-1 km 67.3 64.9 72.4 69. 8 67.9 68.8 
1-3 km 19.0 19.6 17.4 19.5 17.6 18.5 
4-5 km 3.9 3. 6 1.6 2.3 3.1 2.8 
6-10 km 2.6 3.4 3.4 1.9 2.9 2.8 
>10 km 7.2 8.5 5.2 6.5 8.5 7.1 

  Source: ILCS 2008 
 
The share of expenses on medication totaled to 1.8% of the surveyed household expenditures. 
Per capita monthly expenditures on medicine totaled to AMD 525. This was AMD 667 for the 
non-poor, AMD 72 for the poor. Monthly per capita expenses made by the non-poor to purchase 
medications were 9 times higher than the same expenses made by the poor.  
 
The distance of the nearest drug-store is another important indicator of accessibility. In urban 
areas pharmacy network is quite developed, while in rural areas the access is a problem. 
According to 2008 ILCS, almost 43% of households reported that the nearest pharmacy is within 
1 km from their residence. However, for 20% of households, the distance to the nearest 
pharmacy is more than 10 km. Table 7.4 presents data by quintile groups.  
  

Table 7.4. Armenia: Access to drug-store in rural areas by consumption quintiles, 2008 
      (%) 

Quintiles Rural areas 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th  Total 

0-1 km 43.0 43.1 44.6 43.8 39.6 42.7 
1-3 km 20.5 23.0 18.8 20.5 18.3 20.0 
4-5 km 6.4 8.9 7.3 8.0 10.2 8.3 
6-10 km 7.2 8.3 10.6 8.3 9.1 8.8 
>10 km 22.9 16.7 18.7 19.4 22.8 20.2 

Source: ILCS 2008. 
Around 42% of households having children under the age 5 have taken their children to the 
polyclinic for regular examination and post-natal consultancy during the month preceding the 
survey. Reasons for non-visitation were distributed in the following way: services were not 
needed – 90.5%, low quality of services– 0.8%, too far – 0.6%, too expensive – 0.7%, there is no 
healthcare facility 0.2%, other not-specified reasons- 7.2%.  
According to the subjective assessment of households, 82% assessed their health as very good, 
good or normal, 15% - not very good and 3% bad or very bad.  
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Chapter 8: Education and Poverty 
 
Nearly the entire population of Armenia is literate. General education is accessible for 
everybody, equally for boys and girls. Secondary education completion rates are high. The share 
of education in total public spending has increased in 2008, compared to 2004 when the first 
comparable ILCS data were collected. The sectoral composition of the expenditures has also 
changed, with more emphasis given to secondary education.  
 
In contrast to general education, enrolment in higher education institutions is comparatively low 
and enrolment differences between the rich and the poor are quite obvious.  Relatively low 
perceived returns to education, high opportunity cost, and, most of all, affordability, were cited 
as the main reasons explaining why students from poor households drop out of school after basic 
education, and especially, after upper secondary education.  
 

Box 8.1. State Programs in Education 
(based on information provided by the RA Ministry of Education and Science)   

The key issue facing the Ministry in the education sector is to improve the quality of education on all the levels 
by providing equal opportunities for all citizens to access education matching their aspirations and capabilities. 
Based on these objectives, comprehensive reforms have been initiated in the country that include all levels of 
education. 

General education is a priority in the education sector as it prepares children for an independent life and further 
vocational education. The general education system in Armenia includes 1,410 state and 56 non-state general 
education institutions, attended by 408,267 and about 6,000 students respectively, with 40,790 and 918 employed 
teachers respecively. In 2008, the student/teacher ratio was 14.54 against 14.03 in 2007, the average class density 
was 20.95, and the average teaching load was retained at 22 hours. 

To harmonize general education in Armenia with education systems in developed countries, the introduction of 
the 12-year educational system and the state education standard for secondary education, as well as the grade-
based localization of standards for natural science and math was continued. The plan, standards and curriculum 
for the subject of Healthy Lifestyle designed for students in 8-9th grades were developed. In addition, textbooks 
for History of the Armenian Church designed for students in 5-6th grades were amended and reprinted.  
Methodical manuals on Native Language, Math and Environment Studies were also developed.  

The final stage of introducing the 12-year educational system will start in 2009 with the incorporation of a 3-year 
high school program. In this sense, it is crucial to develop a network of high schools, which will enable to 
overcome the existing problems in high schools and ensure that students are fully prepared to continue education 
in their preferred field.  

In 2008, the RA Government approved the Strategy Paper on the Establishment of High School System. During 
this academic year, the program was piloted in 10 schools, which underwent capital renovation and inventory 
upgrade, while teachers underwent targeted vocational training. The complete program evaluation will be carried 
out by the end of the 2008-2009 academic year, which will lay the foundation for expanding the network of high 
schools.  

One of the important prerequisites for improved quality of general education and forward-looking development of 
the system is the introduction of information and communication technology in general education schools, as well 
as equipping schools with computers. In 2008, 1,135 computers and other devices were provided to schools 
included in the Beneficiary Fund for Computers. A mobile Internet computer station was established, and the first 
pilot classes were organized. Presently, 324 are included in the internet network of schools in Armenia (a total of 
365 schools have internet connection). It is planned that all the general education schools will join this network in 
the next few years.  

In 2008, a computerized curriculum of the Armenian Language for 7-9th Graders was developed and presented to 
general education schools in the form of CDs. E-libraries were established in 785 schools in Armenia. A pilot 
project on the introduction of distance learning was implemented in Syunik marze.  

Teachers play a key role in effective implementation of public education reforms. The Ministry initiates persistent 
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efforts in improving the professional development of teachers and increasing public image and professional 
appeal of teaching. Further to the introduction of the 12-year educational system, trainings focusing on new 
curricula, concepts, a new assessment system and new teaching methods are periodically carried out for teachers 
in the RA marzes and Yerevan. The number of teachers, who participated in state-funded qualification and 
development trainings, comprised about 20% of the cadre of teachers. 

There has been a continuous increase in teachers' salary in the recent years. It inreased by 21% last year, 
amounting to AMD 90.6 thousand, while the salary of administrative staff amounted to AMD 136.0 thousand.  

Programs focusing on staffing and targeted teacher training continue to be implemented in borderline, mountain 
and high mountain areas. In 2008, 92 teachers and 8 individualy trained students were deployed to general 
education schools located in borderline, mountain and high mountain areas.  

As a result of targeted recruitment of teachers in 2008, 56 applicants were admitted to higher educational 
institutions, as part of an allocation of state-funded slots for teaching professions. The introduction of a new 
quality assessment and control system is important for general education reforms. As part of a new integrated 
system of quality control of education, joint exams for secondary school graduation and university admission 
were carried out in 2008. In addition, guidelines and sample tests for the 2009 joint exams for secondary school 
graduation and university admission were developed. In an effort to ensure a legal grounding for general 
education reform and make the education law holistic, the Law on General Education was drafted, which was 
adopted by the RA National Assembly during the first reading. 

School preparedness of 5-6 year-olds is increasingly important in the context of transition to the 12-year 
educational system. In this sense, pre-school education plays a key role from the perspective of quality assurance 
of general education. No. 10 Decree of the RA Government of March 13, 2008 approved the 2008-2015 Strategy 
and Pilot Program for Pre-School Education Reform in the Republic of Armenia, which mainly aimed at 
improving the quality and access to pre-school education services with an emphasis on increasing the enrolment 
of children from socially vulnerable families in pre-school education. The program was implemented in Spitak 
district of Lori marzes, Akhuryan district of Shirak marzis as well as Goris and Kapan districts of Syunik marzis. 
The program included 30 institutions and about 740 children from socially vulnerable families.  

Enrolment of children with special needs in education and quality improvement has been emphasized from the 
perspective of access to education and provision of equal opportunities. Instead of 52 special schools previously 
operating in the country, there are now 26 special schools for children with special needs in education, 2 special 
schools for children with anti-social behaviour and 9 special schools for gifted children. Meanwhile, the network 
of general education schools engaged in inclusive education is expanding: there are 31 inclusive schools currently 
operating in the country. It is planned to increase the number of these schools by 15 in 2009/2010 academic year.  

Efforts in institutional capacity-building of special schools continued. Two Yerevan-based special schools for 
children with hearing impairment were merged into a Special Educational Complex for Children with Hearing 
Impairment, which will later operate as a research centre. Efforts in the capacity building of Yerevan Medical, 
Psychological and Pedagogical Assessment Centre continued. The activity of this centre prevents the entry of 
children with social needs to special schools, as well as contributes to the organization of quality education for 
children in need of special education facilities.  

The key objectives in vocational and continuing professional education is to ensure development of qualified 
specialists and their increased competitiveness in labour market, harmonization of educational programs to the 
demands of the country's social and economic development, compatability of education content with international 
standards and transparency of education process, as well as access and equal opportunities. In 2008, the number 
of students enrolled in 29 vocational and 78 continuing professional educational institutions was equal to about 
6,500 and 28,000 respectively. Meanwhile, continuing professional educational programs were also implemented 
in 4 higher educational institutions. 

 

In 2008, the RA Government approved the Development Concept of the RA Vocational and Continuing 
Professional Education, 2008-2011 Action Plan and Timeline for Reform in Vocational Education, developed the 
Draft Concept of Development and Introduction of Qualifications for the RA Vocational and Continuing 
Professional Education. 27 criteria were developed for vocational and continuing professional education. About 
810 million AMD of construction was carried out in the area of education.  

About 700 principals, deputy principals and faculty of vocational and continuing professional educational 
institutions underwent training. 
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In 2008, 26 state higher educational institutions operated in the country, 16 of which operated under the system of 
the RA Ministry of Education and Science. There are 88,826 students enrolled in bachelor and master’s studies in 
16 higher educational institutions operating under the system of the Ministry and their branches. There are 72 
non-state higher educational institutions, with about 25,000 students enrolled.  

The main priority of higher and post-graduate education is the application of the principles of the Bologna 
Process, which will ensure the integration of higher education of the country into the joint European education 
system. The principles of Bologna process are applied in Armenia in compliance with the 2006-2011 
Implementation Timeline of the Principles of the Bologna Process in the RA Higher Education. 

The National Center Foundation for Quality Assurance in Vocational Education was established in 2008.  

The National Framework for Higher Education Qualifications was drafted, the development of which was based 
on the Framework for Qualifications of the European Higher Education Area. In addition, actions were 
undertaken to improve the credit system. 

The student and faculty exchange programs contribute significantly to the integration and development of the 
education system of Armenia. In 2008, the Ministry deployed 126 Armenian citizens to 9 foreign countries to 
pursue graduate and postgraduate studies as part of the inter-state agreements. There are about 2,200 foreign 
citizens currently studying in the RA higher educational institutions as part of the inter-state agreements. 90 of 
these students are enrolled in the system of free education. 

In 2008, about 500 Diasporan Armenians were admitted to the RA state higher educational, vocational and post-
graduate institutions. There are 3,200 Diasporan Armenian students currently enrolled in vocational education 
institutions. Textbooks and educational materials were continued to be provided to Armenian educational centers 
abroad. Namely, 24,000 manuals were provided to the Armenian community schools in 27 countries.  

In the recent years positive trends have been registered in the dynamics of public spending on education. For 
instance, the state budget expenditure comprised 2.53% of the GDP, 2.84% in 2007, 2.94% in 2008. The 
breakdown of state allocations for different levels of education is compatible with the indicators of countries. In 
2007, about 87.1% of state allocations for education were spent on public education, while 10.1% - funding of 
vocational education programs. In 2008, these indicators were equal to 82.1% and 14.0% respectively. 

Box 8.2 Activity of Pre-School Community and State Institutions (based on official statistics)  
 
In 2008, there were 628 community, state and non-state pre-school educational institutions (PSE) operating in 
the country, 273 of which included nursery school-kindergartens, 342  kindergartens, 2 nursery schools, 11 
school-kindergartens. 601 of the total number of PSEs operate under the community, 7 are state PSEs, and 20 
are non-state.  A total of 53,718 children (26,704 girls) attended PSEs, 214 of them – under 1,5 years old, 7,779 
– 1.5-3 years old, 28,189 – 3-5 years old, 15,286 – 6 years old, and 2,250 – 7 years old. 29.8% of children were 
enrolled in PSEs: 39.3% in urban communities, and 13.6% in rural communities. There were 2,233 groups, and 
a total of 71,271 slots. The average number of children per group was 24, the actual occupancy rate was 75.4%. 
85 children on average attended a PSE. 11.591 persons worked in the PSEs, 5,337 of which (46%) included 
teaching staff. The average child/teacher ratio was 10.  
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Indicators of PSEs by RA Marzes and Yerevan, 2008 

                                 Number of Children Enrolled in PSEs by Age, Sex and Marzes, 2008 

Under 1.5 years old 1.5 to 3 years old 3 to 5 years old 6 years old 7 years old  
Total Girls Total Girls Total Girls Total Girls Total Girls 

Yerevan 116 54 4243 1960 12157 6111 6657 3276 804 433 
Aragatsotn 5 3 242 78 477 213 330 138 98 36 
Ararat - - 364 206 2777 1398 1069 571 42 21 
Armavir 15 8 268 125 2127 1037 1238 675 327 159 
Gegharkunik 15 10 285 149 843 421 1122 559 305 163 
Lori - - 488 261 1863 919 996 455 135 66 
Kotayk 41 28 645 305 1647 806 1368 693 355 179 
Shirak 2 2 504 272 2727 1422 482 284 86 39 
Syunik - - 550 265 1836 909 1153 573 4 2 
Vayots Dzor - - 14 6 402 185 255 119 31 16 
Tavush 20 9 176 83 1333 652 616 322 63 28 
Total in the 
RA 214 114 7779 3710 28189 14073 15286 7665 2250 1142 

1,475 institutions providing general education services (hereinafter schools) operated in the country during the 
2008/2009 academic year (15.10.2008). The number of students enrolled in schools was 414,781 ; 48.2% of 
which were girls. Student enrolment in schools was equal to 90.8%, where 95.5% was enrolled in elementary 
school, 93.5% - in primary school, and 81.9% - in high school.  
 

Distribution of Public Education Schools by the RA Marzes, Yerevan and by Urban and Rural 
Communities, 2008/2009 Academic Year  

                                                                           (unit) 
including Urban Settlements Rural Settlements 

including including  

Total 
State Non-

State 
Total 

State Non-
State 

Total 
 State Non-

State 
Yerevan 268 228 40 268 228 40 - - - 
Aragatsotn 126 126 - 15 15 - 111 111 - 
Ararat 112 112 - 21 21 - 91 91 - 
Armavir 125 124 1 34 33 1 91 91 - 
Gegharkunik 129 128 1 30 29 1 99 99 - 
Lori 168 167 1 64 63 1 104 104 - 
Kotayk 112 110 2 46 45 1 66 65 1 
Shirak 178 174 4 63 59 4 115 115 - 
Syunik 125 124 1 38 37 1 87 87 - 
Vayots Dzor 51 50 1 11 10 1 40 40 - 
Tavush 81 81 - 18 18 - 63 63 - 
Total in the RA 1475 1424 51 608 558 50 867 866 1 

Number of Groups, unit Number of Children, person   Number of 
PSEs, unit 

Total  of which : children of age 3 
and above 

Number of 
Sites, units 

Total of which girls 

Yerevan 192 1005 802 31276 23977 11834 
Aragatsotn 14 38 34 1248 1152 468 
Ararat 67 180 159 7486 4252 2196 
Armavir 52 155 139 5736 3975 2004 
Gegharkunik 42 103 90 3431 2570 1302 
Lori 53 129 106 4828 3482 1701 
Kotayk 50 187 144 4635 4056 2011 
Shirak 47 153 126 4080 3801 2019 
Syunik 51 157 134 4644 3543 1749 
Vayots Dzor 17 29 28 916 702 326 
Tavush 43 97 89 2991 2208 1094 
Total in the RA 628 2233 1851 71271 53718 26704 
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Number of Students Enrolled in General Education Schools by Age, Sex and Marzes,  
2008/2009 academic year  

 (person) 
Total State Non-State  

Total Girls Total Girls Total Girls 
Yerevan 126458 60617 121912 58600 4546 2017 
Aragatsotn 20667 9821 20667 9821 - - 
Ararat 36628 17707 36628 17707 - - 
Armavir 39669 18948 39529 18890 140 58 
Gegharkunik 35939 17254 35917 17247 22 7 
Lori 35391 17326 35324 17294 67 32 
Kotayk 36927 17714 36702 17631 225 83 
Shirak 39098 18912 38537 18639 561 273 
Syunik 18237 9059 18010 8985 227 74 
Vayots Dzor 8092 3876 8035 3849 57 27 
Tavush 17675 8627 17675 8627 - - 
Total in the RA 414781 199861 408936 197290 5845 2571 

 
In 2008/2009 academic year (5.10.2008), 27,657 persons (51.3% women) were admitted to 90 state and non-state 
higher educational institutions (HIE) and 12 branches enrolments 27657 (51.3% women), where 114,399 (53.5% 
women) included students and 26,107 (58.7% women) graduates. 

 
Student Flow in Higher Educational Institutions by the RA Marzes, Yerevan and Type of Education,        

2008/2009 academic year 
 

Number of 
Enrolments, person 

Number of Students, 
person 

Number of 2008 
Graduates, person 

 Number 
of HIEs, 

unit  

Number of 
Branches, 

unit  Total Girls Total Girls Total Girls 
Yerevan 71 - 22686 11440 91806 48006 20782 12260
Aragatsotn - - - - - - - -
Ararat 1 - 32 21 213 143 69 41
Armavir 3 - 201 116 859 467 179 88
Gegharkunik 2 - 527 318 2359 1391 709 374
Lori 3 2 1040 594 6026 3603 1554 977
Kotayk 3 - 98 68 479 285 97 60
Shirak 3 5 1861 984 7940 4608 1884 1090
Syunik 3 2 556 299 2459 1442 479 259
Vayots Dzor 1 1 165 96 561 413 - -
Tavush - 2 491 253 1697 889 354 185
Total in the RA 90 12 27657 14189 114399 61247 26107 15334
 
In 2008/2009 academic year, 78.9% of students were enrolled in paid and 21.1% in unpaid education system.  
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8.1 Enrolment 
 
Armenia has managed to maintain high enrolment in general education.  The enrolment rate by 
education programs in the 2008/2009 academic year are presented in Figure 8.11. The estimates 
indicate very high enrolment rates in primary and lower secondary  education.  
 

Figure 8.1 - Armenia: Enrolment rates by education programs, 
2008/2009 academic year 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Source. State Statistics (administrative data) 
 
The gross enrolment rate of 1-6 year -old children in pre-school education in 2008 was 19.7, 
including 24.4 in urban areas and 10.6 in rural areas. Expenses for education comprised 9.7% of 
the total non-food expenditures (Table A6.1, Figure 8.2). 
 
          Figure 8.2 - Armenia: Share of educational expenditures in non-food expenditures, 2008 (%) 
 

 
 Source: ILCS 2008. 
                                            
1 The enrolment rate in education as per the ILCS can differ from that of the administrative statistics/data. 
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In 2008, according to the ILCS data, eight out of ten 1-6 year old children were not attending a 
pre-school. Among the reasons, 65% cited that “the child’s mother was not working”, 8% -
mentioned that the kindergarten was closed and 4% indicated that childcare services were too 
expensive (Table 8.1).  
 
Table 8.1 - Armenia: Pre-school education, reasons for not attending, 2008 (%)  

 
Quintiles   

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 
Total 

Too expensive 8.7 1.4 3.4 5.0 1.5 4.3 

The food is bad 0.9 0.8 - - - 0.4 

Kindergarten is closed 7.9 4.3 11.8 5.8 7.7 7.5 

Mother does not work 63.5 70.6 65.1 64.9 60.6 65.4 

Already at school - 1.2 0.2 0.7 0.8 0.5 

Other 19.0 21.7 19.5 23.6 29.4 21.9 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: ILCS 2008 
 
The distance of the closest pre-school facility from the household is considered as one of the key 
indicators of accessibility. According to the 2008 ILCS, 50% of the rural residents replied that 
pre-schools are located at a distance of up to 1 kilometer. Meanwhile, according to the 17% of 
the households, the pre-schools are at a distance of 10 kilometer. The data broken down by 
quintiles is presented in Table 8.2. 
 
Table 8.2 - Armenia: Pre-school education: accessibility in rural areas (%) 
 

Quintiles 

Rural Areas Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 
Total 

Distance to the closest preschool facility 

0-1 km 49.8 52.4 49.9 49.5 48.4 49.8 
1-3 km 18.4 17.9 16.0 16.5 17.1 17.1 

4-5 km 5.7 7.2 7.2 6.3 5.7 6.4 

6-10 km 7.5 7.1 9.8 11.0 12.2 9.8 

>10 km 18.6 15.4 17.1 16.7 16.6 16.9 
            Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Transport used for reaching the preschool facility 

Car 3.6 3.4 4.3 4.7 7.5 4.9 

Bus 34.3 31.5 35.5 34.4 31.3 33.4 

Other 62.1 65.1 60.2 60.9 61.2 61.7 
            Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Source:  ILCS 2008. 
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Primary education is mandatory in Armenia. The proportion of drop-outs after basic education is 
especially high among children from poor households.  According to the ILCS, in total, 10.4% 
of children aged 15-16 were not attending school in 2008. The majority, around 74.3%, said that 
they have finished school, while 7.9% were not willing to study anymore, 6.5% reported that 
education services were expensive, 4.2% noted poor health as a reason for not continuing their 
education and 1.7% stated that they have completed their education. Others did not attend school 
having different reasons.   
                                                                                                                             
Cost of attending schools after compulsory levels are reported to be high and constitute as 
important constraints to enrolment..  As compulsory education in Armenia is free-of-charge, the 
tuition for basic and secondary education is not an issue for households.  However, educational 
costs constitute an economic burden for the poor, especially for those households having 
students at  higher levels. Figure 8.3 presents the share of education expenses in the total 
consumption of the population by quintile groups. The data presented in Table A3.10 (Annex 2) 
suggests that the average expenditures on education for the poorest quintile were 12.2 times 
lower than that for better-off households. The expenditures on education services of the top 
quintile was 3.1 times higher than the average consumption.  
 

Figure 8.3 – The share of education expenditures in total expenditures  
by quintile groups,2008, in % 

             
                Source: ILCS 2008 
 
In 2008, textbooks and school supplies totaled 43% of the education costs for households with a 
child studying at a primary level. The tuition fee comprised 1%, and other expenses comprised 
56%.  
 
In 2008, expenses for private tutoring constituted 73% of the total education costs for 
households with a child studying at an upper secondary school. Textbooks and school supplies 
comprised 11% and other expenses comprised 16%.  
 
One of the most important indicators of access to education is the distance between the 
household and the nearest school. According to the 2008 data, 83 percent of the respondents 
replied that schools are located at a distance of up to 1 kilometer, while 0.6 percent of 
households, however, said that distance exceeds 4 kilometers. The data broken down by 
quintiles is represented in table 8.3.  
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Table 8.3 - Armenia: Rural areas – distance to the closest school and transport used 
to reach the school (in %) 

 

Rural areas 
Quintiles  

  Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 
Distance to the closest preschool facility 

0-1 km 82.8 80.2 85.0 82.9 82.6 82.8 

1-3 km 16.4 18.9 14.5 16.3 17.0 16.6 

4-5 km 0.6 0.9 0.5 0.8 0.4 0.6 

>10 km 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.0 

            Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Transport used for reaching the preschool facility 

Car 0 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.3 

Bus 0 0.5 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.5 

Other 100 99.3 98.9 99.0 99.0 99.2 

            Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: ILCS 2008 
 
In 16-20 years old females’ and males’ opinion, the main reason for not continuing  education is 
that they have completed their education (90-92%);1.8% of males and 4.2% of females stated 
that the education is expensive. The data broken down by quintiles is presented in Table 8.4. 

 
Table 8.4 - Armenia: Why boys and girls aged 16-20 are not enrolled in educational institutions? 

2008 (%) 
Quintiles   

  Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

 Males             

Illness/temporary absence 0.1 2.5 2.5 5.1 0 2.3 
Expensive 0 3.6 0.8 1.9 2.6 1.8 
Does not want to study  2 3.4 0.4 0.1 0 1.5 
Does not attend temporarily  0.1 1.9 0 0 0 0.5 
Family reasons 0.7 1.3 0 0 0 0.5 
Finished incomplete secondary 
school  20.1 17.0 7.0 8.8 15.9 14.0 
Finished secondary school 73.9 63.7 76.7 79.2 65.1 72.1 
Completed education  3.1 3.5 12.5 4.0 13.7 5.9 
Other reasons 0 3.1 0.1 0.9 2.7 1.4 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Females 

Illness/temporary absence 0 0 0 1.5 0.1 0.2 
Expensive 3.1 3.6 4.9 3.9 6.7 4.2 
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Quintiles   
  Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Does not want to study  4.1 3.6 0 0 0 2.1 
Does not attend temporarily  1.0 1.6 0.7 0 0 0.8 
Family reasons 0.7 0 0 0 0 0.2 
Finished incomplete secondary 
school  6.4 7.6 4.3 4.9 3.6 5.7 
Finished secondary school 70.5 64.7 62.6 52.0 63.2 64.0 
Completed education  11.4 13.2 26.1 37.6 26.0 20.5 
Other reasons 2.8 5.7 1.4 0.1 0.4 2.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: ILCS 2008 
  
8.2. Access to Out-of-school Educational Instruction/Programs 
 
Access to private tutoring is an exclusive privilege for the rich in Armenia according to the 2008 
ILCS.  To prepare for the university entrance exam, 37.8% of school-age children attended 
private tutoring and took classes on mathematics, Armenian, and foreign languages. Many 
households must pay for private tutoring to help educate their children.  According to the survey 
data, the average monthly expenses for private tutoring, or out-of-school education, per student 
(excluding expenses related to preparation for university entrance exams) totaled AMD 6,814. In 
addition, expenses only made on school supplies and textbooks per student totaled to AMD 
9,831and the weekly transportation cost – AMD 2,081. 
 
The rapidly growing  economy requires highly qualified labor force.  Due to high costs of 
attendance, it has  become difficult, particularly for the poor, to attain the desired level of  
education for their children.  
Among students at upper secondary level, the maximum monthly cost paid for private tutoring 
to prepare for  the university entrance exams, totaled about USD 350.  Analyses indicate that 
higher education and high qualifications ensure a comparatively higher welfare (see Figure 8.4).  

Figure 8.4 - Armenia: Level of the HH Head Education by Poverty Status, 2008 (in %) 
 

 
    Source: ILCS 2008. 
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Chapter 9. Social Transfers in Armenia and Their Implication 
 on Poverty Reduction  

 
9.1 System of Social Transfers in Armenia  

 

Social transfers include pensions and social monetary assistance. Pensions are an important 
source of income for the population, especially for many pensioners they are the only source of 
income; thus general welfare of population in this group is conditioned with the amount of 
pension (Table A9.1 of Annex 4, presents number of pensioners by types of pensions). As for 
the Armenia’s monetary social assistance sector - Family Benefit Program is the largest one. It 
is the largest in terms of population coverage and funds allocated from the public budget of 
Armenia for that purpose. Targeting of the program improves every year and according to 
international experts it is considered to be one of the best in the region.  

Box 9.1 ARMENIA’S SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM IN 2008  

Programs implemented by the Armenia’s Ministry of Labor and Social Issues in 2008 were targeted at 
addressing social protection issues for the population ensuring effective protection and accessibility of social 
assistance for socially vulnerable groups. 

State Benefits   

State benefits for the population  

The Republic of Armenia Law on State Benefits stipulates four types of benefits – Family Benefit, lump-sum 
child birth benefit child care benefit and benefit to the family of the deceased national hero of Armenia. The Law 
sets forth objectives, principles of provision of state benefits.   

Family Benefit program already has its history and main trends of development. Great importance is attached to 
increased targeting, clarification of intents in the view of principles for providing and organizing social 
assistance, country’s poverty snapshot as well as demographic situation.  

Family Benefit program has been in operation since 1999 and is called to help the vulnerable families to soothe 
their financial problems. The implemented program underwent changes during these years both in terms of 
modifications of family means test system, formulas for the determination of family benefit amount as well as 
great attention was paid to the improved administration of the program. Reforms implemented in the Family 
Benefit system since 2003 were mainly in line with strategic trends set out by the PRSP, findings of annual 
household surveys conducted by the NSS.  

Entitlement to Family Benefit is determined by family vulnerability score determined by family means test 
procedure approved by the Government of Armenia Decree N 2317-N dated December 29, 2005. According to 
that Procedure a number of indicators are used for the family means test system, including social group of each 
member of the family, number of family members incapable to work, residence place, dwelling conditions, 
average monthly income of the family, etc.  

Each indicator has its numerical value the sum of which determines family’s vulnerability score. The higher this 
score is the higher if vulnerability of the family.  

Means targeted at remuneration of family members’ work and incomes equalized to them, pension, 
unemployment benefit as well as income received from cattle breeding and agriculture make the average total 
monthly income of the family.  
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Taking into consideration increase in primary incomes, i.e. pension, wages, etc. in the country in 2004, 2005, 
2006 the marginal score entitling to Family Benefit was lowered by Government Decrees from 36.00 to 35.00, 
34.00 and 33.00 respectively and in 2008 – to 30.00. This enabled a lot of families to uphold their FB entitlement 
regardless of the growth in the family’s incomes during the previous year. Since in those years pensions were 
increasing faster than the wages the FB system was facing an objective of pursuing such a policy for those 
pensioners that are socially more vulnerable enabling them to retain possibly higher living standards by 
upholding the FB entitlement for their family.  

In 2004, 2005 and 2006 due to the referred measures the number of beneficiary families did not decrease and 
every year about 75% of beneficiary pensioners stayed in the system (who would lose their entitlement if not the 
decrease of marginal score) and new families – mostly those having children – got benefit entitlement.  

Concurrently, from January 1, 2006 the vulnerability scores for “pensioner” and “lonely pensioner” social 
groups (not having caretakers as set forth by the legislation or “heirless”) were revised; they were increased.  

As a result of indicated changes instead of about 4000 families having a pensioner member that should lose their 
FB entitlement from January 2006 only 770 lonely pensioners lost that entitlement as a result of re-registration 
made during the first quarter of 2006.  

From January 1, 2006 by the procedure of Family Benefit and lump-sum assistance (approved by Government 
Decree N 110-N dated January 12, 2006) allocation criteria for primary allocation of emergency assistance were 
defined among the first ones being the aspect of losing benefit entitlement due to increase of pensions for lonely 
pensioners.  

From January 1, 2007 the ratio assigned to family members incapable to work was revised for lonely pensioners 
enabling to neutralize the impact of increasing pension in 2006, however lonely pensioners having lost their FB 
entitlement by 2007 did not get FB entitlement by that measure.  

From January 1, 2008 privileged terms for FB entitlement were defined for heirless pensioners: heirless lonely 
pensioner getting a pension below AMD 30000 becomes entitled to Family Benefit and marginal score of Family 
Benefit was set to “30.00” enabling to cover families having pensioners by the system in the case of increased 
pensions. In compliance with the Law on State Benefits clear-cut grounds for allocation of lump-sum assistance 
were defined: child birth, child’s enrolment in primary education and in case of death, i.e. funeral of a family 
member (if he/she is not a pensioner, employee as well as unemployed person having at least one year of length 
of service) entitled to benefit.   

In 2007 to 2008 amounts of lump-sum assistance were also revised. Still in 2007 the amount of child birth lump-
sum assistance was differentiated conditioned with the number of the children born in the family; if the new-born 
was third or subsequent child in the family the amount of provided lump-sum assistance was AMD 200 
thousand, since 2008 it was equalized to AMD 300 thousand, amount of lump-sum assistance for the funeral of 
family’s dead member was increased from AMD 25,000 to AMD 50,000 in 2008.  

Family Benefit program has been functional for already 8 years and modifications made during the last 6 years 
are presented below in Table 1.  
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Table 1. Changes Made in the Family Benefit System 
 

 
Modifications made in the Family Benefit program during the last years were reflected on families registered in 
the family means test system and entitled to Family Benefit as well as on the ratio of families having a child 
among the families entitled to Family Benefit. Dynamic of changes is presented below. 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Eligibility score 36.00 35.00 34.00 33.00 33.00 30.00 
Base benefit (flat, awarded to each eligible family) 4000 4500 6000 7000 7000 8000 
Base  benefit for families without minor children     7500  

Differentiation       
Poverty Score Other Conditions        

until July 1500      36.01 and above 
from July 2000      

35.01-38.00   2500     
38.01 and above   3000     

   3000     
34.01-38.00 High-altitude (H/A) 

and Borderline (B/L) 
Settlements 

  3500    

   3500     
38.01-41.00 H/A and B/L 

Settlements 
  4000    

41.01 and above    4000    
 H/A and B/L 

Settlements 
  4500    

    4000 4500 5000 
In case of 4 and more 
under age children 
(family with multiple 
children)  

   5000 5500 6000 

H/A and B/L 
Settlements 

   4500 5000 5500 

 
33.01-37.00 
Year 2008 
30.01-35.00 

Family with Multiple 
Children in H/A and 
B/L Settlements 

   5500 6000 6500 

    4500 5000 5500 
Family with Multiple 
Children 

   5500 6000 6500 

in H/A and B/L 
Settlements 

   5000 5500 6000 

 
37.01-40.00 
Year 2008  
35.01-39.00 

Family with Multiple 
Children in H/A and 
B/L Settlements 

   6000 6500 7000 

    5000 5500 6000 
Family with Multiple 
Children 

   6000 6500 7000 

in H/A and B/L 
Settlements 

   5500 6000 6500 

C
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40.01 and above 
Year 2008  
39.01 and above 

Family with Multiple 
Children in H/A and 
B/L Settlements 

   6500 7000 7500 

Emergency allowance (per eligible family) 4000 4500 6000 7000 7500 8000 
One-off monetary allowance, including:       
For a childbirth   35000 35000 35000 35000 
For the third and any subsequent child      200000 300000
For enrolment in primary education    20000 20000 20000 20000 
Funeral allowance    25000 25000 50000 
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Table 2. Family Benefit Program in Armenia in 2002 to 2008 

 
 

Taking into consideration that registration in the system is voluntary the family may apply for registration in the 
family means test system if it considers itself as poor and expects state’s assistance; the presented tables show 
that the number of registered families decreases whereas average monthly amount of benefits grows. 
Simultaneously ratio of families having a child increases among the beneficiary families which is consistent with 
the state policy, i.e. principle of giving priority to children while providing social assistance.  

Coverage of extremely poor population by the system remains low, which may be explained with the passive 
behavior of the extremely poor population as well as lack of trust towards public authorities or inadequate PR 
activities about the program.  

Activities are conducted for detecting and registering such families in the system through raising public 
awareness, home visits.   

Involvement of local self-governance entities in improvement of social assistance targeting may have significant 
impact on addressing this problem taking into consideration the aspect that they stand closer to the clients.  

Child Care Benefit 

In the area of child care benefit it is critical to increase the amount since it is considered to be partial 
compensation of non-received wages, however with its current amount it does not have any relationship with 
wages; moreover, they are absolutely not comparable as well as the amount provided is very low as compared 
with the family’s additional expenses conditioned with the care of the child.  

The amount of child care benefit was AMD 3000 in 2008.  

Table 3. Number of Persons Receiving Benefit For Caring After Children under the  
Age 2, 2003-2008 

 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Registered families         (% 
from the number of 
Armenian families) 

38.61 28.37 26.96 25.42 23.81 22.14 21.54 

Registered families 
(% from the number of 
Armenian families) 
  

54.86 67.84 63.88 64.81 72.25 72.29 73.25 

Registered families 149603 141218 134224 127167 130190 124689 121160 
Registered families 
(% from the number of 
Armenian families) 
  

19.48 18.39 17.48 16.56 16.95 16.24 15.77 

Families having children (% 
from the number of 
beneficiary families) 

60.75 63.5 65.56 69.29 72.2 75.9 76.34 

Funds allocated from the 
state budget of Armenia 
(billion) 

12.25 12.75 16 20 24 26.407 29.388 

Average benefit amount 6700 7200 9000 12300 15000 17500 21100 

Years 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Beneficiaries 7721 7330 6320 5404 4262 4488 
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Lump-Sum Child Birth Benefit  

Considering the objective of child birth lump-sum benefit in the 2008 demographic context of compensating 
only certain expenses of the family, it was not sufficient like the policy implemented in the FB program related 
to providing additional monetary assistance for third or subsequent children born in poor families although it has 
an element of promoting birth rates.  

The amount of lump-sum child birth benefit was increased to AMD 35,000 in October 2003 and did not change 
till 2008 inclusive.  

However, it should be noted that it contributed to the increase of persons receiving benefit during 2004 or 
similarly to the decrease of non-registered births in the country. The number of persons having received lump-
sum child birth benefit is presented below by years.  

Table 4. Number of Persons Having Received Lump-Sum Child Birth Benefit, 2003-2008 

Years 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Born in the RA 35793 37520 37499 37639 40105 41238 

Beneficiaries  28884 30283 25237 29201 38801 38303 

 

Pension Security and Social Insurance  

Modifications made to the pension security policy during 2008 stipulated the following:  

• Pensions are to be paid during the given month;  

• Pensions may be paid by single authorization letter within 12 months;  

• Period of paying privileged amounts are recorded in the insured length of service.  

Since January 1, 2008 it was determined that the base amount of pension was AMD 6,800, value of every 
insured year of service - AMD 395 and amount of base pension – AMD 5,000. As a result average pension was 
increased for 67,7 % making about AMD 21,842. 

Table 5 illustrates number of pensioners and amount of average pension by years and types of pensions.  

Table 5. Number of Pensioners and Amount of Average Pension by Types of Pensions, 2006-2008  
 

Number of beneficiaries (Persons) Average Amount of Benefit        
(AMD)   

Type of 
Pension 

       
PAYG 473612 469107 469747 11380 13380 21842 
Social  46233 47140 48632 5495 5455 8765 
Related to 
military 
service 

13889 12009 10425 10756 10675 10200 

Total 527496 528256 518379 10912 12746 21370 
 

Source: State Social Security Service of the Ministry of Labor and Social Issues  
Note:Sum of 1.2.3 rows is not consistent with the general number of pensioners since there are persons 
receiving double pensions in in the families of deceased military servants receiving pensions. 

By Government of Armenia Decree N 1487-N dated November 13, 2008 the plan of reforming Armenia’s 
pension system and timetable for the implementation of the Plan were approved.  

The Plan sets forth main trends and contents of pension system reforms. Specifically, it is planned to introduce 
PAYG component in the pension system ensuring linkage between the amount of pension and person’s incomes. 

About 200,143 persons were provided with Social Cards during 2008. 
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9.2 Assessment of the Implications of Social Transfers of Poverty Reduction 
Although expenses for social transfers from the consolidated budget increase every year they 
still remain very limited as a percentage of GDP. Nevertheless, social transfers considerably 
contribute to the reduction of poverty. If payment of social transfers were terminated and 
households were not able to compensate this loss due to lacking resources the overall poverty 
would increase by 16 percentage points or 68% (from 23.5% to 39.5%), poverty gap and 
severity would also considerably increase. Situation would become severe particularly for the 
population receiving social transfers.   

Pensions as larger component of social transfers have greater impact on poverty reduction. 
However the role of monetary social assistance, particularly that of Family Benefit, should not 
be diminished. Although coverage of FB system is limited it has quite good targeting since 
81.6% of all beneficiaries receiving 75.2% of funds allocated for the program are in the 2 lowest 
consumption quintiles. It should be noted that as a result of measures taken by the MLSI for the 
improved targeting of the Program these indicators were considerably improved as compared 
with 2004. In 2008 beneficiaries in the first two quintiles made 82% v 63% in 2004 and received 
75% of funds allocated for the program as compared to 67% in 2004. Although this 
improvement is quite a good result, nevertheless, there is still need for improving targeting of 
the program since more than 1/3 of the poorest 20% of population is not covered by monetary 
assistance programs.  

Methodology 

Implications of social protection programs on poverty in the country is assessed through 
Integrated Living Conditions Survey. The analysis covers two main social assistance programs – 
pensions and state monetary assistance including all types of monetary social assistance. With 
the exception of FB all the remaining types of state benefits are allocated to very narrow groups 
of population and as a result such beneficiaries make a very small share in ILCS and do not 
qualify for making significant statistical conclusions.  

The following approach was used for measuring implications of social transfers (pensions and 
state monetary assistance) on poverty: findings on poverty level (“post-transfer level”) were 
compared with the results that we would have without the payment of transfers (“pre-transfer 
level”). Methodology of assessment is as follows: aggregate of “pre-transfer” consumption was 
calculated for the households subtracting the amount of transfers (amount of pensions, monetary 
social assistance amount or both of them) from the total consumption aggregate calculated for 
the households deriving from the sub-assumption that the whole amount of social transfers is 
consumed by the households (situation is very typical to developing countries like Armenia). 
Thus, the difference between “pre-transfer” and “post-transfer” poverty levels is the assessment 
of social transfer implications on the change of poverty levels. This methodology is particularly 
significant in terms of improving targeting of social assistance. For social assistance target 
population are “pre-transfer” poors since after getting social assistance certain group of 
population goes above the poverty line, thus considering “post-transfer” population as a target 
group might lead to considerably great inaccuracies.  

Influence of pensions on poverty was measured by comparing “pre-transfer” poverty level with 
poverty level after getting the pensions, that is with “post-pension” (but “pre-social assistance”, 
that is without social assistance) poverty level.1 

                                            
1 Findings of the survey present Armenian population’s snapshot with certain statistical error (deviation). Pre-transfer and post- 
  transfer poverty levels also contain such statistical error. Influence of social transfers on poverty level is of statistical   
  importance if reliability of average levels of pre-transfer and post-transfer poverty are not consistent.  
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9.3. What is the Influence of Social Transfers on Poverty Level in Armenia?  
 

In 2008, AMD 207.9 billion or 5.7% of GDP was allocated for social benefits and pensions 
from the Public Budget of Armenia. The largest social transfers are pensions including 
retirement, military and social pensions.  

In 2008 social transfers made 16.5% of total average monthly income for Armenian households 
ensuring higher ratio as compared with the previous years (11.6% in 2004, 12% in 2005, 11.9% 
in 2006 and 12.2% in 2007). Social transfers made 27.4% of average monthly income in the 
lowest quintile, while for the households in the higher consumption quintile they made only 
11.1% (Table A.3.11 of Annex 2). When considering by residence areas, social transfers were 
an important source of income mainly for households residing outside Yerevan; for urban 
residents it makes 19.4% of average monthly income, for rural residents - 18.7%. Social 
transfers made 14.3% of average monthly income (Table A.3.11 of Annex 2).  

According to ILCS FB was indicated as a source of income by 14.1% of respondent 
households, pensions – by 50.6% and unemployment benefit – by 0.6%, child-related benefits – 
by 0.4 % and other benefits, including privileges – by 3.4 % (Table 9.1).  

Table 9.1. Armenia: Ratio of Households Having Indicated Social Transfers as a Source of 
Income, 2004-2008 (%) 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Pension 48.6 48.3 48.0 48.9 50.6 
Family Benefit 14.3 13.8 15.2 14.8 14.1 
Unemployment Benefit 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.6 
Child Care and Child 
Birth Benefit  1.2 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.4 

Other benefits 4.4 4.0 3.4 3.6 3.4 
Source: 2004-2008, ILCS 

Based on the findings of 2008 survey we can conclude that social transfers remain an important 
tool in the policy of poverty reduction although they make a small amount as a percentage of 
GDP. If payment of social transfers (pensions and monetary social assistance) were terminated 
and poor population were not able to compensate this loss from other sources then levels of 
poverty and extreme poverty would significantly increase (Table 9.2). Poverty would increase 
from 23.5% to 39.5%, poor people would become poorer since poverty gap, i.e. insufficiency 
of their average consumption relative to poverty line would increase from 13.0% to 43.8% and 
poverty would become more severe, i.e. poverty severity index assessing disproportionality of 
consumption between the poor would increase from 3.4% to 38.7%.1  Such unfavorable effect 
will be more perceptible for the extremely poor population. If payment of social transfers 
(pensions and monetary social assistance) were terminated and extremely poor population were 
not able to compensate this loss from other sources the level of extreme poverty would increase 
from 3.1% to 19.6%, extremely poor would become poorer, since poverty gap, i.e. 
insufficiency of their average consumption relative to extreme poverty line would increase 
from 12.2% to 62.4% and extreme poverty would become more severe reaching from 2.9% to 
81.7%.    

                                            
1 Poverty gap is assessed by the difference of consumption level of the poor households relative to poverty line. Poverty severity  
   assesses inequality below the poverty line giving higher weigh to households in the lowest part of consumption distribution. 
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Table 9.2. Armenia: Implications of Social Transfers on Poverty Mitigation, 2008  

(%) 
Poor Extremely Poor  

 
Poverty 
Level 

Poverty 
Gap 

Poverty 
Severity 

Poverty 
Level 

Poverty 
Gap 

Poverty 
Severity 

Post-transfer level (post-
pension and post-social 
assistance) 

23.5 13.0 3.4 3.1 12.2 2.9 

Pre-transfer level (pre-pension 
and pre-social assistance) 39.5 43.8 38.7 19.6 62.4 81.7 

Before payment of pensions 
(pre-pension and post-social 
assistance) 

36.7 38.1 32.5 15.9 58.1 78.7 

Prior to total social assistance 
payments (pre-FB and other 
social assistance, post-
pension) 

26.7 21.6 9.3 7.3 27.8 14.5 

Prior to FB payment (pre-FB, 
post-pension and other social 
assistance) 

26.3 20.9 8.7 7.0 26.3 12.8 

Source: ILCS 2008. 

Pensions as larger social transfers have more significant role in terms of poverty reduction. 
However, the influence of social assistance, particularly that of Family Benefit should not be 
diminished. For instance, if payment of only Family benefit were terminated extreme poverty 
would increase by 3.9 percentage points (from 3.1% to 7.0%) and poverty level would increase 
by 2.8 percentage points (from 23.5% to 26.3%); poverty gap and severity would increase by 
7.9 and 5.3 percentage points respectively, while gap and severity of extreme poverty would 
increase by 14.1 and 9.9 percentage points respectively (Table 9.2). These indicators are an 
evidence of the fact that Family Benefits particularly have great influence on extreme poverty.  

Observations of socials transfers’ influence on poverty level during 2004-2008 allow us to 
conclude that vital importance of social transfers does not decrease parallel to the decrease of 
general poverty level in the country. Moreover, as compared to the previous years, in 2008 
social transfers were much more influential especially in terms of extreme poverty reduction 
since without social transfers extreme poverty would increase by 84.2%, which is much more 
than non-payment of social transfers in 2007, 2006, 2005 and 2004 (by 74.7%, 66,1, 66,2 and 
58.4% respectively). Hence, decrease of extreme poverty is basically conditioned with the 
increase of the social transfer, particularly pension amounts paid to the population (Table 9.3). 
Importance of Family Benefit has become significant for many vulnerable families; if Family 
Benefit was not paid in 2008 extreme poverty would increase by 55.7%, while in case of non-
payment of Family Benefit in 2007 extreme poverty would increase by  43.3%, in 2006 – by 
41.4%, in 2005 – by 35.2% and in 2004 – by 22.0%. 
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Table 9.3. Armenia: Implications of Social Transfers for Poverty Mitigation, 2004-2008 

Post-transfer level (post-
pension and post-social 
assistance) 

34.6 29.8 26.5 25.0 23.5 6.4 4.6 4.1 3.8 3.1 

Pre-transfer level (pre-
pension and pre-social 
assistance) 

44.8 39.8 32.8 33.2 39.5 15.4 13.6 12.1 15.0 19.6 

Before payment of pen-
sions (pre-pension and 
post-social assistance) 

42.7 38.1 31.0 31.2 36.7 12.3 10.6 8.2 11.7 15.9 

Prior to total social 
assistance payments 
(pre-FB and other social 
assistance, post-pension) 

37.2 31.9 28.0 26.4 26.7 8.7 7.4 7.2 7.1 7.3 

Prior to FB payment 
(pre-FB, post-pension 
and other social 
assistance) 

36.7 31.7 27.8 26.3 26.3 8.2 7.1 7.0 6.7 7.0 

Source: ILCS 2004-2008 . 

Table 9.4 presents pre- and post-transfer levels of poverty for the households getting such 
social transfers. In case of not paying social transfers living of such households would 
considerably aggravate. It is obvious, that in this case situation would be much more severe 
than the influence of non-payment of social transfers measured for the whole population and 
presented in the previous table. If pensions were not paid and pensioners were not able to 
compensate this loss from other sources poverty level of the pensioners would considerably 
increase from 25.8% to 51.9% and ratio of extremely poor pensioners would increase from 
3.7% to 29.0%. Poverty level of FB recipient families is much higher from the average level; 
even with the FB it makes 42.1% relative to 23.5% of average poverty level. Termination of FB 
would lead to drastic increase (from 42.1% to 60.5%) of poverty among such households and 
share of extremely poor population – from 6.3% to 31.3%. As compared with the previous 
years influence of Family Benefits has become more noticeable1, which is an evidence of 
improved targeting in the system.  

Table 9.4. Armenia: Influence of Social Transfers on Poverty Level of Households Receiving 
Pension and/or Social Assistance, 2008 

 
Extremely  
Poor (%) 

Poor  
(%) 

Poverty Gap 
(P1/P0) 

Poverty 
Severity 

HHs getting pension 
After getting pension  3.7 25.8 13.1 3.5 
Before getting pension 29.0 51.9 48.1 44.2 
HHs getting social assistance  
After getting social assistance 5.6 36.7 14.2 3.9 
Before getting social assistance 27.2 53.5 36.2 18.9 
HHs getting FB 
After getting FB 6.3 42.1 14.4 3.9 
Before getting FB 31.3 60.5 36.6 18.6 

Source: ILCS 2008. 
Note: Poverty gap (P1/P0) shows insufficiency of consumption among the poor or extremely poor population 
relative to general poverty or consumption line.  

                                            
1 See Table A 9.4 of Annex 4 prepared according to Armenia: Social Snapshot and Poverty report, which is based on 2004,  
  2005, 2006 and 2007 ILCS data, NSS 2006, 2007 and 2008. 

Poverty Level, % Including Extremely Poor, %  
 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
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Termination of monetary assistance will not only increase number of persons being below the 
poverty line but it will intensify poverty gap and severity. Thus, social transfers have 
significant effect on poverty reduction of beneficiary households; although not all households 
are able to overcome the burden of poverty after getting social assistance, however both 
poverty gap and poverty severity are significantly reduced among them.  

While looking at the influence of Family Benefit in terms of poverty reduction in the Marzes 
importance of Family Benefits especially for the poor population is again underlined. Influence 
of Family Benefit remains significant especially for Gegharkunik, Vayots Dzor, Lori, Ararat, 
Armavir, Kotayk and Shirak Marzes. If Family Benefit is not paid and population of these 
Marzes is not able to compensate this gap from other sources extreme poverty among the 
population of these Marzes will increase for 57-79%. Family Benefits are vital also for the 
extreme poor population in Tavush and Aragatsotn Marzes since in case of not paying FB ratio 
of extremely poor population will increase for more than two times.   

Non-payment of FB will lead to an increase of general poverty in Gegharkunik Marz for about 
33% and in Shirak – for about 21%. In Lori Marz ratio of the poor will increase by 18% and in 
Vayots Dzor – by 16% (Table 9.5). 

Table 9.5 Armenia: Implications of Family Benefit on Poverty Level by Marzes, 2008 (%) 

Post-Transfer Level 
(pensions and social 
assistance was paid) 

Before FB Payment (pre-FB, post-
pension and other social 

assistance) 

Implications of non-
payment of FB, dynamics 

% 

 
Extreme  

Poverty Level 
Poverty 

Level 
Extreme  

Poverty Level 
Poverty  
Level 

Extreme  
Poverty Level 

Poverty Level

Yerevan 3.2 19.7 4.7 20.7 31.9 4.8 
Aragatsotn 1.5 20.7 3.3 22.0 54.5 5.9 
Ararat 2.8 24.9 8.0 26.7 65.0 6.7 
Armavir 2.6 26.7 6.6 27.5 60.6 2.9 
Gegharkunik 1.2 24.8 5.8 32.0 79.3 22.5 
Lori 4.1 25.1 11.9 30.6 65.5 18.0 
Kotayk 3.2 29.5 8.1 33.1 60.5 10.9 
Shirak 6.0 30.6 13.8 38.5 56.5 20.5 
Syunik 1.7 19.6 3.2 19.7 46.9 0.5 
Vayots Dzor 1.1 16.6 3.8 19.7 71.1 15.7 
Tavush 2.6 19.8 5.8 21.9 55.2 9.6 
Total 3.1 23.5 7.0 26.3 55.7 10.6 

Source: ILCS 2008. 
Note: These indicators with their standard errors are provided in Table 9.4 of Annex 4 to this Report. 
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9.4. Effectiveness of Social Transfers  

Who are recipients of social transfers? Based on the findings of household survey coverage of 
“pre-transfer” poor, extremely poor, as well as non-poor population by social assistance 
programs was considered in order to measure effectiveness of social transfers. The higher is the 
coverage of poor and extremely poor population and lower the coverage of non-poor 
population the more effective is social assistance and the higher is targeting to the most 
vulnerable.  

While studying the Family Benefit system the results show that coverage of extremely poor by 
the FB system increases every year – 40.6% in 2004 v 67.1% of persons being extremely poor 
“before FB” received Family Benefit in 2008 (Table 9.6). Simultaneously 8.1% that were not 
poor “before FB” received Family Benefit, which has slightly decreased as compared to the 
previous period. Besides targeting, this also has objective reason.  

It is worth mentioning that opposed to Family Benefits pensions are paid to every person 
entitled to it without taking into consideration his/her poverty level. Consequently there is no 
coverage issue in this area. Whereas in the Family Benefit system coverage of the poor and 
non-poor is an evidence of low inclusion but high exclusion errors; this means as a result of 
effective limitations and use of coefficients calculated by specific approaches coverage of the 
non-poor (only 1/10 of the non-poor is covered by the program) by the system is limited 
(excluded), but use of the same limitations and coefficients limits also entry of the poor.  

 

Table 9.6. Armenia: Who were Social Transfer Recipients, 2004-2008 (%) 

              

  2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Poor 31.6 30.8 49.2 31.7 36.2 25.1 26.5 31.9 28.6 33.1 62.4 66.5 63.8 66.8 75.3

Extremely 
Poor 

51.1 58.0 74.2 68.3 70.4 40.6 50.8 60.2 64.6 67.1 79.9 84.8 84.5 88.9 93.9

Non-poor 12.8 12.5 12.0 14.4 11.7 9.3 9.0 9.7 10.5 8.1 39.7 38.1 41.3 40.6 36.0

Source: ILCS 2004-2008. 
Note: *Coverage of the poor and extremely poor is higher than the coverage of non-poor.  

 

Social transfers and inequality: ILCS assessments show that social transfers contribute to 
decrease between consumption distributions inequalities. Pre-transfer Gini coefficient of 
consumption aggregate distribution decreases from 0.383 reaching to 0.294 when pensions are 
added to the consumption aggregate and when all social transfers are added to consumption 
disproportionality decreases up to 0.272 (Table 9.7).  

 

 

 

 Before getting social assistance Before getting family benefit Before getting pension 

Coverage of “pre-transfer” population in pension and social assistance programs  
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Table 9.7. Armenia: Influence of Social Transfers on Inequality of Consumption Aggregate 
Distribution (Gini coefficients of consumption aggregate), 2004-2008 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Pre-transfer (before getting pension and social 
assistance amounts) 0.298 0.299 0.306 0.338 0.383 

Before getting social assistance (pension 
amount was increased without social assistance) 0.270 0.268 0.278 0.301 0.294 

Post-transfer (after getting the whole amount of 
social transfers) 0.260 0.257 0.263 0.288 0.272 

Source: ILCS 2004-2008. 

9.5. Family Benefits  
According to findings of 2008 Integrated Living Conditions Survey 18.4% of Armenia’s households 
applied to the FB system; 77.4% of them or 14.2% of overall Armenian households was considered as 
vulnerable and qualified for FB, 22.1% or 4.1% of all households were registered in the FB system and 
did not receive benefits and 0.5% or 0.1% of all households is registered and receives emergency 
assistance. Vast majority of households - 81.6% did not apply to the FB system at all; among the main 
reasons 47% indicated that “they did not hope to get any assistance” or 22% considered themselves as 
well-off.  

During the considered period ratio of households applying to the system decreased year by year (in 
2004, 29.9% of Armenian households applied to the FB system, in 2007 - 21.8%, and in 2008 - 18.4%), 
however share of benefit recipients among the applicants increased (in 2004 out of all applicants of the 
system 60% were entitled to benefit, in 2007 - 74% and in 2008 - 77.4%).  

In 2008, 92% of households deprived of benefit entitlement were informed about termination/denial in 
benefit in writing or orally, reasons for termination/denial in benefit were understandable only for 47% 
of them. Almost every second household (49.1%) definitely indicated that it was not easy to get all the 
necessary documents.  

About 88% of households were happy with the services of social inspectors. After registration only 28% 
informed the social service about the changes occurred in the family since 63% of households did not 
have any change.  

Only 28% of households considered the FB system as fair, 47% of households found the system not fair 
and for ¼ it was difficult to express any viewpoint.  

To the question which is the percentage of FB recipients that is really needy majority of households - 
34.2 found difficult to answer, opinions of the others were distributed as follows: 8.7% finds that almost 
all the beneficiaries are needy, 14.7% finds that more than half are needy, 21.3% finds that half of them 
are needy and 2.0% finds that less than half are needy, 9.1% finds that a very small share of 
beneficiaries are needy. During the 12 months preceding the survey humanitarian assistance was 
received only by 6% of households.  

Table 9.8 presents distribution of FB budget and beneficiaries by consumption quintile groups of 
“before the FB receipt” based on ILCS. The data obviously show that FB funds are distributed to the 
poor and program targeting was improved to some extent as compared with 2004; 82% of the 
beneficiaries are in the lowest “pre-FB” consumption quintiles in 2008 receiving 75.2% of the FB 
budget and in 2004, 66.7 of the FB budget was distributed to the 62.6% of the population in the lowest 
two quintiles. From the first sight one may have the impression that real “outflow” of FB funds are 
distributed to the upper quintile beneficiaries, i.e. 9.6% of beneficiaries, who received 13% of resources 
were not needy.  However, the number of beneficiaries and allocated funds for that quintile have 
decreased.1 Nevertheless there is still need for improving targeting of the program since about 35% of 
the 20% of poorest population is not covered by monetary assistance programs.  

                                            
1 See Table 9.7 of Armenia: Social Snapshot and Poverty 2008 NSS Report prepared based on ILCS 2007 data. 
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Table 9.8. Armenia: Distribution of Family Benefit and Other Social Assistance Recipients and 
Paid Amounts by “Pre-FB” Consumption Quintiles, 2008 (%)  

Quintiles 
 

Lower 2nd 3rd  4th  Higher 

Family Benefit 
Beneficiaries 65.4 16.2 8.9 5.4 4.2 
Amounts 55.5 19.7 11.8 7.0 6.0 
Social assistance (including FB) 
Beneficiaries 58.5 16.6 10.4 7.4 7.1 
Amounts 46.4 19.3 13.7 9.3 11.3 

Source: ILCS 2008. 

Which groups of population are more likely to be covered or not covered by the system? 
According to assessment made on the basis of ILCS data poverty risk remains high for 
households having 4 and more children and having income not generated from paid work.  

Poverty level is high both for households not having an absent member and rural households 
not having land. Coverage of the referred households in the FB system increases every year 
(Table 9.91). 

Table 9.9. Armenia: Poverty Level and “Pre-FB” Coverage by Specific Groups of Households, 
2004 and 2008 (%) 

Extreme Poverty Level Poverty Level Coverage of the poor 
prior to FB 

Type of 
Household 

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 

HHs with 4 and more 
children  21.5 27.0 60.6 52.3 53.8 70.5 

HHs without a working 
member  9.1 10.4 37.3 32.2 31.7 30.1 

HHs without income 
from paid work  10.3 9.6 39.4 29.7 41.9 53.9 

Rural landless HHs  10.9 11.2 53.6 35.2 34.9 36.5 
HHs without an absent 
member  9.0 6.7 37.7 24.6 31.7 37.6 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 

Determinants of Family Benefit: In order to evaluate determinant factors for FB entitlement 
for specific households parameters of statistical model were measured (results of regression 
models are provided in Table A9.5 of Annex 4). The following factors having possible 
influence on FB entitlement probability were considered: household attributes – size, residence 
place of the household, age, sex, education of the household head; economic description of the 
household – employment status of household members and consumption per one adult, other 
attributes of households, i.e. dwelling conditions – apartment, detached house, temporary 
lodging, etc., availability of private car and land.2 In the probit model these factors were used 
as independent – explanatory variables and receipt of social assistance – as dependent variable.  

Children as compared to other age categories have higher probability of getting FB. The higher 
is the ratio of children in the household the higher is the household’s probability of getting FB 
keeping the size of household in the compared category (ratio of 45- to 60-years old adult 
members) unchanged. Existence of 19-25 and 26-45 years old members is negatively reflected 

                                            
1 See 2005, 2006 and 2007 data in Armenia: Social Snapshot and Poverty reports 2006, 2007 and 2008 of the NSS. 
2 Majority of these factors re included also in the household means test formula.  
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on the probability of getting FB (2.2 and 1.4 percentage points respectively). Existence of older 
members decreases the probability of getting FB by 0.3 percentage points. 

Under other equal conditions, probability of getting FB is much higher for female headed 
households (by 4.5 percentage points) than for households headed by men.  

If head of the household has higher level of education in average terms probability of 
qualifying for FB is much lower than for household heads having elementary education.  

Employment status of household head is closely related to the probability of getting FB. If head 
of the household is unemployed probability of getting FB is higher (by 4.8 percentage points) as 
compared to the households of the compared category, i.e. headed by an employed person. 
Results are similar when head of the household is not economically active (by 4.4 percentage 
points).  

Another attribute conditioned with the probability of getting FB is availability of personal car. 
Availability of personal car dramatically reduces the probability of receiving a family benefit 
(by 6.4 percentage points).   

Absence of a household member also has a negatively impact on the probability of receiving a 
family benefit (by 4.5 percentage points).  

The residence place of households is an important factor for the probability of receiving a family 
benefit. If other attributes included in the model are equal, the residence place of households is 
quite critical for the probability of receiving a family benefit. The likelihood of receiving a 
family benefit is much higher for households living in Shirak (11.6 percentage points), Lori 
(11.1 percentage points), Tavush (10.5 percentage points) and Syunik (9.1 percentage points) 
compared with Yerevan.   
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Chapter 10: Housing  Conditions 
 

The Integrated Living Conditions Survey (ILCS) provides a unique opportunity to collect  
valuable information on the housing conditions of the population of Armenia, the accessibility 
and affordability of household utilities, and  on other important aspects of housing. This chapter 
presents the comparative analysis of the main indicators of housing conditions between 2004 
and 2008 based on the ILCS data. 

10.1. Dwelling 
 
Most of the households in Armenia (92%) live in their own  homes.  Multi-apartment buildings 
are most common in urban areas, with 68% of the urban population residing in multi-apartment 
buildings. In contrast,  private houses are dominant features of rural dwelling and are home for  
89% of rural residents (Table 10.1).  In 2008, the vast majority of persons living in hostels 
resided in Yerevan. The proportion of urban and rural population residing in shelters is about 
3%. About similar proportion (4-5%), of both rural and urban residents live in temporary 
housing. Most of the people living in shelters and temporary housing are poor and come from  
the bottom consumption quintile. 
  

Table 10.1 - Armenia: Type of Dwelling by Location, Poverty Status and Consumption Quintiles, 
2008 (in %) 

 
Type of Dwelling  

Total House Apartment Hostel Temporary 
shelter Other 

By Place of Residence 
Urban Total  100 27.7 67.7 1.6 2.8 0.2 
   Including Yerevan 100 23.0 74.2 2.3 0.0 0.5 
Other cities 100 32.6 60.7 0.9 5.7 0.1 
Rural  100 89.4 6.9 0.5 3.1 0.1 
Total 100 48.5 47.1 1.2 2.9 0.3 
By poverty Status 
Non_poor 100 48.5 48.0 0.9 2.4 0.2 
Poor 100 50.0 42.6 2.5 4.4 0.5 
Extremely Poor 100 40.2 52.4 1.4 5.3 0.7 
By Consumption-Ranked Quintiles 
First  100 48.6 43.8 2.4 4.6 0.6 
Second 100 53.1 41.5 1.2 4.2 0.0 
Third 100 51.1 44.8 1.1 2.9 0.1 
Forth 100 49.7 48.1 0.5 1.4 0.3 
Fifth 100 41.5 55.5 1.1 1.8 0.1 

Source: ILCS 2008. 
 
Overcrowded housing condition is a problem for Armenia.  In 2008. on average. there were 2.6 
occupants per room. The extent of density considerably differs by level of poverty: according to 
the survey data. overcrowding in the poorest quintiles was 1.2 times higher than in the top 
consumption quintile.  In 2008. there were 2.74 occupants per room for the poorest quintile. and 
2.46 in the top consumption quintile. The corresponding figures in 2004 were  3.12 and 1.95 
respectively for poorest and richest quintile. 
 
In 2008. 269 out of 1000 dwellers occupied 9 or less square meters of space. and for 686 out of 
1000 households there were 2 or more habitants per room.  
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Rural households had more living space in 2008 than those in urban areas (Table 10.2; Figure 
10.1). However. urban housing was much better equipped compared to rural ones. as 72.1% of 
households in urban areas reported having a kitchen. a bathroom. in-house water supply. and an 
operational sewage system in contrast to 13.3% of rural households. The share of rural 
households with these amenities has increased by 70 percent in 2008.  compared to 2004. 
 

Table 10.2 - Armenia: Living Area. (average in square meters) 
 

 Per Household Per household member 
  2004թ. 2006թ. 2007թ. 2008թ. 2004թ. 2006թ. 2007թ. 2008թ. 
Living area. total for 
Armenia 56.2 57.4 58.3 60.6 14.4 15.0 15.3 16.0 

   Urban areas 47.1 46.4 47.2 49.0 12.8 12.7 12.7 13.2 
   Rural areas 74.2 78.9 80.0 83.4 17.1 19.2 19.9 21.1 

Source: ILCS 2004. 2006- 2008 
 

Figure 10.1 - Armenia: Living area. 2004 - 2008 
(average in square meters per household member) 

 

12,8
13,2 17,1

21,1
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         Source: ILCS 2004- 2008. 
 
Households participating in the 2008 ILCS were asked to assess their dwelling conditions and the 
results are presented in Table 10.3. Most of the households (60.2%) rated their dwelling conditions as 
satisfactory.  compared to 55.9% in 2004. Almost every fifth household (21.7%) rated their dwelling 
conditions as poor. and a further 5.9% rated their dwelling as extremely poor.  Only 12.2% considered 
their dwelling conditions good or very good. The self-assessment of dwelling conditions was broken 
down by economic regions. poverty status. and consumption quintiles.  Overall satisfaction level of 
households with their dwellings has improved compared to 2004. However urban households were more 
satisfied with their dwelling than their rural counterparts (Table 10.3).  
 
The poor and households in the lowest consumption quintile were much less satisfied with their dwelling 
than the non-poor. The level of satisfaction was higher in the top quintiles. Among the lowest 
consumption quintile. 39% assessed their dwelling as poor or extremely poor. as compared to 18% 
among the top quintile. The corresponding share was 60% and 20% respectively in 2004.  
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Table 10.3 - Armenia: Self-assessment of dwelling conditions. 2008 (in %) 
 

Self-assessment of dwelling conditions 

 

 
 

Total 
Very 
good Good Satisfactory Bad Very bad 

By place of residence 
Urban 100 1.1 13.6 62.0 18.3 5.0 

Including Yerevan 100 1.1 11.2 63.7 19.4 4.6 
Other urban 100 1.1 16.2 60.1 17.3 5.3 

Rural 100 0.2 7.1 56.5 28.3 7.9 
Total 100 0.8 11.4 60.2 21.7 5.9 

By poverty  level 
Not poor 100 1.0 12.9 61.7 19.8 4.6 
Poor 100 0.2 6.1 56.0 27.6 10.1 
Extremely poor  100 0.0 6.6 42.9 37.7 12.8 
By consumption-ranked quintiles 
Poorest  100 0.2 6.4 54.1 28.3 11.0 
II quintile 100 0.2 6.8 59.5 27.2 6.3 
III quintile 100 0.3 10.7 60.0 22.8 6.2 
IV quintile 100 0.9 11.2 66.4 17.9 3.6 
Top quintile 100 2.0 19.9 59.7 14.9 3.5 

Source: ILCS 2008. 
Note: The poor in this table are defined as the total number of the poor minus the extremely poor cohort.  
 
Poor and. particularly. extremely poor households are more likely to reside in a substandard 
dwelling.  While on average. 25.8% of the Armenian households were not satisfied with the size 
of their dwelling. this percentage was 29.2% among the poor and 34.0% among the extremely 
poor. 
 
While most of the non-poor families complained about poor waste management. lack of heating 
and poor water supply. the poor households most frequently complained about lack of heating. 
humidity and poor waste removal (Table 10.4). Similarly the main complaints for the extremely 
poor were lack of heating. humidity and poor waste removal.  
 

Table 10.4 - Armenia: Household complains in relation to living conditions. 2008 (in %) 
 Non poor Poor Extremely poor 
Total 100* 100* 100* 
Shortage of space  24.7 29.2 34.0 
Noisy neighbors and surroundings  8.0 5.6 11.1 
Inadequate lighting  12.8 17.6 24.9 
Inadequate heating  42.7 53.9 61.7 
Mold  32.3 40.4 50.8 
Leaking roofs  18.7 28.4 37.0 
Dilapidated walls and floor 26.2 36.3 54.2 
Broken frames and doors 24.5 35.1 49.3 
Traffic jams  5.1 2.5 2.7 
Industrial waste 3.6 2.7 8.0 
The elevator is often out of order  8.8 10.7 12.2 
Bad water supply  38.1 42.9 43.1 
Inadequate garbage removal   40.4 40.9 34.3 
Other 7.1 6.2 4.4 

Source: ILCS 2008. 
*The total amount exceeds 100% as the HHs could chose from a number of options. 
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In 2008. only 5% or 38.000 households reported renovating their dwelling in the year prior to 
the survey; most of them (90%) were households in the upper quintiles. while poor households 
were only 10% of this group (and the extremely poor were only 0.5%). 

10.2. Access to Safe Drinking Water. Sewerage. and Waste Material Disposal 
  
Access to safe drinking water: According to 2004 as well as 2008 data. the vast majority of 
households reported having access to a centralized water supply system. About 99.4% of 
households in urban and 92.4% in rural areas in 2008 reported having access to a centralized 
water supply system (Table 10.5). 
 
Among the households with centralized water supply 79.4% had an in-house water supply; 
15.3% had a water tap in the yard. and the remaining 5.3% were using a tap on the street.  
 

Table 10.5 - Armenia: Household access to safe drinking water. 2004 and 2008 (in %) 
 

Armenia Urban Rural Main source of water 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 
Centralized water supply system 88.9 97.0 96.5 99.4 74.0 92.4 
     Less than one hour  1.6 0.7 1.6 0.2 1.6 1.9 
     1-5 hours 39.5 31.3 40.9 31.2 36.0 31.4 
     6-12 hours 21.5 28.7 22.5 32.5 19.0 20.5 
     13-23 hours 4.5 5.7 5.2 5.9 2.8 5.3 
     24 hours 32.9 33.7 29.8 30.2 40.6 40.9 
Spring water. wells 3.8 1.2 0.9 0.1 9.4 3.2 
Own system of water supply 2.6 0.6 0.2 0.2 7.3 1.2 
Delivered water 4.5 1.1 2.3 0.2 9.0 3.0 
Other sources 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
 
However. access to a centralized water supply system is not always a guarantee of proper water 
supply.  On average. in 2008. water was available for all households only for about 12.4 hours a 
day. Only 33.7% of households with centralized water supply systems reported to have water 24 
hours a day. While this was an improvement compared to 2004. still 31.3% of Armenian 
households have water for only1-5 hours a day in 2008 (Table 10.5).  
 

Table 10.6 - Armenia: Access to safe water supply by consumption quintiles. 
2004 and 2008 (in %) 

 
Poorest II quintile III quintile IV quintile Richest  

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2008 2008 2004 2008 
Centralized water supply  88.9 96.5 96.5 96.4 74.0 95.7 88.9 97.8 96.5 98.5 
     Less than one hour  2.1 1.0 1.8 1.1 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.3 1.1 0.4 
     1-5 hours 44.5 34.5 39.8 34.3 40.3 29.5 38.4 30.8 36.1 28.5 
     6-12 hours 19.8 26.1 20.7 25.0 22.5 29.9 21.8 29.9 22.3 31.2 
     12-23 hours 4.0 4.6 4.3 6.2 4.5 5.6 4.1 6.1 5.4 6.0 
     24 hours 29.6 33.9 33.4 33.4 30.8 34.2 34.3 32.9 35.1 33.9 
Spring water. wells 5.2 1.4 4.4 1.7 4.2 1.3 3.0 1.1 2.5 0.6 
Own water supply system 3.8 0.7 0.9 0.4 9.4 0.9 3.8 0.5 0.9 0.3 
Delivered water 2.6 1.2 0.2 1.5 7.3 2.0 2.6 0.4 0.2 0.6 
Other sources 4.5 0.2 2.3 0.0 9.0 0.1 4.5 0.2 2.3 0.0 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
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No significant differences across consumption quintiles are observed in household access to a 
centralized water supply system. Overall. households were satisfied with the quality of water 
supply services. smell. color. and taste of the water supplied (Table 10.7). Nevertheless. as one 
can see from Table 10.4. 38.1% of non-poor households. 42.9% of poor households and 43.1% 
of extremely poor households indicated that water supply was bad. 
 

Table 10.7 - Armenia: Water supply services – the quality of drinking water. 2008 (in %) 
 

 Good Satisfactory Bad 
Pure. clean water  42.4 45.1 12.5 
Smell 43.1 44.0 12.9 
Taste 42.1 43.1 14.8 
Color 42.5 45.2 12.3 
Source: ILCS 2008. 

 
Access to a sewerage system:  More households had access to a centralized sewerage system in 
2008 (66.8%) than in 2004 ( 61.6% ) (Table 10.8). 
 

Table 10.8 Armenia: Access to sewerage system in 2004 and 2008 (in %) 
 

Urban Yerevan Other urban Rural Total 
 

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 
Centralized sewerage 
system 86.4 91.2 93.4 96.5 79.0 85.5 12.8 19.0 61.6 66.8 

Centralized sewerage 
system is available but 
it is not operational  

1.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 2.2 0.3 0.8 1.3 1.0 0.6 

Have no sewerage 
system 12.5 8.7 6.5 3.4 18.8 14.2 86.4 79.7 37.4 32.7 

   Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
 

With respect to sewerage. urban-rural differences remain large in Armenia.  Yerevan residents 
had almost universal access to a sewerage system (96.5%). with other urban areas having more 
than 85.5% of the households covered. In contrast. only 19% of rural households were covered 
by a centralized sewerage system.  This is an important policy and public health issue. as an 
adequate sewerage system has important implications for  sanitation and disease. 
 

Table 10.9 - Armenia: Access to a centralized sewerage system by consumption quintiles.  
2008 (% of households) 

 
Consumption-ranked Quintiles Availability of the sewerage 

system Poorest II quintile III quintile IV quintile Top 
Centralized sewerage system 
(operational) 64.0 62.2 65.3 65.6 75.1 

Centralized sewerage system 
(non-operational) 0.6 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.4 

No centralized sewerage system 19.6 19.9 21.8 21.7 17.0 
Source: ILCS 2008. 
Solid waste removal and disposal:  Urban areas and. in particular the capital city of Yerevan. are 
much better served by organized garbage collection and removal systems than rural areas. where 
households rely more on burning/burying solid waste (Table 10.10).  On the whole. significant part of the 
Armenian households. 34% of extremely poor. 41 % of poor and 40% of non-poor. are quite dissatisfied 
with the garbage collection services . 
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Table 10.10 - Armenia: Solid waste removal in 2004 and 2008 (in %) 
 

Urban In Yerevan In other urban 
areas In rural areas Total 

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 
Removed 
through an 
organized 
garbage 
collection 
system 

95.0 98.0 99.3 99.5 90.5 96.5 46.0 47.4 78.5 80.9 

Burned 3.2 0.8 0.5 0.1 6.1 1.5 29.3 31.9 12.0 11.3 
Buried 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.1 1.3 0.6 17.1 10.4 6.2 3.8 
Other 1.1 0.8 0.2 0.3 2.1 1.4 7.6 10.3 3.3 4.0 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
 
 
10.3. Heating 
 
Most of the households in the survey. both in urban and rural settlements. reported that their 
dwellings were heated.  The fraction of households reported having their dwellings heated has 
increased from 96.2% in 2004 to 98.6% in 2008 (Table 10.11).   
 
The availability of central heating declined from 3.5% in 2004 to only 0.9% of households in 
2008. showing the final demise of the old Soviet-era heating system.  Households relied on the 
following types of fuel to heat their homes: natural gas for  61.3% of households. wood for 
18.9%. and electricity for  13.5%. The share of households that reported using wood and 
electricity has declined. while the proportion of households using gas as a source of heating has 
increased considerably.   
 

Table 10.11 - Armenia: Heating in 2004 and 2008 (%) 
 

Total Urban Rural  
Households 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Not heated 3.8 1.4 5.5 1.9 0.5 0.4 
Heated 96.2 98.6 94.5 98.1 99.5 99.6 
- central heating 3.5 0.9 4.9 1.0 0.8 0.7 
- own heating system 1.0 3.3 1.0 4.5 1.2 1.1 
- other sources (electricity. wood. 
etc.) 91.7 94.4 88.6 92.6 97.5 97.8 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
 
In 2008 the dominant source of household heating was gas (61.3%). while in 2004 it was wood 
(42.8%). While electricity was the primary source of energy used for heating in 2004 for 
Yerevan residents. gas become the main source of heating in 2008. In contrast. for  other urban 
areas as well as  rural areas. wood was the main source of heating in 2004. As in Yerevan gas 
has become the main source of heating energy for other urban and rural areas. (Table 10.12).  
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Table 10.12 - Armenia: The composition of fuels used for heating in 2004 and 2008* (%) 
Urban areas Yerevan Other urban Rural areas Total 

  2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 
Oil. diesel oil 0.7 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 
Electricity 41.1 18.5 65.9 28.0 12.8 8.4 1.0 0.9 28.7 13.5 
Gas 17.4 69.4 11.0 65.1 24.6 74.0 12.5 41.1 15.9 61.3 
Coal 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 
Wood 36.3 10.3 18.7 5.6 56.3 15.2 57.3 40.5 42.8 18.9 
Other 4.5 1.7 3.1 1.1 6.1 2.4 29.1 17.5 12.1 6.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
Note: *Refers to households that reported having their houses heated using “other” alternative sources of 
energy. i.e. not having access to a centralized heating system or their own heating system  

Figure 10.2 - Armenia: The share of households with no heating by first and top consumption 
quintiles. 2004 and 2008 
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              Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
While there were households in all consumption quintiles who reported not having heat during 
the winter. the share of such households was  highest among the poorest quintile (Table 10.13).    
 

Table 10.13 - Armenia: Heating by households consumption quintiles. 2004 and 2008 (%) 
 

Poorest Q2 Q3 Q4 Top  2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 
Not heated 5.6 3.4 4.4 1.1 3.2 0.5 4.2 1.3 2.4 1.0 
Heated 94.4 96.6 95.6 98.9 96.8 99.5 95.8 98.7 97.6 99 
     - central heating 4.1 0.9 2.7 1.6 3.0 0.4 4.0 1.0 3.4 0.7 
     - own heating system 0.8 1.4 0.5 2.6 0.8 3.3 1.0 2.0 2.0 6.8 
     - other source  89.5 94.3 92.4 94.8 93.0 95.9 90.8 95.7 92.2 91.5 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
Housing utilities made up about 9.0% of the average monthly expenditures of households in 
Armenia. Expenses for electricity comprised the biggest portion. compared to other services (in 
2008 it comprised 40% of all expenditures on housing services).  Telephone and telegraph 
expenditures comprised 5% of communication services as part of the average monthly 
expenditures of households.  
In 2008 expenditures of non-poor households on housing utilities (monthly average per capita) 
were 3.6 times higher than that of the extremely poor ones. The non-poor spend 6.8 times more 
on gas than the extremely poor.  In 2008. expenditures (monthly average per capita) made by 
non-poor households on telephone and telegraph services were 6.3 times higher than that of the 
extremely poor households.  
Figure 10.3 compares the proportions of different housing utilities in the total monthly 
expenditures of extremely poor and non-poor households.    
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Figure 10.3 - Armenia: Expenses on housing utilities (including telephone bills) 
as percent of average monthly expenditures. 2008 (in %) 
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Source: ILCS 2008. 

10.4. Availability of Durable Goods 
 
Armenian households reported owning durable goods that were purchased a long time ago.  
Nearly all households. regardless of location. reported owning a TV set and substantially large 
number of them have a refrigerator.  
In 2008. the most frequently purchased durables are mobile phones. washing machines. 
refrigerators. telephones. irons. gas ovens. television sets. and vacuum cleaners. Purchase of 
computers has also increased.  

Table 10.14 - Armenia: Availability of durable goods in households. 2004 and 2008 
(per 100 households) 

Total Urban Rural  
2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008 

TV set 93 98 93 99 92 98 
Refrigerator 82 91 85 94 78 85 
Washing machine 70 79 72 82 66 73 
Vacuum cleaner  33 46 40 52 22 33 
Sewing machine  51 42 50 41 52 45 
Gas stove 65 86 66 89 64 80 
Satellite dish 3.9 7 3.4 6 4.9 9 
Mobile phone 5.4 72 7.3 75 1.6 68 
Video recorder 23 35 26 37 16 31 
Video camera 1.4 3 1.9 3 0.3 1 
Camera 21 22 26 21 12 23 
Music center 15 23 19 26 9 19 
Computer 3.9 10 5.5 14 1.0 2 

  Source: ILCS 2004 and 2008. 
During recent years (2004-2008) the number of households owning a mobile telephone 
increased 13 times. The share of cell phone-holders has increased particularly among rural 
residents. where the number of cell phone owners has reached 68%.  
According to the statistical reports of communication enterprises in the country. the number of 
subscribers to mobile communication services has reached 2.367.800 in 2008. which was 11.6 
times higher than the corresponding figure in  2004.  
However. the number of households owning a personal computer is still very small (10.2%). In 
2008. 2.9% of households had permanent internet access at home. 3.0% of households didn’t 
have permanent internet access at home. and 5.8% of households had internet access in other 
places. 




