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CHAPTER 7:  HEALTH AND POVERTY 
 
Although Armenia has sustained good indicators in the healthcare sectors, healthcare utilization is 
generally low, particularly in rural areas and among the poor. Low overall public spending on 
health combined with affordability constraints – health services in Armenia are mainly paid out-of 
pocket – are the main reasons why the poor either do not seek health care or use informal health 
services instead. 
  
7.1 State programs in health care (according to the RA Ministry of Health) 

 
To implement state policy in healthcare and to provide, to the maximum possible extent, free 
healthcare services to vulnerable segments and special groups of population, the following 
activities were initiated during 2006: 

• Following the amendments in the RA government decree No 318-N, of March 4, 2004, 
adopted by the GoA decree No 291-N, primary healthcare (outpatient-polyclinic 
services) for the entire population was provided free of charge. Thus, primary health 
services became affordable for the whole population. The population was provided with 
free outpatient-polyclinic services during 2006 without any limitations in the types or 
extent of primary health services, including laboratory tests and diagnostics.  

• The reforms in primary healthcare were directed to create a proper environment for 
introducing the family doctor model, which is a more efficient and appropriate structural 
link in the chain of initiatives directed to improve the accessibility and quality of health 
services (as one of directives of the Government Poverty Reduction Strategy Program).    

 
  The results of the above mentioned activities are as follows:  

• The number of patients who received free medical services of different types under 
Basic Benefits Package (BBP), and also the number of patients who passed on 
unaffordable diagnostics, has increased among all cohorts of population. 

• The treatment of diseases under the targeted state programs (mental diseases, 
tuberculosis, narcotics, malignant neoplasm, and cardio-vascular system diseases) has 
improved; early detection has increased, while mortality has decreased.  

• Health facilities, in particular health facilities in the regions, received modern and 
expensive medical equipment, and were thus able to provide diagnostic services to a 
wider range of patients, increase early detection of diseases, and reduce the flow of 
patients to clinics in Yerevan. 

• Early diagnosis of cancerous diseases has increased by 15%, the number of cardio-
vascular diseases reported has decreased by 10%, and cases of hospitalization from 
micro-vascular and macro-vascular complications posed by diabetes decreased by 5%, 
compared to previous years.   
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Box 7.1 
 
Operation of the healthcare system (administrative statistics)  
According to the summary health statistics of the Ministry of Health (MOH), inpatient treatment 
for the general population was provided by 140 hospitals (75.7% were under the authority of the 
Ministry of Health). Additionally, 386, or 83.9%, of 460 out-patient facilities (polyclinics) were 
under the MOH authority.        

 
Indicators of the healthcare system by marz, 2006  

 Number of 
doctors per 

10,000 
people 

Number of 
middle level 

medical 
personnel 
per 10,000 

people 

Number of 
patients 

hospitalized 
per 100 
people 

Number of 
hospital 
beds per 
10,000 
people 

Average 
duration of 
in-patient 
treatment 
per one 
patient 

(average 
number of 

days 
hospital 

beds were 
occupied) 

Number of 
out-patient 
polyclinic 
facilities 

per 
10,000 
people 

Number of 
visits to 

out-patient 
polyclinic 
facility per 
one patient 

Total 38.4 57.6 8.4 44.3 9.4 1.4 2.8 
Including under MOH system 

Yerevan 76.9 74.1 6.4 66.9 9.2 0.9 2.5 
Aragatsotn 17.2 52.1 3.6 33.4 5.4 1.9 2.1 
Ararat 16.5 38.9 4.2 29.3 9.4 2.2 2.3 
Armavir 14.6 39.8 3.6 22.6 6.3 2.1 2.3 
Gegharkunik 13.9 52.4 4.0 37.1 22.1 1.5 2.5 
Lori 17.8 42.6 4.9 29.7 7.1 1.6 2.6 
Kotayk 20.4 49.0 4.4 33.9 11.2 1.6 2.4 
Shirak 19.8 59.7 6.5 36.8 9.3 1.3 2.5 
Syunik 19.9 55.9 5.0 46.4 10.7 1.6 4.0 
Vayots Dzor  19.0 50.0 4.1 34.1 5.8 1.6 2.6 
Tavush 18.4 51.8 4.5 28.3 6.5 1.7 2.2 

Main indicators of ambulance service, 2006 
Number of ambulance stations  61 
Number of doctors, per 10,000  people 0.7 

of general profile 201 
Specialized  20 Number of units 
Nursery  121 

Number of clients served by emergency calls, per 1,000 people 111.7
Number, units 1 Emergency and advisory units  Number of patients served, people 5 

 
 
7.2 Affordability of health services 
 
According to the ILCS, health status has an important influence on how households perceive 
their overall socio-economic status.  Households having a sick member are more likely to 
perceive themselves as poor as compared to similar households with no sick members1. While 
these perceptions certainly reflect subjective feelings related to health status, they also reflect 

                                                 
1 Social Snapshot and Poverty in Armenia 2004 statisical analytical report,  NSS RA 
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objective conditions, such as the quality of services actually received.  Health services in 
Armenia are expensive and costs are mostly borne by households themselves; as such, they 
represent a shock for the household budget.    
 
According to the ILCS 2006 estimates, a prevailing majority (54%) of those who reported 
being sick received treatment at home (self-treatment), similar to 2005, while 37% consulted 
a doctor at a healthcare facility (compared to 36% in 2005). The very poor population used 
mostly outpatient services (polyclinics), where the treatment is comparatively cheaper and it 
is possible to receive services under BBP. Only 5% of population reported that they received 
hospital care, about 1% sought help from a healer, and more than 3% consulted a private 
doctor.   
 
Almost 90% of those who received hospital treatment were among the non-poor, while those 
identified as poor totaled 7% and as very poor only 3%. Only the non-poor reported treatment 
at private hospitals.   
 
Only 29% of the eligible population used health services under BBP, and among them 33% 
poor, and 17% very poor.  
 
Among those who consulted a healthcare facility, the per capita expenses of non-poor were 9 
times higher than the expenses of very poor, while payments made by the non-poor for 
inpatient (hospital) treatment exceeded the expenses of very poor by 13 times.   
 
Figure 7.1 shows the share of health expenditures in total consumption by quintile groups. As 
presented in this figure and in Table A3.12 of Annex 2, the utilization of heath services in the 
poorest quintile is 7.6 times lower than the average utilization rate of health services, while 
the top quintile spent 3.5 times more on health services as compared to the average utilization 
rate (2,387 AMD). 
 

Figure 7.1 - Armenia: Utilization of health services as a percent of total consumption by 
quintile groups, 2006 (in %)  
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     Source: ILCS 2006  

 
According to the ILCS, health expenditures account for, on average, 20% of the total non-
food consumer expenditures among households using health services. This suggests that 
having a sick family member in Armenia receiving any treatment is expected to be quite 
expensive, especially for the poorest households. These findings indicate the importance of 
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the free of charge access to the health services 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 very poor households. 
 
Distance of the closest healthcare facility is also an important indicator for accessibility of 
health services. According to 2006 ILCS, almost 57% of households cited that the nearest 
health facility is within 1km from the place of their residence. Roughly 2% of households 
reported that the nearest heath facility is far than 10km (Table 7.1).      
 

Table 7.1 - Armenia: Distance of the nearest health facility, 2006  
  Poorest Q2 Q3 Q4 Richest Total 
Total       

0-1 km 55.5 53.9 58.7 57.4 57.7 56.7 
1-3 km 37.6 38.3 36.0 36.9 37.5 37.3 
4-5 km 1.7 3.4 2.2 2.6 2.3 2.4 
6-10 km 2.2 1.5 1.0 1.9 2.2 1.8 
>10 km 3.0 2.9 2.1 1.2 0.3 1.8 

Yerevan       
0-1 km 50.9 47.1 55.3 48.9 49.0 50.0 
1-3 km 45.5 47.1 41.1 46.9 46.6 45.6 
4-5 km 3.0 5.8 3.6 4.2 3.7 4.1 
6-10 km 0.6 0 0 0 0.5 0.2 
>10 km 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 

Other urban       
0-1 km 56.9 56.1 57.1 55.2 56.2 56.3 
1-3 km 41.7 40.8 38.9 38.8 37.0 39.4 
4-5 km 0.4 1.5 2.6 1.9 2.3 1.7 
6-10 km 1.0 1.6 1.4 4.1 4.5 2.6 
>10 km 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rural       
0-1 km 55.6 55.8 63.4 69.9 71.2 63.6 
1-3 km 23.9 28.9 28.3 23.3 26.4 26.3 
4-5 km 3.3 3.9 0.6 1.9 0.6 2.0 
6-10 km 5.9 2.6 1.2 0.7 0.9 2.1 
>10 km 11.3 8.8 6.5 4.2 0.9 6.0 

       Source: ILCS 2006 
 
The share of expenses on medication totaled 1.13% of consumer expenditures for households. 
Per capita monthly expenditures on medicines totaled 262 AMD, 339 AMD for the non-poor, 54 
AMD for the poor and only 20 AMD for the very poor. Monthly per capita expenses made by the 
non-poor to purchase medications were 17 times higher than the same expenses made by the very 
poor.  
 
The distance of the nearest drug-store is another important indicator of accessibility. According to 
2006 ILCS, almost 70% of households reported that the nearest pharmacy is within 1km from 
their residence. However, for 5% of households, the distance to the nearest pharmacy is more 
than 10km (Table 7.2).    
 

Table 7.2 - Armenia: Distance to the nearest pharmacy, 2006 
 

  Poorest Q2 Q3 Q4 Richest Total 
Total       

0-1 km 68.5 64.6 68.1 71.4 73.4 69.5 
1-3 km 20.1 20.8 19.4 17.4 16.9 18.8 
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  Poorest Q2 Q3 Q4 Richest Total 
4-5 km 2.0 3.4 2.2 3.1 2.8 2.7 
6-10 km 4.1 5.6 4.1 4.0 3.4 4.2 
>10 km 5.3 5.6 6.2 4.1 3.5 4.8 

Yerevan       
0-1 km 83.7 85.2 82.6 87.9 87.2 85.8 
1-3 km 15.1 14.8 16.2 11.5 12.1 13.5 
4-5 km 1.2 0.0 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.6 
6-10 km 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 
>10 km 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other urban       
0-1 km 78.3 75.4 78.3 75.9 80.7 77.8 
1-3 km 20.9 24.0 21.0 21.8 18.1 21.0 
4-5 km 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.3 
6-10 km 0.8 0.3 0.5 1.7 0.8 0.9 
>10 km 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rural       
0-1 km 37.6 35.7 43.2 47.1 44.7 41.9 
1-3 km 21.8 21.1 19.9 17.2 21.5 20.2 
4-5 km 6.7 9.7 5.8 9.4 9.1 8.2 
6-10 km 13.8 16.6 11.8 11.7 11.4 13.0 
>10 km 20.1 16.9 19.3 14.6 13.3 16.7 

       Source: ILCS 2006 
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CHAPTER 8: EDUCATION AND POVERTY 
 
The system of education in Armenia has performed well as the country has been able to sustain 
good education indicators: illiteracy is not an issue, as nearly the entire population is literate; 
access to basic education is practically universal and equally so for both boys and girls; and 
completion rates are very high. The share of education in total public spending has increased and 
the sectoral composition of the expenditures has changed as well, with more emphasis given to 
basic education.  
 
In contrast to basic education, enrollment in upper secondary and, in particular, tertiary education 
is much lower, and differences between the rich and the poor are huge.  Relatively low returns to 
education, high opportunity cost, and, most of all, affordability, are the main reasons explaining 
why students from poor households drop out of school after basic education, and especially, after 
upper secondary education.  
 
According to the 2006 ILCS, households with better-educated heads and spouses are less likely to 
be poor. Households headed by individuals holding a university degree have higher consumption 
and experience a lower risk of poverty (see Chapter 3). 
 

8.1 State programs in education (according to the RA Ministry of Education and 
Science) 
 
Positive changes in the dynamics of public spending on education were recorded in recent years.  
In 2006, public expenditures on education constituted 3.23% of GDP, compared to 2.53% in 
2005. In 2006, 82,283.2 billion AMD was allocated for the education and science sectors, which 
comprised 17% of public expenditures. 
 
Today, the main objective of the education sector is to improve the quality and efficiency of 
education, providing equal opportunities for all citizens to access education according to their 
needs and skills (as education is one of the basic preconditions for poverty alleviation and social-
economic development for the country).  Following these objectives, comprehensive reforms 
were initiated that cover all grades of education.  
 
The first and most important grade is basic education.  To improve legislation and proceed with 
state policy in this sector, a draft law on Basic Education was developed and submitted to the 
National Assembly.  
 
Following the State System of Basic Education adopted by the RA Government in 2004, the 
transition to a 12-year educational system was started in 2006. This will allow the educational 
system of Armenia to match with educational systems of foreign countries and will improve the 
efficiency of utilization of human and material resources in the system. Parallel with the 
introduction of the 12-year educational system, relevant textbooks, and curriculums, new 
educational criterion are developing and teachers are passing hands-on trainings in line with new 
educational requirements.  
 
To improve the efficiency and quality of education in high schools, the Ministry initiated the 
development of a concept paper on the system of individually functioning high schools which 
will be submitted to the government in 2007. 
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A huge stream of construction and renovation was initiated in 2006 with the aim to improve the 
building, materials, and technical basis of schools.  Nine schools were renovated under the 
USAID funded “Armenia Educational Institution” program.  
 
The introduction of information technologies and provision of new computers are among the key 
aspects of basic school improvements, and a precondition for further development. During 2006, 
368 schools were provided with new computer equipment. At present, 535 schools nationwide 
have nearly 2,500 computers and other relevant equipment. Terms of Reference (TORs) for 
general web sites of basic schools were developed, and 477 schools were provided with electronic 
textbooks on eleven different subjects.   
 
The introduction of a new system for the monitoring and evaluation of the quality of education is 
another important step in basic school reform.             
 
Teachers are the main players in the reforms of basic education. The Ministry continues its 
activities to improve the social state of teachers, and also to increase the number of highly skilled 
teachers at schools.  In this context, regular trainings for teachers were initiated both in Yerevan 
and in the regions. The Ministry initiated a series of trainings on the new curriculum and 
evaluation system, the application of information technologies, and computer literacy. Almost 
18,000 teachers participated in the state-funded trainings.  To ensure a 12-year educational 
system, about 1,500 teachers must pass further training on form-mastering and an additional 
8,500 teachers must pass hands-on training.  
 
In line with reforms and the modernization of educational systems, the social protection of 
teachers was also on agenda.  In 2006, the average salary for teachers was increased by 16.1%, 
totaling 58,300 AMD, while salary of the administrative staff totaled 60,100 AMD.  
 
Additionally, special programs for teachers of bordering and high mountainous areas were in 
progress.  In 2003, nearly 250 teachers were assigned to bordering and high mountainous areas, 
while in 2006, only 77 of them were assigned to these areas.   
 
The inclusive education of children with special needs and the improved quality of their 
education are the next major steps to achieve a more accessible education and equal opportunities 
for everyone in the society. With the technical support of the benevolent Danish organization 
“Mission East,” the specifications, criteria, curriculum of special education, and subjects for 
children with special educational needs (mental disabilities) were developed, tested and adopted.  
The list of diseases that require home education for children with special educational needs was 
approved by the RA Government.  
 
To motivate out-of-school activities and physical trainings, a number of exhibitions and events 
were organized by the Ministry.  
 
The importance of pre-school education has increased as a precondition for a good quality 
education in basic schooling.  Currently, the enrollment rate in preschool is very low, at less than 
20%. The policy of the Ministry in the pre-school sector is to focus on its modernization and also 
create the preconditions for its development. In particular, special attention was paid to 
improvement in the legislation and management system, re-training of the staff, improvement of 
the technical and educational basis, accessibility and affordability of services, and increased 
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enrollment.  With the aim to develop that sector, a strategy on early childhood and pre-school 
education and its piloting was developed. 
 
Reforms in tertiary education included reforms in the structure of the educational system, and the 
curriculum and its management. As a result of these reforms, two higher-level educational 
systems, the BA and the MA, were introduced.  The main objective of the reforms in tertiary and 
post-graduate education is the implementation of the basic points of the Bologna Declaration, 
which will support integration with the European educational system.  
 
Another objective of the tertiary education is the preparation of proper specialists in line with 
labor market requirements, the development of a list of specialties to be introduced in 
universities, and the expanded self-financing and management of universities.   
 
In six Armenian universities, a crediting system was piloted.  The results of the pilot will be 
summarized and published, and thus will provide guarantees to universities in passing to crediting 
system.   
 
To improve preliminary vocational and middle level professional education, and to prepare 
specialists in line with labor market requirements, the Ministry directed efforts towards 
improving the quality of specialized education and education services.  The list of specialties 
covered by preliminary vocational and middle level professional education, the duration and 
qualifications, the educational background, and also the list of professional-vocational specialties 
for people with special educational needs were developed and approved.  
  
8.2 Enrollment 
 
Armenia has managed to maintain high enrollment in basic education.  The enrollment rate 
estimates presented in Figure 8.1 are based on the 2006 ILCS.  The estimates indicate very high 
enrollment rates in basic education and they do not differ substantially across consumption 
quintiles.  The enrollment rate for pre-school education was 17.1%, while for primary education 
(7-9 years of age), the rate was 98.6%.  For basic education (10-14 years of age), the enrollment 
rate was 99.8%.  The enrollment rate for upper secondary education (high school) was relatively 
lower, at 89.6%, and differences between the poor and rich households are notable.   
 

Figure 8.1 - Armenia: Gross enrollment rates by educational levels, 2006 
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The enrollment rate for pre-school education was highest in Yerevan and Vayots Dzor 
marzes, while the lowest rate was recorded in Aragatsotn marz. In total, seven out of ten 
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children of the corresponding age group (3-6 years of age) were not attending a pre-school 
institution; with 46% citing as the main reason the child’s mother is not working (Table 8.1). 
Other reasons were that the kindergarten was closed (10.4%), or that services are too 
expensive (9.3%).  The net enrollment in pre-school education, among the children of the 
corresponding age group, was 29.3% in 2006 as compared to 27.5% in 2005.   

 
Table 8.1 - Armenia: Pre-school education, reasons for not attending and accessibility, 2006 

 
  Poorest 

quintile 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Richest 

quintile 
All 

  Why not enrolled in preschool education? 
too expensive % 15.0 3.4 9.8 10.0 4.5 9.3 
kindergarten is 
closed % 7.9 24.1 9.8 8.4 0.9 10.4 
Mother does not 
work % 49.1 49.3 45.0 35.0 48.4 46.0 
Already at school % 12.7 13.3 18.7 22.6 23.0 17.2 
other % 13.6 9.0 14.5 18.9 18.7 14.5 
N.A % 1.7 0.9 2.2 5.1 4.5 2.6 
  Distance to the closest preschool facility 
Yerevan        

0-1 km 81.4 87.4 84.1 88.2 87.4 86.3 
1-3 km 18.0 12.2 15.1 11.6 11.9 13.2 
4-5 km 0.6 0.5 0.8 0.3 0.7 0.6 
6-10 km       
>10 km       

Other urban       
0-1 km 76.7 76.5 77.9 75.6 79.7 77.3 
1-3 km 23.1 23.0 21.7 23.8 19.1 22.1 
4-5 km 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.2 0.6 
6-10 km       
>10 km       

Rural areas       
0-1 km 50.5 43.9 50.9 52.0 57.7 51.1 
1-3 km 30.8 26.4 22.0 27.6 23.8 25.8 
4-5 km 4.3 6.8 4.9 2.9 4.6 4.7 
6-10 km 3.9 7.9 5.2 4.7 2.3 4.8 
>10 km 10.6 15.0 17.1 12.9 11.7 13.6 

Source: Armenia ILCS 2006 
 
 

Box 8.1 
 

The performance of pre-school educational institutions under community and administrative 
agency supervision (according to administrative statistics): 623 pre-school educational 
institutions (PSE) were operating in Armenia in 2006, including 309 infant-kindergartens, 310 
kindergartens, and 4 school-kindergartens.  Of those, 615 PSE institutions are under community 
administration and 8 are under administrative agency supervision.  In 2006, 47,308 children,  of 
whom 50.9% were girls, were attending pre-school institutions.  The total enrollment for children 
of the corresponding age group (1-6 years of age) was 21.6% (28.5% in urban and 10.5% in 
rural areas).  Precisely, 2,270 groups with 67,437 nurses and teachers were working at these 
institutions.  The average number of children in a group was 21, and only 70.2% of the available 
places in PSE institutions were actually occupied. 
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Number of pre-school institutions and children attending by marz, 2006 
 Number of 

PSE 
institutions 

Number of 
available places 

Number of 
children 

Yerevan 172 30,514 21,371 
Aragatsotn 23 1,087 1,471 
Ararat 72 6,680 3,725 
Armavir 49 5,030 3,369 
Gegharkunik 45 3,548 2,404 
Lori 56 4,026 3,283 
Kotayk 50 4,406 2,529 
Shirak 45 3,732 3,271 
Syunik 50 4,564 3,137 
Vayots Dzor 17 841 778 
Tavush 44 3,009 1,970 
Total 623 67,437 47,308 
 

The performance of private pre-school educational institutions: in 2006, 22 private PSE 
institutions were operating in Armenia (all in Yerevan), with 59 groups of nurses and teachers, 
and with 981available places.  The average number of children in a group was 12, and the actual 
occupation of available places was 72.1%. On average, the number of children attending an 
institution was 32, and the number of children under the supervision of one teacher was 8.   
 

Age-gender structure of children attending pre-school institutions, 2006 
 

 Number of 
children Girls 

1.5 – 3 years of age 27 15 
3 – 5 years of age 362 71 
6 years of age 228 220 
7 years of age 90 53 
Total 707 359 

 
Basic education is mandatory in Armenia. Drop-outs after basic education are substantial, 
though, especially among poor students.  In total, 13% of children aged 15 and 16 were not 
attending school in 2006. The majority, at 74.6%, cited that they have finished school, while 
6.8% were not willing to study, 2.2% cited they have completed their education, 4.1% were not 
attending school because of health problems, 1.2% had to work, and 3.8% reported that 
educational services were expensive and they left school.  
 
Box 8. 2 
 
Secondary schools: In the 2006-2007 school year, 1,426 state and 41 private secondary 
schools (including boarding schools, colleges, and other institutions providing basic 
education services) were operating in Armenia. According to their curriculums, 10 state 
institutions and 1 private institution provided primary education, 151 state and 2 private 
institutions provided basic education; and 1,168 state and 27 private institutions provided 
complete secondary basic education.  
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Number of state and private basic education schools by marzes, 2006-2007 school year 
 

Total  
State Private 

Yerevan 229 34 
Aragatsotn 127 - 
Ararat 112 - 
Armavir 123 1 
Gegharkunik 128 - 
Lori 168 - 
Kotayk 108 3 
Shirak 174 3 
Syunik 124 - 
Vayots Dzor 51 - 
Tavush 82 - 
Total 1426 41 

  
During the 2006-2007 school year, 458,561 pupils were studying at state schools, of whom 49.1% 
were girls, and 6,842 were studying at the private schools, of whom 45.4% were girls.  

 
The performance of tertiary state education institutions: 23 state higher education institutions 
and 10 of their branches were operating in Armenia during the 2006-2007 school year.  Precisely 
81,383 students were studying at these institutions (75.5% were studying at the paid-base 
educational system while 24.5% were at the free-base education system).  

 
Number of students at state higher education institutions, by paid-base and free-base 

educational systems, by marz, 2006-2007 school year 
 

 

Number of 
higher 

educational 
institutions 

Number of 
branches 

Number of 
students 

Free-base Paid-base 

Yerevan 19 - 63,971 17,082 46,889 
Gegharkunik 1 - 2,363 - 2,363 
Lori 1 2 5,025 874 4,151 
Shirak 1 5 6,781 1,247 5,534 
Syunik 1 1 1,852 344 1,508 
Tavush - 2 1,391 417 974 
Total 23 10 81,383 19,964 61,419 

 
The performance of tertiary private education institutions: 64 private high education 
institutions were operating in Armenia during the 2006-2007 school year. Some 24,447 students 
were studying at these institutions and 63.4% were female.  
 

Number of students at private higher educational institutions, by paid-base and free-base 
educational systems, by marz, 2006-2007 school year 

 
 Number of higher 

educational 
institutions 

Enrollment Number of 
students 

Graduated in 
2006 

Yerevan 49 5,149 21,224 3,769 
Aragatsotn - - - - 
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 Number of higher 
educational 
institutions 

Enrollment Number of 
students 

Graduated in 
2006 

Ararat 1 37 226 46 
Armavir 2 186 557 81 
Gegharkunik 1 42 118 16 
Lori 3 126 646 212 
Kotayk 3 153 464 37 
Shirak 2 174 757 182 
Syunik 2 53 175 37 
Vayots Dzor 1 156 280 - 
Tavush - - - - 
Total 64 6,076 24,447 4,380 

 
Upper-secondary education costs per student are not insignificant.  As compulsory education in 
Armenia is free-of-charge, the tuition for basic and secondary education is not an issue.  
However, non-tuition costs may constitute an economic burden for the poor, especially for those 
households having students in upper secondary education.  Figure 8.2 presents the share of 
education expenses in the total consumption of the population by quintile groups. The data 
(Annex 2 Table 3.11) suggests that the average expenditures on education for the poorest quintile 
were 4.5 times lower than the average expenditures on education for the more prosperous 
households. The consumption of education services of the top quintile was higher than the 
average consumption by 2.6 times.  
 

Figure 8.2 – The share of education expenditures in total expenditures by quintile 
groups, 2006 
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Source: ILCS 2006 
 

In 2006, textbooks and school supplies totaled 39.1% of the educational costs for households 
having a child studying at the basic school (1-8 forms).  The tuition fee totaled 2.1%, and other 
expenses comprised 58.8%. It is worthwhile to note that other expenses have increased by 34.1% 
when compared to the previous year, while the total expenses on education increased by only 
19.2%.  
 
Households having a child at the upper secondary school (9-10 forms) spent more than 60% of 
the total educational costs on private tuition, while 15% was spent on textbooks and school 
supplies.  Other expenses comprised 24% of the total.  
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Table 8.2 - Armenia: Why boys and girls aged 16-20 are not enrolled in educational 
institutions? (2006) 

 
  Poorest 

quintile 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Richest 

quintile 
All 

  Why not enrolled in educational institutions? 
Males        

% Illness/temporary absent 4.4 2.3 3.1 6.3 0.6 3.6 
% too expensive 4.3 8.5 5.1 4.6 0.0 5.2 
% don't want to study 2.2 1.5 1.5 1.6 0.0 1.6 
% family reasons 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 0.0 1.0 
% finished main school 27.9 9.8 11.3 2.7 8.0 14.9 
% finished secondary school 59.2 76.5 79.0 75.3 84.6 71.8 
% other 2.0 1.4 0.0 2.5 6.8 1.9 

Females       
% Illness/temporary absent 1.1 3.6 2.3 10.6 6.3 3.5 
% too expensive 4.1 4.1 0.4 12.7 7.3 4.6 
% don't want to study 2.7 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 
% family reasons 1.3 0.3 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 
% finished main school 22.5 9.3 0.8 0.0 4.9 10.7 
% finished secondary school 66.5 80.9 90.0 76.7 81.5 77.4 
% other 1.8 1.8 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 

    Source: Armenia ILCS 2006 
  

8.3. Access to out-of-school educational instruction/programs 
 
Access to private tutoring is an exclusive privilege for the rich in Armenia according to the 2006 
ILCS.  To prepare for the university entrance exam, 34.5% of school-age children attended 
private tutoring and took classes on mathematics, Armenian, and foreign languages.  Expenses for 
education comprised 11.9% of the total non-food expenditures (Figure 8.3) and have increased by 
12% as compared to the previous year.  
 
Many households must pay for private tutoring to help educate their children.  According to 
survey data, the average monthly expenses for private tutoring, or out-of-school education, per 
each student (not including expenses related to preparation for university entrance exams) totaled 
5,927 AMD, while among households that reported educational expenses, per capita monthly 
educational expenses on school supplies and textbooks totaled 8,759 AMD.  The weekly 
transportation cost of these households amounted to about 1,950 AMD. 
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Figure 8.3 - Armenia: Share of educational expenditures in non-food expenditures, 2006 
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      Source: ILCS 2006 

 
Although market economy requires a qualified labor force, many poor households could not 
afford high expenses related to the education of their children.  
 
Among students at upper secondary schools, the maximum cost paid for private tutoring, as 
preparation for the university entrance exams, totaled about 220 USD.  Empirical data indicates 
that a higher education and higher qualifications ensure a comparably higher welfare. Among 
those holding a university degree, only 12.9% was poor as compared to 33.9% of those with 
primary education Figure 8.4).  
 

Figure 8.4 - Armenia: Education of head-of-household by poverty status, 2006 (in %) 
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CHAPTER 9: SOCIAL TRANSFERS IN ARMENIA AND THEIR IMPACT ON 
POVERTY  

 
Major social transfer programs include pensions and monetary social assistance.  Pensions are 
a very important source of income for a population, and the size of the pension identifies the 
level of welfare for that group of population, as for most pensioners it is their only source of 
income. The biggest program implemented in the social assistance sector of the Republic of 
Armenia is the System of Family Benefits (FB).  It is the biggest program by both coverage of 
population and by financing allocated through the state budget for these purposes2.   
 
The Family Benefits program is operating on the basis of a household means testing system 
established in 1999. The system is based on procedures that define the level of vulnerability 
of households according a vulnerability “score,” which among other factors, pays specific 
attention to presence of socially vulnerable groups within households and households’ 
vulnerability due to their place of residence. Households are not obliged to be registered in the 
system; they voluntarily apply for registration if they consider themselves vulnerable or poor 
and expect certain assistance from the state agencies.  
 
The vulnerability scoring of households is under continuous revision based on the results of 
the analysis of the data received from the household living conditions surveys conducted by 
the NSS, as well as according to suggestions and recommendations received from regional 
social assistance agencies and citizens. Thus, a differentiation of the level of assistance 
depending on the level of vulnerability/poverty was introduced for the first time in 2004 and 
was further developed in 2005 and 2006. As a result, the average monthly benefit of the most 
vulnerable families – households with many children and residents of high mountainous and 
bordering regions - is higher compared to families with equal conditions but residing in more 
favorable regions and with a lower number of children.  The income of the household also has 
an important role in defining the level of vulnerability: the lower the average monthly income, 
the higher the vulnerability score (and vice versa).  
 
An increase in a population's income (wages, pensions, etc.) changes the income coefficient 
for households registered with the system, and households with higher average monthly 
incomes are dropped, while families with many children have a greater opportunity to be 
eligible.  At first sight this positive trend has a negative impact, in particular on the eligibility 
of pensioners living alone and on households with many members with disabilities (as even 
very insignificant increase in pensions can drop them out of the system).   
 
Aiming at solving this problem, the RA Government approved on December 29, 2005 a 
decree on “Procedures of Family means testing system, personal data protection, data 
modification in family means testing database, and information exchange between regional 
social services centers and MLSI.” With this decree, the key indicators used in family means 
testing were defined, as were the scores, coefficients, and documents needed for registration. 
The scores for pensioners and pensioners living alone were revised somewhat alleviating the 
impact of increased pensions and raising the possibility that some would remain eligible for 

                                                 
2The main initiatives targeted to improve the social assistance services provided to population implemented by 
the Ministry of Labor and Social Issues in 2006 are presented in the Annex of this report.  
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assistance.  During 2006, with the World Bank’s support a number of surveys were conducted 
in the country to study and estimate possible approaches for improved targeting3.  
 
9.1 Assessing the impact of social transfers on poverty in Armenia 
 
Although the State Budget allocations for social transfers in Armenia are increasing every 
year, they are still very limited relative to GDP. However, social transfers contribute 
significantly to a reduction in poverty and inequality.   Looking across entire population, if 
social transfers were eliminated and households were not able to compensate for their loss, 
poverty would increase substantially: overall poverty incidence would increase by 6.3 
percentage points or by 23.8% (from 26.5% to 32.8%), and poverty would become much 
deeper and more severe.  This impact is even more pronounced among the households that 
receive the transfers. 
 
As the largest transfer component, pensions play a particularly important role in poverty 
reduction.  Nonetheless, social assistance, and in particular the family benefit, play very 
important roles as well.  Although the coverage of the family benefit is limited (it covers only 
one third of the poor), it is targeted well as 72.3% of all the recipients receiving 76.4% of 
resources come from the two bottom consumption quintiles. It is worth to mention that due to 
the efforts of the MLSI directed at improving targeting of the program, these indicators 
showed improvement compared to 2004 (63% of all the recipients were from the two bottom 
consumption quintiles and were receiving 67% of resources)4.  While this result is good, there 
is ample room for improvements as about 12.8% of recipients, consuming 10.4% of 
resources, come from the top 40% of the population.   
 
Methodology 
 
The poverty impact analysis of social transfers in Armenia is conducted using the Integrated 
Living Conditions Surveys data set.  The analysis focuses on the poverty implications of two 
major social transfer programs in Armenia: pensions and all non-pension social transfers.  
Except for the family benefit (FB), the coverage of other non-pension benefits is small; 
therefore, the number of persons reporting them in the ILCS is low, often not large enough to 
draw statistically significant conclusions. 
 
The impact of social transfers (pensions and social assistance) on poverty is analyzed 
comparing observed (“post-social transfers”) poverty indicators with those that would be 
obtained if social transfers were eliminated (“pre-social transfers”).  “Pre-social transfer” 
consumption is calculated by reducing observed consumption by the amount of social 
transfers (pensions or social assistance or both), and assuming that the total amount of social 
transfers was converted into consumption (the situation most likely in developing countries 
such as Armenia).  Thus, the difference between the poverty incidence measured using the 

                                                 
3 In 2006 the “Community Study” was conducted with aim to study the community specifics: geography, climate 
and social and economic conditions of communities in Armenia, identify the correlation between the living 
standards of households and community categories and parameters, develop approaches to assessing and 
classifying the communities, assess priorities of social services according to the community type. The purpose of 
the “Household survey” was to assess the efficiency of social assistance in Armenia, to assess the needs of 
households and social services, define priorities of thereof, develop alternatives for social assistance and adjust 
the family vulnerability scoring formula. 
4 Social Snapshot and Poverty in Armenia statistical analytical reports of 2004 and 2005. NSS RA, 2006 and 
2007; Chapter 9. 
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“pre-social transfers” consumption and the poverty incidence that correspond to the “post-
social transfers” consumption provides an estimate of the impact of social transfers on 
poverty.  This methodology is especially important for the targeting of social assistance.  The 
population that should be targeted by social assistance is “pre-social assistance” poor, as, after 
having received social assistance, some poor households should move out of poverty, thus 
affecting the validity of using the “post-social transfers” population as targeted population.  In 
the case of pensions, the impact of pensions on poverty incidence is calculated comparing the 
“pre-social transfers” poverty incidence with the poverty incidence after pensions are paid, 
i.e., the “post pensions” (but “pre-social assistance”) poverty incidence.5 
 
9.2. What is the impact of social transfers on poverty in Armenia?  
 
In 2006, total spending on social transfers amounted to AMD 111.3 billion, or 4.2% of GDP. 
Pensions are the largest social transfer program in Armenia, including labor, military and 
social pensions. The second largest social transfer program in Armenia — the Family Benefit 
program — comprised 24,337 billion dram in 2006 (0.92% of GDP), 19% more than the 
allocations of the previous year. 
 
Social transfers made up 12.2% of the total average monthly income of Armenian households 
in 2006, in general remaining at the same level compared to previous years (11.6% in 2004 
and 12% in 2005).  For the lowest quintile, this share was 21.6%; while among the 
households in the top quintile it was only 7.1%.  Looking across economic regions, social 
transfers were the most important for urban households outside Yerevan (about 15%), and the 
least important for Yerevan households (9.6%) (Annex 2 Table A 3.13). 
 
According to the ILCS, the family benefit was a source of income for 15.2% of households; 
pension benefits were received by 48.0% of households, unemployment benefits were 
received by 0.2%, and a child care allowance was received by 0.3% of households.  An 
additional 3.4% of households reported receiving other types of social assistance including 
monetary compensation for in-kind benefits they used to receive. 
 
Empirical evidence from 2006 ILCS suggests that social transfers, although relatively small in 
GDP terms, are a still very important policy instrument for poverty reduction in Armenia.  If 
social transfers were eliminated and households were not able to compensate for the loss of 
income with resources from other sources, poverty measurement results would deteriorate 
substantially (Table 9.1).  The overall poverty incidence would increase from 26.5% to 
32.8%; the poor would become poorer as the shortfall of their average consumption relative to 
the complete poverty line—the depth of poverty—would increase from 14.7% to 28.9%, and 
the poverty would become much more severe: the severity of poverty index measuring 
inequality in consumption distribution among the poor would increase from 4.2% to 13.9%6.  
These adverse effects would even be pronounced in the case of extreme poverty. 
 
  
                                                 
5 The survey is not an exact picture of the Armenian population, and “pre-social transfers” and “post-social 
transfers” poverty measurements are calculated with margins of errors.  The impact of the transfers on poverty 
is statistically significant if the confidence intervals of “pre-social transfers” and “post-social transfers” 
poverty rates do not overlap. 
6 Depth of poverty measures the gap between the observed consumption levels of poor households and the 
poverty line.  Severity of poverty measures the degree of inequality in distribution below the poverty line, giving 
greater weight to households at the bottom of the consumption distribution.     
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 Table 9.1 - Armenia: Poverty reduction impact of social transfers, 2006 (in %)   
 

Poor Very poor  
 Poverty 

incidence 
Poverty 

gap  
Poverty 
severity 

Poverty 
incidence 

Poverty 
gap  

Poverty 
severity 

Post-transfers (post pensions 
and social assistance) 26.5 14.7 4.2 4.1 12.0 2.8 

Pre-transfers (pre pensions 
and social  assistance) 32.8 28.9 13.9 12.1 27.6 13.1 

Pre-pension (pre pensions; 
post social assistance) 31.0 23.7 9.6 8.2 25.5 12.6 

Pre social assistance (pre FB 
and other social assistance;  
post pension) 

28.0 20.7 8.0 7.2 21.9 8.8 

Pre-FB (pre FB; post pensions 
and other social assistance) 27.8 20.2 7.6 7.0 20.4 7.4 

Source: ILCS 2006 
 
Pensions, as much larger transfers, play a more important role in poverty reduction than social 
assistance.  Nonetheless, social assistance, and in particular the family benefit as its largest 
component, play a very important role as well.  For instance, if only the family benefit is 
eliminated, extreme poverty incidence would increase by 2.9 percentage points (from 4.1% to 
7.0%), while overall poverty incidence would increase by 1.3 percentage points (from 26.5% 
to 27.8%); the depth and severity of poverty would increase by 5.5 and 3.4 percentage points 
respectively, while the depth and severity of extreme poverty would increase by 8.4 and 4.6 
percentage points respectively (Table 9.1). This data proves that the family benefits have a 
higher impact on extreme poverty than elsewhere.   
 
Table 9.2 presents pre- and post-transfer poverty indicators only for those households who 
receive social transfers. The elimination of social transfers would worsen the living conditions 
of those families significantly; this impact is understandably higher than when looking at the 
poverty impact of social transfers across the entire population (previous table).  If pensions 
were eliminated and the households receiving them were not able to compensate for their loss 
from other income sources, the overall poverty incidence among the recipients would increase 
significantly to 38.8%; while the incidence of very poor would increase to 13.7%.  Poverty 
incidence among the households who receive the FB is higher than the nationwide poverty 
incidence even after they have received the FB (47.5% vs. 26.5%).  The termination of the FB 
would thus increase the overall poverty incidence among this socio-economic group from 
47.5% to 55.7%, while the incidence of very poor people would increase from 8.5% to 27.5%. 
Compared to 2005, the impact of family benefits became more obvious7, which indicates 
improved targeting of the program.    

Table 9.2 - Armenia: Poverty reduction impact of social transfers on households 
reporting receiving pensions and/or social assistance, 2006  

 
 Very poor  

 (%) 
Poor 
 (%) 

Poverty gap 
(P1/P0) Poverty severity 

Households who receive pensions 
Post-pensions 4.9 29.3 14.6 4.3 
Pre-pension 13.7 38.8 29.8 13.3 
Households who receive social assistance 
Post-social assistance 8.6 44.4 18.1 5.4 

                                                 
7 Social Snapshot and Poverty in Armenia statistical analytical report of 2005. NSS RA 2007; Chapter 9. 
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 Very poor  
 (%) 

Poor 
 (%) 

Poverty gap 
(P1/P0) Poverty severity 

Pre-social assistance 25.3 52.6 34.9 16.1 
Households who receive FB 
Post –FB 8.5 47.5 17.7 5.2 
Pre-FB 27.5 55.7 35.0 15.9 
Note:  Poverty gap (P1/P0) indicates the average shortfall of the consumption of the poor (very poor) 
population relative to the complete (food) line. 
Source: ILCS 2006 

 
The elimination of social transfers would significantly increase the gap and severity of 
poverty. Hence, social transfers have a significant poverty alleviation effect on households 
who receive them: the transfers might not lift all of the recipient households out of poverty, 
but they significantly reduce the poverty gap and severity of poverty among them. 
 
The poverty alleviation impact of family benefits across marzes shows again the importance 
of these transfers in particular for the extremely poor population. Family benefits are an 
important source of income for very poor, especially in the Shirak, Gegharkounik, Armavir, 
Lori, and Aragatsotn marzes. If family benefits were eliminated and the households receiving 
them were not able to compensate for their loss from other income sources, the extreme 
poverty incidence among the recipients of these marzes would increase significantly by 50% 
up to 70%. Termination of benefits would increase overall poverty by 13% in Lori, and by 
11% in both Vayots Dzor and Tavoush marzes.  

 
Table 9.3 - Armenia: Poverty reduction impact of social transfers by marzes, 2006 (in 

%) 
 

Post-transfers (post 
pensions and social 

assistance) 

Pre-FB (pre FB; post 
pensions and other social 

assistance) 

Impact of FB 
termination on  poverty, 

% change 

  

Extreme 
poverty 

incidence 

Poverty 
Incidence 

Extreme 
poverty 

incidence 

Poverty 
Incidence 

Extreme 
poverty  

Overall 
poverty  

Yerevan  3.5 21 4.0 21.3 12.8 1.5 
Aragatsotn 2.6 27.5 5.0 30.2 47.6 8.9 
Ararat 5.5 27 7.7 27.4 28.4 1.4 
Armavir 3.4 30.8 6.8 31.5 49.7 2.2 
Gegharkounik 2.6 29.8 7.1 30.3 63.5 1.7 
Lori 5.5 27 10.6 31.0 48.0 12.9 
Kotayk 8.1 32 11.7 34.1 30.9 6.1 
Shirak 3.7 37.3 14.1 39.0 73.8 4.4 
Syunik 2.1 25.3 3.7 26.2 42.7 3.6 
Vayots Dzor 1.3 11.4 1.5 12.8 15.4 10.9 
Tavoush 3.3 23.5 4.6 26.4 27.5 10.9 
Total 4.1 26.5 7.0 27.8 41.4 4.7 

Note:  These indicators with their standard errors are presented in Table A9.3 in Annex 4.  
Source: ILCS 2006.  
 
9.3. Effectiveness and efficiency of social transfers 
 
Who receives the social transfers?  To estimate coverage of the population by social transfers 
using the ILCS data, the population is divided into the “pre-social transfers” poor (as well as 
very poor) population and non-poor population.  The higher the coverage of the poor and very 
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poor and the lower the coverage of the non-poor, the more effective are the social transfers in 
reaching the needy population.  In the case of the family benefit, the coverage of “pre-FB” 
poor and very poor by FB system has increased between 2004 and 2006: 31.9% of the poor 
received this social transfer in 2006 compared to 25.1% in 2004, while the coverage of the 
very poor was higher, 60.2% of very poor received family benefits compared to 40.6% in 
2004 (Table 9.4). At the same time, only 9.7% of the “pre-FB” non-poor were FB 
beneficiaries, which stayed almost at the same level since 2004.  It should be noted that, 
pensions, as a contributory social insurance benefit, are not supposed to be paid only to the 
poor population as is the case with the family benefit, but to all eligible individuals 
irrespective of their socio-economic status. Therefore, no issues are raised with regard to 
coverage in the pension system, while the shares of poor and non-poor in the family benefits 
system can suggest low inclusion but possibly high exclusion error. For example, through a 
well-designed system of limitations and application of certain coefficients, the inclusion of 
non-poor into the system can be limited (non-poor are excluded; only 9.7% of non poor were 
among FB beneficiaries), but at the same time the same limitations and coefficients can also 
limit the inclusion of the poor and very poor into the program (39.8% of very poor and 68.1% 
of poor were excluded from the program).   
 

Table 9.4 - Armenia: Who received the social transfers in 2004-2006? (in %) 
 

 Pre-social assistance Pre-family benefits Pre-pensions 
Percent of “pre-transfer” population covered by social assistance and pensions 
 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 
Poor* 31.6 30.8 49.2 25.1 26.5 31.9 62.4 66.5 63.8 
Very poor* 51.1 58.0 74.2 40.6 50.8 60.2 79.9 84.8 84.5 
Not poor 12.8 12.5 12.0 9.3 9.0 9.7 39.7 38.1 41.3 

*Coverage of the poor and very poor is significantly higher than the coverage of the non-poor 
Source: ILCS 2004-2005 
 
Social transfers and inequality:  The ILCS estimates indicate that social transfers contribute 
to the reduction of inequality in the distribution of consumption.  The pre-social transfers Gini 
coefficient for consumption distribution is reduced from 0.306 to 0.278 when pensions are 
added to consumption, and further to 0.263 when all social assistance benefits are added 
(Table 9.5).  
 

Table 9.5 - Armenia: The impact of social transfers on consumption inequality (Gini 
coefficients for consumption aggregate), 2004-2006 

 
 2004 2005 2006 
Pre-social transfers (pre-pensions; pre-social assistance) 0.298 0.299 0.306 
Pre-social assistance (post-pensions; pre- social assistance) 0270 0.268 0.278 
Post-social transfers (post social assistance and pensions) 0.260 0.257 0.263 

Source: ILCS 2004-2006 
 
9.4 Poverty family benefit 
 
Table 9.6 presents administrative data on family benefits.  The number of households 
receiving the benefit has declined by 34.6% between 2000 and 2006. Although in 2006 it 
increased slightly by 2.5% compared to 2005, the coverage of the targeted population is still 
low (even if all the recipient households were coming from the poor). The ILCS estimates, as 
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discussed above, indicate that the FB covers 32% of the poor (60.2% of very poor 
population).  
 

Table 9.6 - Armenia: Administrative statistics on Family Benefits, 2000-2006 
 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Beneficiaries        
Regular monthly benefit (as of January 1) 
        Number of families  199,456 174,800 149,603 141,218 134,224 127,167 13,0406 
        Number of individuals  667,897 598,616 532,014 505,560 476,495 467,534 484,551 
One-time benefit 
        Number of families  11,797 15,917 10,140 14,889 7,782 8,342 9,264 
        Number of individuals  44,935 54,139 30544 39,456 17,680 20,560 19,865 
Average benefit  (AMD per month) 
Regular benefit per 
household   7,196 7,712 6,554 7,099 8,254 12,200 15,200 

        In % of the average  
        wage  26.4 26.2 20.0 17.0 19.0 23.4 23.6 

Regular benefit per family 
member  2149 2252 1843 1983 2325 3318 4091 

        In % of the poverty line N/A N/A N/A N/A 10.2 11.5 15.4 
        In % of the extreme  
        poverty line N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.6 25.0 28.6 

One-time benefit (drams per 
household) 3,500 3,500 4,000 4,000 4,500 6,000 7,000 

Resources 
Total (nominal in bill drams)  17.72 16.85 14.85 13.23 16.09 20.023 24.337 
In % of GDP 1.72 1.43 1.09 0.81 0.84 0.89 0.92 

Source: RA MLSI and MFE  
 
According to the 2006 ILCS, 21.1% of all households in Armenia applied for the family 
benefit.  About 80% of the applicants (or 17% of all households in Armenia) were found 
eligible and awarded the benefit; while in the remaining 20% (or 4.2% of all households in 
Armenia) the benefits were refused.  The majority of households, 78.8% of all households, 
did not apply for the FB; of these households, 58% did not apply because they were not sure 
they would qualify, while about 19% believed they were well-off and did not need it. 
 
During the period considered, the share of households who applied for benefits continuously 
declined (from 29.9% in 2004 to 21.1% in 2006), yet the share of eligible households has 
increased among the applicants (in 2004 from 60% to 80% in 2006).  
 
About 89% of households who were denied or whose benefits were terminated in 2006 were 
informed about the reasons of rejection/termination in written or verbally. However, only 
39% of households reported that the reasons for rejection/termination were clear to them. 
Every fourth household cited that it was not easy to collect all documents necessary for 
application/re-registration with the system.    
About 75% of households registered were satisfied with the services of their particular social 
worker. Only 29% of households considered the FB system fair, another 28% considered that 
the system is not fair, while more than one third were unsure of their response.  
  
Regarding the vulnerability of recipients covered by the FB system, the answers of 
households were grouped as follows: the majority, 35.5% were not sure in their response, 
while 11.3% believed that all recipients are needy, 16.9% thought that more than half of the 
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recipients are poor, 18.1% stated that close to half of beneficiaries in the FB system are 
vulnerable, while 10% of households were sure that less than half of recipients are needy. 
Only 8.2% thought that very few of recipients are really vulnerable.   
 
Table 9.7 presents the distribution of FB recipients and funds by the “post transfer” 
consumption quintiles. The data indicate a strong pro-poor focus in the FB distribution in 
2006 and improved targeting compared to 2004: 72.3% of recipients come from the two 
bottom “pre-social assistance” consumption quintiles, receiving about 76.4% of the FB 
budget in 2006. In 2004, 66.7% of FB budget was distributed to 62.6% of bottom two 
quintiles. Although targeting of the program has improved since 2004, there is ample room 
for improvement, as about half of very poor bottom quintile are not covered by monetary 
assistance programs. 
 

Table 9.7 - Armenia: Distribution of FB and overall social assistance recipients and 
funds across the “pre-FB” consumption quintiles, 2006 (in %)  

 
Consumption quintiles  

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5  
Family benefits 
Recipients 49.5 22.8 14.7 9.0 3.8 
Resources 54.0 22.4 13.0 7.3 3.1 
Social assistance (including FB) 
Recipients 45.2 21.7 14.6 10.6 7.9 
Resources 50.3 21.5 13.3 8.4 6.6 

    Source: ILCS 2006 
 
What population groups are more likely to be included in/excluded from the FB program?  
According to the ILCS estimates, households with four and more children and households with 
no active member have a substantially higher poverty risk than other households, although these 
households have higher coverage in the system (Table 9.8). 
 

Table 9.8 - Armenia: Poverty incidence and pre-FB coverage of specific households 
types, 2004-2006 (in %) 

 
Extreme poverty 

incidence Poverty incidence Coverage of pre-FB 
poor Household type  

 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 
With 4 or more children 21.5 16.0 19.8 60.6 47.6 39.9 53.8 52.7 69.5 
No labor force active 
member 9.1 15.8 16.0 37.3 35.7 33.7 31.7 48.7 60.0 

No declared labor income 10.3 8.3 9.1 39.4 31.2 27.8 41.9 39.9 46.5 
Rural landless 10.9 9.0 10.6 53.6 32.8 29.8 34.9 34.9 44.0 
No migrant member 9.0 5.9 6.5 37.7 27.1 26.0 31.7 42.1 34.8 

Source: ILCS 2004, 2005, and 2006 
 
Determinants of poverty family benefits:  In order to better understand the factors that have a 
decisive influence on the likelihood of a particular household receiving the FB, parameters of a 
statistical model were estimated (for regression results see Table A9.4 in Annex 4).  The 
examined factors, which may be closely associated with the incidence of the FB, are the 
following: characteristics of the household (age composition, education and gender of the 
household head, size and location of the household); economic variables of the household 
(labor market status of the household members; consumption per adult equivalent); housing 
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conditions and other household characteristics (house/apartment, temporary lodging or other, 
and car and land ownership)8. These factors are used as explanatory variables in a probit model, 
where incidence of the FB represents the dependent variable. 
 
Children appear to be more likely to receive the FB relative to other age categories.  The larger 
the share of children of all age groups in the household, the higher the probability that the 
household receives the FB relative to the reference category (share of adults between 45 and 
60), keeping the household size constant.  The share of elderly in the household has no 
significant effect on receiving the FB.  Female-headed households are more likely to receive the 
FB than male-headed households, holding all else constant.  
 
Highly-educated household heads (technical education), have, on average, a lower probability 
of receiving the FB relative to those who only have a primary education. The labor market 
status of household members is tightly associated with the incidence of the FB; the larger the 
share of unemployed members in the household is, the higher the likelihood of the household 
receiving the FB relative to the reference category (proportion of salaried workers). The same 
conclusion holds for inactive household members.  
 
Other household characteristics which appear to be important in explaining the incidence of FB 
are: type of household lodgings, ownership of a car, and land ownership.  Car ownership 
reduces probability of receiving the FB.  The larger the share of the land holding owned by the 
household, the lower the probability of the household receiving any family benefits (this also 
hold for the share of land served by irrigation).  Households with migrant members and 
households with migrant members who have returned from abroad or other parts of Armenia 
during the last 12 months prior the ILCS were less likely to receive FB than those with no 
migrant members. 
 
Finally, the location of the household has significant role in explaining FB incidence.  The 
location effects on the probability of households receiving the FB remain relatively large after 
controlling for all other household characteristics included in the model.  The probability of 
households receiving the FB is the lowest in Ararat and Armavir and the highest in Lori, Shirak, 
and Aragatsotn marzes. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                 
8 Most of these factors are included in the proxy-means formula that is applied for the eligibility testing of the 
applicant households.   
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CHAPTER 10: LIVING CONDITIONS 
 
The Integrated Living Conditions Surveys provides a unique opportunity to collect very valuable 
information on the housing conditions of households, the accessibility and affordability of 
housing utilities (such as water supply and sewerage, gas and electricity supply, heating 
possibilities and garbage collection), and many other housing issues. The section below presents 
the comparative analysis of these indicators obtained by the 2004 and 2006 ILCS. 
 
10.1. Dwelling 
 
Most of the households in Armenia (92%) own their homes.  Apartments are more common in 
urban areas, with 70% of the urban population residing in multi-apartment buildings, while 
individual houses dominate in rural areas, with about 90% of the rural population reporting that 
they reside in a detached house (Table 10.1).  The situation has not changed much in comparison 
to 2004.   
 
In 2006, about 4% of the urban population resides in shelters, while in rural areas the total 
amounted to 5%. The majority of dwellers in shelters were from the poorest consumption 
quintile in 2006. 
 
No significant differences in poverty level are observed by the type of dwelling. The table below 
presents type of households’ dwelling by location and poverty status. 
 

Table 10.1 - Armenia: Type of dwelling by location, poverty status and consumption 
quintiles, 2006 (in %)  

 
Type of dwelling  

Total House Apartment Hostel Temporary 
shelter Other 

By place of residence 
Urban total  100 24.2 70.4 1.4 3.8 0.2 
   Yerevan 100 15.0 83.1 1.7 0.0 0.2 
Rural  100 89.5 4.8 0.5 4.5 0.7 
Total 100 46.3 48.3 1.1 4.0 0.3 
By poverty status 
Non poor 100 46.7 49.1 0.9 3.0 0.3 
Poor 100 46.5 44.1 1.6 7.3 0.5 
Very poor 100 35.0 53.4 3.0 8.6 0.0 
By consumption-ranked quintiles 
Poorest  100 46.3 43.6 1.6 8.3 0.2 
II quintile 100 48.3 45.0 1.4 4.9 0.4 
III quintile 100 49.1 46.0 0.9 3.8 0.2 
IV quintile 100 47.1 48.2 1.1 3.0 0.6 
Top quintile 100 41.5 56.1 0.7 1.5 0.2 

Source: ILCS 2006 
 
Crowding is a problem for Armenia.  In 2006, there was an average of 2.53 occupants per 
room. The extent of crowding differs by different by level of poverty: according to the survey 
data, the crowding in the poorest quintiles was 1.4 times higher than in the top consumption 
quintile.  In 2006, there were 3.15 occupants per room in the poorest quintile, and 2.15 in the 
top consumption quintile.  These indicators were estimated at 3.12 and 1.95 respectively in 
2004. 
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In 2006, 307 out of 1000 dwellers occupied 9 or less square meters of space, and in 75 out of 
1000 households there were 2 or more habitants per room.  
 
Rural households had more living space available in 2006 than those in urban areas (Table 
10.2; Figure 10.1).  However, urban housing was much better equipped compared to rural ones, 
as 60.9% of households in urban areas reported having a kitchen, a bath, in-house water supply, 
and an operational sewage system in contrast to 8.9% of rural households that reported living in 
a house with all these amenities. The share of rural households with these amenities has 
increased compared to 2004. 
 

Table 10.2 - Armenia: Living area, 2004 - 2006 (average in square meters)  
 

Per household Per household member  2004 2006 2004 2006 
Living area, total for Armenia 56.2 57.4 14.4 15.0 
     Urban areas 47.1 46.4 12.8 12.7 
     Rural areas 74.2 78.9 17.1 19.2 

  Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 
 

Figure 10.1 - Armenia: Living area, 2004 - 2006 (average in square meters per household 
member) 

12.8

17.1

12.7

19.2

2004 2006

Urban areas Rural areas
 

       Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 
Households participating in the 2006 ILSC were asked to assess their dwelling conditions 
(Table 10.3).  More than half of households (56.8%) rated their dwelling conditions as 
satisfactory, a slight increase from 55.9% in 2004. Almost one-fourth (23.0%) rated their 
dwelling conditions as bad, and a further 5.8% rated their dwelling as very bad.  Only 14.4% 
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 rural residents (Table 
10.3).  
 
It is obvious that 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 
and lower in the bottom quintiles. Among the lowest consumption quintile, 46% assessed their 
dwelling as bad or very bad, as compared to 19% 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, 2006 (in %)  

 
Very good  Total Very good Good Satisfactory Bad Very bad 

By place of residence 
Yerevan  100 0.8 16.1 60.7 18.9 3.5 
Other urban 100 0.8 15.8 56.0 20.8 6.6 
Rural 100 0.5 9.2 53.5 29.4 7.4 
Total 100 0.7 13.7 56.8 23.0 5.8 
By poverty status 
Not poor 100 0.9 15.5 59.0 20.4 4.2 
Poor 100 0.2 8.6 50.8 31.2 9.2 
Very poor  100 0.0 3.2 40.3 34.7 21.8 
By consumption-ranked quintiles 
Poorest  100 0.2 7.3 46.5 32.9 13.1 
II quintile 100 0.0 10.0 57.2 27.8 5.0 
III quintile 100 0.4 11.7 61.3 21.2 5.4 
IV quintile 100 1.1 14.1 59.7 21.0 4.1 
Top quintile 100 1.6 22.4 57.3 15.6 3.1 
Note: The poor in this table are defined as the total number of the poor minus the very poor cohort.  
Source: ILCS 2005 

 
Poor and, particularly, very poor households are more likely to reside in a substandard dwelling.  
While on average, 27% of the Armenian households were not satisfied with the size of their 
dwelling, this percentage was 32% among the poor and 45% among the very poor.  Inadequate 
lighting was a reason for discontent among 14% of the households (18% among the poor and 
33% among the very poor households).  A relatively high percentage of households (36%) also 
cited mold as a problem.  This percentage was higher among the poor and in particular the very 
poor households (44% and 63% respectively).  Finally, leaking roofs were reported by 22% of 
the poor and by 41% of the very poor households. 
 
In 2006, only 6% or 53,000 households reported renovating their dwelling in the year prior to 
the survey; most of them (86.9%) were households in the upper quintiles, while poor 
households were only 11.3% of this group (and the very poor were only 1.8%). 
 
10.2. Access to safe drinking water, sewerage, and waste material disposal 
  
Access to safe drinking water: The vast majority of households reported having access to a 
centralized water supply system. About 98% of households in urban and 78.0% in rural areas in 
2006 reported having access to a centralized water supply system (Table 10.4). 
By the way,  77.2% of households with centralized water supply had an in-house water supply; 
17.9% had a water tap in the yard, and the remaining 4.9% were using a tap on the street.  
 

Table 10.4 - Armenia: Household access to safe drinking water, 2004 - 2006 (in %)  
 

Armenia Urban Rural Main source of water 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 
Centralized water supply 
system 88.9 91.3 96.5 98.1 74.0 78.0 

     Less than one hour  1.6 0.5 1.6 0.6 1.6 0.1 
     1-5 hours 39.5 35.9 40.9 37.2 36.0 32.8 
     6-12 hours 21.5 25.9 22.5 25.9 19.0 25.9 
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Armenia Urban Rural Main source of water 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 
     12-23 hours 4.5 4.3 5.2 4.9 2.8 2.9 
     24 hours 32.9 33.4 29.8 31.4 40.6 38.3 
Spring water, wells 3.8 3.9 0.9 1.4 9.4 8.9 
Own system of water supply 2.6 3.3 0.2 0.1 7.3 9.5 
Delivered water 4.5 1.4 2.3 0.3 9.0 3.6 
Other sources 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 
However, access to a centralized water supply system is not always a guarantee of proper water 
supply.  On average, in 2006, water was available for all households only about 12.1 hours per 
day, with even 66.6% of households with centralized water supply systems reporting water less 
than 24 hours a day. Still, 36% of Armenian households had water 1-5 hours a day in 2006 
(Table 10.4).  
 

Table 10.5 - Armenia: Access to safe water supply by consumption quintiles,  
2004 - 2006 (in %)  

 
Poorest II quintile III quintile IV quintile Richest  

2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 
Centralized water supply  89.6 89.9 89.1 89.3 89.6 92.1 89.1 91.5 87.6 93.2 

     Less than one hour  2.1 0.5 1.8 0.2 1.9 0.5 1.4 0.8 1.1 0.4 
     1-5 hours 44.5 42.3 39.8 35.7 40.3 33.8 38.4 36.1 36.1 35.9 
     6-12 hours 19.8 25.8 20.7 27.7 22.5 26.5 21.8 25.9 22.3 24.2 
     12-23 hours 4.0 3.6 4.3 3.0 4.5 3.8 4.1 5.0 5.4 5.7 
     24 hours 29.6 27.8 33.4 33.5 30.8 35.4 34.3 32.3 35.1 36.5 
Spring water, wells 5.2 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.2 3.4 3.0 3.9 2.5 3.6 
Own water supply system 0.6 2.9 1.0 4.1 1.8 3.8 3.4 3.0 5.1 2.6 
Delivered water 4.5 2.7 5.2 2.1 4.1 0.7 4.4 1.3 4.5 0.5 
Other sources 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 
No significant differences across consumption quintiles are observed in household access to a 
centralized water supply system.  However, the percentage of the poorest quintile having a 
continuous water supply for 24 hours was 28%, compared to 37% in the top quintile (Table 
10.5). Overall, households were satisfied with the quality of water supply services, smell, color, 
and test of the water supplied (Table 10.6). 
 

Table 10.6 - Armenia: Water supply services – the quality of drinking water, 2006  
(in %) 

 Good Satisfactory Bad 
Pure, clean water  47.6 39.9 12.5 
Smell 45.2 42.0 12.8 
Taste 44.7 40.3 15.0 
Color 47.3 40.3 12.4 
Source: ILCS 2006 

 
Access to a sewer system:  More households had access to a centralized sewerage system in 
2006 than in 2004 (83.1% and 61.6% respectively), with the share of households who had no 
access to sewerage declining by half compared to 2004 (Table 10.7). 
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Table 10.7 Armenia: Access to sewerage system in 2004 - 2006 (in %) 

 
Yerevan Other urban Rural Total  

2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 
Centralized sewerage system 93.4 96.7 79.0 83.1 12.8 19.1 61.6 66.1 
Centralized sewerage system is 
available but it is not operational  0.1 0.2 2.2 1.0 0.8 1.2 1.0 0.8 
Have no sewerage system 6.5 3.1 18.8 15.9 86.4 79.7 37.4 33.1 

Source: ILCS 2006 
 
In regards to sewerage, urban-rural differences remain huge in Armenia.  Yerevan residents had 
almost universal access to a sewerage system, with other urban areas having 83% 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 is very important for good sanitation conditions. 
 
Table 10.8 - Armenia: Access to a centralized sewerage system by consumption quintiles, 

2006 (% of households)   
 

Consumption-ranked Quintiles Availability of the sewerage 
system  Poorest II quintile III quintile IV quintile Top 
Centralized sewerage system 
(operational) 58.4 61.6 64.1 69.0 74.4 

Centralized sewerage system 
(non-operational) 1.7 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.6 

No centralized sewerage system 39.9 37.6 35.4 30.4 25.0 
Source: ILCS 2006. 
 
Access to a centralized sewerage system does not vary much across consumption quintiles and 
is quite similar in the first two quintiles (Table 10.8).  
 
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 10.9).  On the whole, Armenian households 
are quite dissatisfied with the garbage collection services. 
 

 Table 10.9 - Armenia: Solid waste removal in 2004 - 2006 (in %) 
 

In Yerevan In other urban 
areas 

In rural 
areas Total  

2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 
Removed through an organized 
garbage collection system 99.3 97.6 90.5 93.2 46.0 41.2 78.5 77.1 

Burned 0.5 0.0 6.1 3.3 29.3 44.3 12.0 16.0 
Buried 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.2 17.1 7.6 6.2 3.0 
Other 0.2 2.4 2.1 2.3 7.6 6.9 3.3 3.9 

Source: ILCS 2006 
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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 97.6% in 2006 (Table 10.10).   
 
The availability of central heating declined from 3.5% in 2004 to only 1.6% of households, 
showing the final demise of the old Soviet-era heating system.  Households with no central 
heating relied on the following fuel to heat their homes: natural gas comprised 39.2%, while 
wood made up 28.6%, electricity covered another 24.7%, and the remaining 7.5% was 
comprised of other sources. The share of households that reported using wood and electricity 
has declined, while the proportion of households using gas has increased.  This is a significant 
positive change, which reflects the Government’s efforts to move towards more clean sources 
of energy for heating.  
 

Table 10.10 - Armenia: Heating in 2004 -2006 (%) 
 

Armenia Urban Rural  
Households 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Not heated 3.8 2.4 5.5 3.5 0.5 0.2 
Heated 96.2 97.6 94.5 96.5 99.5 99.8 
- central heating 3.5 1.6 4.9 2.3 0.8 0.3 
- own heating system 1.0 0.7 1.0 0.8 1.2 0.5 
- other sources (electricity, 
wood, etc.) 91.7 95.3 88.6 93.4 97.5 99.0 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 

In 2006 the dominant source of household heating was gas (39.2%), while in 2004 it was wood 
(42.8%). Looking across economic regions, electricity was the most important source of energy 
used for heating in Yerevan; it was much less important in other urban areas and insignificant in 
rural areas (Table 10.11).  In contrast, gas was a dominant source of heating in other urban 
areas, while wood dominated in rural areas.  The role of natural gas increased in all regions and 
in particular in other urban areas.  
 

Table 10.11 - Armenia: The composition of fuels used for heating in 2004 -2006* (%)  
 

Yerevan Other urban Rural areas Armenia  
2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 

Oil, diesel oil 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.1 
Electricity 65.9 56.5 12.8 10.3 1.0 0.3 28.7 24.7 
Gas 11.0 31.4 24.6 51.2 12.5 34.7 15.9 39.2 
Coal 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Wood 18.7 10.6 56.3 32.9 57.3 47.0 42.8 28.6 
Other 3.1 1.2 6.1 5.5 29.1 17.9 12.1 7.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
Note: *Refers to households that reported having their houses heated using “other” sources of energy, i.e. n
having access to a centralized heating system or their own heating system  
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Figure 10.2 - Armenia: The share of households not heated by first and top consumption 
quintiles, 2004-2006  

 

  
       Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 
While there were households in all consumption quintiles that reported not having heat during 
the winter, the percentage of such households was the highest among the poorest quintile (Table 
10.12).    
 

Table 10.12 - Armenia: Heating by households consumption quintiles, 2004-2006 (%) 
 

Poorest Q2 Q3 Q4 Top  2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006
Not heated 5.6 4.5 4.4 2.6 3.2 1.7 4.2 1.9 2.4 1.7 
Heated 94.4 95.5 95.6 97.4 96.8 98.3 95.8 98.1 97.6 98.3 
     - central heating 4.1 1.9 2.7 1.5 3.0 1.1 4.0 1.3 3.4 2.4 
     - own heating 
system 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.8 0.7 1.0 0.5 2.0 1.6 

     - other source  89.5 93.0 92.4 95.8 93.0 96.5 90.8 96.3 92.2 94.3 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 
Housing utilities made up about 6-7% of the average monthly expenditures of households in 
Armenia. Expenses for electricity comprised the biggest portion, compared to other services (in 
2006 it comprised about half of all expenditures on housing services). It is evident that, for 
poorer households, expenses for housing utilities were a higher proportion of total average 
monthly expenditures compared to well-off households. Figure 10.3 compares the proportions 
of different housing utilities in the total monthly expenditures of very poor and non-poor 
households.    

 
Figure 10.3 - Armenia: Expenses on housing utilities (including telephone bills) as percent of 

average monthly expenditures, 2006 (in %)[ 
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Source: ILCS 2006 
 
10.4. Availability of durable goods 
 
Armenian households are well supplied with durable goods (Table 10.13), although in most of 
the households surveyed these goods were purchased a long time ago. The most frequently 
purchased durables are television sets, vacuum cleaners, and refrigerators. Purchases of cell 
phones have also increased drastically, as has purchases of computers. 
 
Although the availability of communication and information technology items (TV sets, 
satellite dishes, cell phones, computers and etc.) in Armenian households is increasing, it is still 
relatively low compared to other countries. Given the increasing needs of population in 
information, this lack of availability can form a new type of social and economic polarization.   

 
Table 10.13 - Armenia: Availability of durable goods in households, 2004 -2006 (per 100 

households) 
 

Total Urban Rural  
2004 2006 2004 2006 2004 2006 

TV set 93 95 93 95 92 96 
Refrigerator 82 85.3 85 86.8 78 84.6 
Washing machine 70 70 72 73 66 64 
Vacuum cleaner  33 37 40 45 22 25 
Sewing machine  51 47 50 45 52 51 
Satellite dish 3.9 2.7 3.4 2.7 4.9 2.8 
Mobile phone 5.4 30.2 7.3 33.9 1.6 22.8 
Video recorder 23 29 26 32 16 22 
Video camera 1.4 1.7 1.9 2.4 0.3 0.4 
Camera 21 24 26 25 12 22 
Music center 15 21 19 25 9 17 
Computer 3.9 5.2 5.5 7.2 1.0 1.1 

  Source: ILCS 2004 and 2006 
 

During recent years (2004-2006) the number of households owning a mobile telephone 
increased by 5.6 times; indeed, between 2005 and 2006 this number increased 2.7 times. The 
share of cell phone holders has increased in particular among rural residents, where the number 
of cell phone owners has increased more than 4 times. However, the number of households 
owning a personal computer (PC) is still very small (5.2%). According to the statistical reports 
of communication enterprises in the country, the number of subscribers to mobile 
communication services has increased and reached 1,185.4 thousand in 2006, which was 5.8 
times higher compared to 2004, while the number of internet connections reached 20,600 in 
2006 compared to 18,100 in 2004.    
 
 

 
 

 
 




