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CHAPTER 7. HEALTH AND POVERTY IN ARMENIA 
 
Healthcare utilization is generally low, particularly in rural areas and among the poor. Low 
overall public spending on health and 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.  

7.1.   State programs in health care   

Following the priorities defined in the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper during 2005the Ministry of  
Healthcare implemented initiatives listed below: 
According to the Government decree of February 17, 2005 No 266-N on amendments to RA 
Government decree of March 4, 2004 N0 318-N the list of vulnerable population and special social 
groups who have right to receive services under the Basic Benefits Package (BBP) was expanded 
with following statement: “65 and over years of age individuals (only out-patient or polyclinic 
facilities)”.  Following this amendment during 2005 citizens of this age group were provided with 
free out-patient services at all levels of primary healthcare without any limitations of types and 
volume of services, including laboratory tests and diagnostics. In addition, in 2005 all patients with 
diabetics, irrespective of their social state, pass bi-weekly blood tests (glucometeria test) and monthly 
eye ground tests at oculist under BBP at out-patient or polyclinic facilities.  Also the primary 
healthcare specialist (regional therapist, pediatrician or a family doctor) could refer to free 
glucometer test in order to reveal the early diabetics in case of necessity to all groups of population.  
Based on morbidity and mortality analysis of previous years all groups of population have right to 
receive free services at the cardiological units during 2005 as well.   
Preventive free check-ups were initiated among the dispensary registered individuals with cardio-
vascular system and hypertonic diseases during 2005: bi-annual cardiograms cholesterol tests, 
ophthalmologic tests.   
During 2005 under BBP in-patient treatment and health services were provided with free of charge to 
children under 7 years of age, at emergency cases and to vulnerable and special groups, also prenatal 
and delivery services   
With state funding health facilities were provided with equipment and medical supplies necessary to 
develop pre and postnatal services in 2005.  
Targeted complex tests were initiated among 15 years of age female population to improve the youth 
reproductive health.    
To provide high professional emergency in place health services regional emergency centers were 
established in Shirak and Armavir marzes, which were provided with medication and supplies 
necessary for intensive treatment and rehabilitation.  
Free healthcare services were increased for women at reproductive age: public expenses for one 
delivery were increased by 16% (usual delivery); for cesarean section- by 19%; for gynecological 
diagnostics-11% and by 17% for pregnancy detection.    
Free dental services under BBP for children were expanded including children up to 8 years of age 
and providing preventive dental services to children from 6 to 12 years of age in 2005.  
The Ministry of health has developed and approved with different legal acts the following:  

 National Strategy and Implementation Plan for Child Nutrition at Early Age;   
 National Strategy on Early Childhood Development;  
 Concept paper on Early Detection of and Early Intervention in Anomalies in child 

Development;  
 Concept paper on registration and Classification of Child Births and Child Mortality;  
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 Procedures for Newborn Screenings;  
 Methodological Guide on health Child Clinical Behavior;  
 Guide on treatment of Children with Burns;   
 Criteria for Newborns Health care and Services.  

7.2. Health services affordability  
 
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 than similar households with no sick members1: While these 
perceptions certainly reflect subjective feelings related to health status, they also reflect 
objective conditions, such as quality of the services actually received.  Health services in 
Armenia are expensive and costs are mostly borne by households themselves.    

According to the ILSC 2005 based estimates, the fraction of those who reported being sick did 
not vary much by economic region or consumption quintile. While there are great inequalities 
in health services utilization rates across socio-economic groups.  Only 60 percent of the sick 
in the poorest quintile apply to a doctor, as opposed to 93 percent in the top quintile. The poor 
quintiles use mostly outpatient services (polyclinics), where the treatment is comparatively 
cheaper and it is possible to receive services under BBP.  

Figure 7.1. Armenia: Utilization of healthcare services in cases of serious illness in 2005  
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Source: ILCS 2005 

Average spending on health constitute the above-mentioned conclusions. For instance, among 
the users of outpatient services (who use polyclinics) the per capita expenses of non poor were  
9 times higher than the expenses made by very poor, while payments made by non poor for 
inpatient (hospital) treatment exceed the expenses of very poor by 18.5 times.  The rich use 
inpatient and preventive services more than poor. Per capita expenses of non poor at 
diagnostic centers exceed total expenses made at other health institution, while no poor 
household reported these types of expenses. Figure 7.2 shows the expenditures on health 
services in total consumption by quintile groups. As presented, the utilization of heath 
services in the poorest quintile is lower than the average utilization rate of heath services by 
36%, while the top quintile spent 60% more on health services compared to the average 
utilization rate.  

                                                 
1 Social Snapshot and Poverty in Armenia 2004 statisical analytical report. NSS RA,   
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Figure 7.2. Armenia: Utilization of health services as percent to total consumption by 
quintile groups, 2005 
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Source: ILCS 2005  

 
According to the ILCS, hospitalization and at-home treatment (most likely medicines) 
constitute the two main expenditure items on health services among the households whose 
sick members (at least one of them) received some health treatment.     

Health expenditures account on average 20% of 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 the free of charge access for the poor to the health 
services basic benefit package.  Therefore, given that it is linked to the family poverty benefit, 
it is important not only to target the benefit well, but also to increase its coverage of the poor 
and very poor households significantly (see Chapter on Social Protection). 
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CHAPTER 8: EDUCATION AND POVERTY IN ARMENIA 
 

 
Armenia has performed well education as the country has been able to sustain good education 
indicators: illiteracy is not an issue, as almost 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 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 rich and 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, and in particular 
after upper secondary education.  

According to 2005 ILCS households with better educated heads and spouses are less likely to 
feel poor. Households headed by individuals holding a university degree have higher 
consumption and experience lower poverty risk (see Chapter 3).   

8.1. State programs in education  
  

Changes in public spending on education reflect Government efforts to make overall public 
expenditures more pro-poor by focusing on social sectors improvements and development.  In 
2005, public expenditures on education constituted about 13.2 percent of the overall 
Government spending.  The sectoral composition of expenditures has been changing as well, 
with more emphasis given to basic education. Almost three quarters of public educational 
spendings was directed to basic education, which includes reconstruction of schools and 
establishing new heating systems, increase in teachers’ salaries. In 2005 the teachers’ average 
wage was 50,500 AMD (about 110.3 USD2). 

 
Basic efforts of the Ministry of Education and Science of RA in 2005 were directed mainly to 
improve the quality, accessibility and efficiency of education, improve the legislation, and 
strengthen the human and technical capacity, development of proper training and methodological 
guidelines and to integrate into international education system.   
Main emphasize is given to basic education. In 2005 the structural changes were in process and 
were aim to increase the quality of education and management efficiency.   
Huge stream of construction and reconstruction was initiated in 2005: 8 new schools were built and 
147 schools were reconstructed with state funding of 7,203,250 AMD. Armenia Social Investment 
Fund provided 9.25 million USD for construction of 50 new and reconstruction of 111 schools.  
One of the key aspects of basic school improvement is introduction of information technologies. 
This will support to increase the quality of education and performace of students, increase  the 
computer literacy of teachers and reform information curiculum, equip the basic school with 
information communication systems and apply them in teaching the mandatory curiculum 
In view of recent reforms in basic school support the importance of pre-school education increased, 
also as a first precondition for good quality of education in the basic school. Enrollment rate in 
preschool is very low at present, in addition the quality of education and services provided need to 
be impoved. To this end the RA Law on „Preschool education” was adopted in 2005. the Law will 
serve as  an incentive  for preschool  education development.  Using the current potential the 

                                                 
2 With average  exchange rate of 1$=457.49AMD in  2005. 
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Ministry will improve and expand the current system. New criteria for preschool education were 
established, while the pilot program on preschool system development is in process: one of the 
program objectives is improved access to and enrollment particularly for poor in preschool.   
In tertiary education the most important issue for the Ministry was implementation of RA law on 
Higher and Postgraduate Education. In 2005 Armenia joined the Bologna Declaration as a follow-
up step in integration with European education system. Under this procedures a triannial plan of 
activities was developed which will provide implementation of 6 basic points in Bologna 
Declaration.     
Another important initiative in tertiary education system was provision of first important steps for  
introduction of an education crediting system.  
An important precondition for successful reforms are high skilled teachers, who are ready to 
embody the new reforms. In this context regular trainings of teachers are a key point. The Ministry 
initiated a series of trainings on new curiculum and evaluation system, application of information 
technoligies.  
Almost 9000 teachers participated at State funded trainings and trainings supported by number of 
international organizations. Different seminars and group discussions where arranged for almost  
18,000 teachers natuionwide  
In line with reforms and modernization in the education system social protection of teachers was 
also on the agenda. According to PRSP the average salary of teachers was increased to 50,700 
AMD in 2005. Following initiatives to motivate teachers were implemented:  

• Contests on The Best Teacher, The Best Director, The Best Tutor were announced: the 
winners receive valuable presents from the Prime Minister. In addition, 4 competions on the Best 
Teacher of the Year were announced by the Holly Mother Snt Echidzin, 

• 200 teachers were awarded for their contribution to education and science.  
To maintain proper education in boardering and high mountainous areas 196 teachers were 
assigned there and 98 students from that settlements were enrolled to higher education. 
In 2005 the Ministry continued supporting schools in following 

• 6 types of journals, one information paper, curiculums on 6 subjects, 8 revised curiculums, 
8 types of literature for in depth education, 8 types of guidlines, 16 types of suplementary 
literature, and 25 types of excercise books were revised, published and distributed among 
all schools.    

• Concept paper and criteria for  a Model School were developed under UNICEF. 
With the support of Save the Children International Organization Tolerance Education Program 
was developed and tested among primary classes at 5 schools; in addition  a teachers’ guide was 
developed.   
To motivate out-of-school activities and physical trainings number of exhibitions and events were 
organized by the Ministry.  
To improve Preliminary Vocational and Middle Level Professional Education and prepare 
specialists required by the market economy the Ministry’s efforts were directed to establish proper 
education facilities and an open democratic system.  

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 2005 Integrated Living Conditions Survey3.  
The estimates indicate very high enrollment rates in basic education (95 percent) and they do 
not differ much across consumption quintiles.  Enrollment rates in upper secondary education 
                                                 
3 The enrollment rates based on ILSC may differ from administrative statistics.  
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are much lower—about 86 percent nationally, and differences between poor and better off 
households become notable.  Enrollment rates in preschool and tertiary education are 27.5 and 
25 percent respectively and the gaps between the poor and the rich are substantial.   
 

Figure 8.1. Armenia:: Gross enrollment rates in education by education  
levels in 2005 

27 .5%

98.4% 99.2%

86.7%

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

100.0%

120.0%

Preschool Primary Basic Upper secondary

 
Source: ILCS 2005 
  
Enrollment rate in preschool education was higher in Yerevan and Vayots Dzor marzes, 
while the lowest rate was recorded in Aragatsotn marz. In total 8 out of every 10 children at 
corresponding age groups were not attending preschool institution citing as the main reason 
that child’s mother is not working - 57%, kindergarten was closed - 10.4%, or services are too 
expensive - 5.1%.   

Drop-outs after basic education are substantial, especially among poor students.  In total 13% 
of children between the ages 15 and 16 were not attending school in 2005. The majority cited 
that they have finished the school - 74.6%; .2% cited they have completed their education, 
while 6.8% were not willing to study. 4.1% were not attending school because of their health 
problems, while 1.2% had to work; for 3.8% the education services were expensive and they 
left the school.  

Regarding determinants of tertiary education enrollment, statistical model estimates 
indicate that socio-economic conditions, remittances, and employment opportunities have a 
significant influence on the probability of children being enrolled in tertiary education.  Other 
factors related to the characteristics of the student’s household play a less important role.   

Moreover, upper secondary education costs per student are not insignificant either. As 
compulsory education in Armenia is free of charge, tuition for basic and secondary education 
is not an issue.  However, non-tuition costs may constitute an economic burden for the poor 
and especially for households having students in upper secondary education.  Figure 8.2 
presents expenses on education services in total consumption of population by quintile 
groups. The data suggest that average consumption of education services of the poorest 
quintile were lower than the average consumption of education services among better-off 
households by 39%. While consumption of education services of the top quintile was higher 
than the average consumption by 40%.  
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Figure 8.2: Use of Education Services by quintile groups in 2005 
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Source: ILCS 2005 
   

Transportation costs and expenses for school stationary made more than half of the total 
expenses on education among the poorest quintile group. The well-off households spent more 
on education fee (especially at the tertiary education) and private tutoring.   

8.3. Access to out-of-school education instructions/programs 
2005 Integrated Living Conditions Survey indicates that access to private tutoring is an 
exclusive privilege of the rich.  31.1% of school age children attended private tutoring, and 
took classes on mathematics, Armenian and foreign languages. Expenses for education made 
10% of total expenditures of households on non food products and services and have 
increased by 5% compared to the previous year (Figure 8.3).  

 
Figure 8.3. Armenia: Share of education expenses in total expenditures of households on 

non food products and services in 2004 and 2005 
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Source: ILCS  2004 and 2005 
 
While in the top consumption quintile, one out of every five students in upper secondary 
education received private lessons, mainly to prepare for the university entrance exam, only 2 
percent of their peers in the poorest quintile had the opportunity to do so. This is an issue of 
affordability--private tutoring in Armenia is expensive.   

Many of households have to pay for private tutoring to help educate their children. According 
to the survey data, average monthly expenses for private tutoring or out of school education 
per one student (not containing expenses related to preparation for the university entrance 
exams) was 4457 AMD, while among the households members who reported education 
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expenses, per capita monthly education expenses was 8740 AMD. Weekly transportation cost 
of such households was about 1800 AMD  

The market economy presents a demand for a qualified labor force. However many poor 
households could not afford high expenses related to the education of their children.  
Among the students of upper secondary school the maximum cost paid for private tutoring as 
preparation for the university entrance exams was about 160 USD. The empiric data indicate 
that higher education and higher qualification ensure comparably higher welfare. 88% of 
households headed by individuals holding university degree on average had higher 
consumption compared to those headed by individuals with lower secondary education, where 
only 66% could rise above the poverty line.   

 
CHAPTER 9: SOCIAL TRANSFERS IN ARMENIA AND THEIR IMPACT ON POVERTY 

.  
Major social transfer programs include pensions and monetary social assistance. Pensions are 
very important source of income for population and the size of pension identify the level of 
welfare for that group of population.  
The biggest program implemented in the social assistance sector of the Republic of Armenia 
is the System of Poverty Family Benefits (PFB). It is the biggest both by coverage of 
population and by financing allocated through the state budget for these purposes4.  During 
recent years, the targeting of the program has continued to improve and currently it is 
considered as one of the best in the region. 
The Poverty Family Benefits program is operating on the basis of household means testing system 
established in 1999. The system is based on procedures that define the level of vulnerability of 
households according to the vulnerability scores, which among other factors, pay specific attention to 
presence of socially vulnerable groups within the households, and households’ vulnerability due to the 
place of their residence.  
During the recent years the vulnerability scoring of households was revised based on the 
results of the analysis of the data received from the households’ living conditions surveys 
conducted by NSS and according to suggestions and recommendations received from the 
regional social assistance agencies and citizens. As a result, for the first time differentiation 
approach in benefits allocation was introduced in 2004, with further development in 2005. 
The income of a household has an important role in defining the level of vulnerability; the 
lower the average monthly income the higher the vulnerability score and conversely. Children 
are the only members of household who impartially have no source of income; the capable 
grown-ups should have labor or other types of income; the rest of members should receive 
elderly or social pensions. Any increase in salary or pension, or registration of other income 
due to improved tax collection mechanisms makes it possible to include these changes in 
vulnerability scoring formula; as a result households with higher average monthly income 
dropped out from the system and are replaced by families with children. 
The reduced number of households registered in PFB system speaks about the reduced level 
of poverty in the country, as households are not obliged to get registered in the system; they 
voluntarily apply for registration if they consider themselves vulnerable/poor and expect 
certain assistance from the state agencies. Thus the declined number of registered households 
(i.e., households who consider themselves as poor) is the evident of reducing level of poverty 
among the population.   

                                                 
4 The Annex 5 of this report presents the main initiatives targeted to improve the social assistance services 
provided to population implemented by the Ministry of Labor and Social Issues in 2005.  
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9.1 Assessing the Impact of social transfers on poverty in Armenia 

 
Social transfers in Armenia, although limited relative to GDP, contribute significantly to 
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 
deteriorate substantially; overall poverty incidence would increase by 10.0 percentage points 
(to 39.8 percent), and poverty would become much deeper and more severe.  This impact is 
even more pronounced among the households that receive the transfers.   
Pensions as the largest transfer component play particularly important role in poverty 
reduction.  Nonetheless, social assistance, and in particular the family poverty benefit as its 
largest component, play very important role as well.  Although the coverage of the family 
poverty benefit is limited, it covers only one fourth of the poor, it is targeted well as 65.9 
percent of all the recipients receiving 71.5 percent of resources come from the two bottom 
consumption quintiles. It is worth to mention that due to efforts of MLSI directed to improve 
the targeting of the program these indicators were improved as compared to 2004 (in 2004 63 
percent of all the recipients were from the two bottom consumption quintiles and were 
receiving 67 percent of resources)5.  While this result is good, there is ample room for 
improvements; about 17 percent of recipients consuming 14 percent of resources come from 
the top 40 percent 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 poverty implications of two 
major social transfer programs in Armenia: pensions and social assistance, with social 
assistance comprising family poverty benefit and all other non-pension social transfers.  
Except for the poverty family benefit (PFB), 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 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 transfers” 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 (situation most likely in developing countries such as Armenia).  Thus, the 
difference between the poverty incidence measured using the “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 might 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 incidence6. 
                                                 
5 Social Snapshot and Poverty in Armenia statistical analytical report of 2004. NSS RA 2006; Chapter 9.  
6 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 
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9.2. What is the impact of social transfers on poverty in Armenia? 
In 2005, total spending on social transfers amounted to AMD 43 billion, or 1.9 percent of 
GDP.  Pensions are the largest social transfer program in Armenia, including labor, military 
and social pensions. The second larges social transfer program in Armenia—poverty family 
benefit program—comprised 20.023 billion dram (0.89 percent of GDP), which is more than 
the allocations of the previous year by 21%. 

Social transfers made up 12 percent of total average monthly income of the Armenian 
households in 2005 compared to 11.3 percent in 2004. .  For the lowest quintile this share was 
43 percent; while among the households in the top quintile it was only 4.5 percent.  Looking 
across economic regions, social transfers were the most important for urban households 
outside Yerevan, and the least important for Yerevan households. 

According to the ILCS, the family poverty benefit was the source of income for 13.8 percent 
of households; pension benefits were received by 48.3 percent of households, unemployment 
benefit by 0.3 percent, and child care allowance by 0.6 percent of households.  Additional 4.0 
percent of households reported receiving other types of social assistance including monetary 
compensation for benefits in kind they used to receive. 
 
Empirical evidence from 2005 ILCS suggests that, social transfers, although relatively small 
in GDP terms, are a 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 29.8 to 39.8 
percent; 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 18.1 to 28.6 
percent, and the poverty would become much more severe; the severity of poverty index 
measuring inequality in consumption distribution among the poor would doubled7.  These 
adverse effects would even be pronounced in the case of very poor people (extreme poverty). 
 

Table 9.1. Armenia: Poverty reduction impact of social transfers, 2005 (in %) 
 

Poor Very poor  
 Incidence 

% 
Poverty gap 
(P1/P0); % 

Poverty 
Severity 

(P2/P0) % 

Incidence 
% 

Poverty 
gap 

(P1/P0); %  

Poverty 
Severity 

(P2/P0) % 
Post-transfers (post pensions 
and social assistance) 29.8 18.1 5.4 4.6 14.9 4.0 

Pre-transfers (pre pensions 
and social  assistance) 39.8 28.6 12.6 13.6 27.6 13.1 

Pre-pension (pre pensions; 
post social assistance) 38.1 25.3 9.7 10.6 23.6 10.1 

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

31.9 21.4 6.8 7.4 19.1 6.7 

Pre-PFB (pre PFB; post 
pensions and other social 
assistance) 

31.7 21.0 7.3 7.1 18.3 6.0 

Source: ILCS   2005 

                                                                                                                                                         
statistically significant if the confidence intervals around the average “pre-social transfers” and “post-social 
transfers” poverty rates do not overlap. 
7 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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Pensions as much larger transfer play more important role in poverty reduction than social 
assistance.  Nonetheless, social assistance, and in particular the family poverty benefit as its 
largest component, play a very important role as well.  For instance, if only the family poverty 
benefit is eliminated, the overall poverty incidence would increase by 6 percent, while 
extreme poverty incidence would increase by 2.5 percentage points (35 percent); the depth 
and severity of poverty would increase by 2.9 percent and 1.9 percentage point, while the 
depth and severity of extreme poverty would increase by 3.4 percentage point and 2.0 
percentage points, respectively. 

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 (50.4 percent); while the incidence of very poor among this particular cohort 
would increase about 3 times.  The poverty incidence among the households who receive the 
PFB is higher than the nationwide poverty incidence even after they have received the PFB 
(46.0 percent vs. the 29.8 percent post social transfers poverty incidence level).  The 
termination of the PFB would increase the overall poverty incidence among this socio-
economic group from 46.0 percent to 59.5 percent, while the incidence of very poor people 
would treble. 
 

Table  9.2. Armenia: Poverty reduction impact of social transfers on households reporting 
receiving pensions and/or social assistance, 2005  

  Very poor (%) Poor (%) Poverty gap 
(P1/P0) Poverty severity 

Households who receive pensions 
Post-pensions 5.2 33.3 17.7 5.3 
Pre-pension 17.6 50.4 29.1 12.4 
Households who receive social assistance 
Post-social assistance 7.6 41.6 20.6 6.6 
Pre-social assistance 24.1 53.6 31.2 13.7 
Households who receive PFB 
Post-FFB 7.9 46.0 14.7 3.7 
Pre-PFB 26.9 59.5 21.5 7.9 
Source: ILCS 2005. 

Note:  Poverty gap (P1/P0) indicates the average shortfall of the consumption of the poor (very poor) population 
relative to the complete (food) line. 

 
The elimination of social transfers would significantly increase the gap and severity of 
poverty.  Hence, the 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. 

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 
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 poverty benefit, 26.5 percent of the 
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“pre-PFB” poor received this social transfer in 2005, while the coverage of the very poor was 
higher—50.8 percent (Table 9.3).  At the same time, only 9.0 percent of the “pre-PFB” non-
poor were PFB beneficiaries.  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 poverty benefit, but to all eligible individuals, irrespective of their socio-economic 
status.  However, as the 2005 ILSC estimates indicate, pensions play a very important role in 
poverty reduction and alleviation in Armenia 

 
Table 9.3. Armenia: Who received the social transfers in 2005? (in %)  

 

 Pre-social 
assistance 

Pre-poverty family 
benefit Pre-pensions 

Percent of “pre-transfer” population covered by social assistance and pensions 
Poor* 30.8 26.5 66.5 
Very poor* 58.0 50.8 84.8 
Not poor 12.5 9.0 38.1 
Source: ILCS 2005 
Note: *Coverage of the poor and very poor is significantly higher than the coverage of the non-
poor 

 
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 by 10.4 percent when pensions are added 
to consumption and by a further 4 percent when social assistance benefits are added (Table 
9.4). 

Table 9.4. Armenia: The impact of social transfers on consumption inequality (Gini 
coefficients for consumption aggregate), 2005  

Pre-social transfers (pre-pensions; pre-social assistance) 0.299 
Pre-social assistance (post-pensions; pre-social assistance) 0.268 
Post-social transfers (post social assistance and pensions) 0.257 
       Source: ILCS 2005 

 

9.4. Poverty family benefit 
Table 9.5 presents administrative data on poverty family benefit.  The number of households 
receiving the benefit has declined by 36 percent from 2000 to 2005.  The coverage of the 
targeted population is low; even if all the recipient households were coming from the poor. 
ILCS estimates, as discussed above, indicate that the PFB covers 27 percent of the poor (51 
percent of very poor population).   
 
During 2005, according to the ILCS based estimates, 24.4 percent of all households in 
Armenia applied for the poverty family benefit.  About 73 percent of the applicants (or 17.8 
percent of all households in Armenia) were found eligible and awarded the benefit; the 
remaining 27 percent (or 6.6 percent of all households in Armenia) were declined the benefit.  
75.6 percent of households did not apply for the PFB, and 57% did so because they were not 
sure they would qualify, while 21 percent believed they were well-off and did not need it. 
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Table 9.5. Armenia: Poverty family benefit 2000-2005 (administrative statistics) 
 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Beneficiaries       
Regular monthly benefit (as of January 1) 
              Number of families  199456 174800 149603 141218 134224 127167 
              Number of individuals  667897 598616 532014 505560 476495 467534 
 One-time benefit 
              Number of families  11797 15917 10140 14889 7782 8342 
              Number of individuals  44935 54139 30544 39456 17680 20560 
Average benefit  (AMD per month) 
Regular benefit per household   7196 7712 6554 7099 8254 12200 
              In % of the average wage  26.4 26.2 20.0 17.0 19.0 23.4 
Regular benefit per family member  2148 2255 1841 1983 2520 2954 
              In % of the poverty line N/A N/A N/A N/A 13.0 14.6 
              In % of the extreme poverty 
line N/A N/A N/A N/A 20.2 22.2 

One-time benefit (drams per 
household) 3500 3500 4000 4000 4500 6000 

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

 
Table 9.6 presents analyses of the distribution of PFB recipients and funds by the “post 
transfer” consumption quintiles. The data indicate strong pro-poor focus in the PFB 
distribution; 65.9 percent of recipients come from the two bottom “pre-social assistance” 
consumption quintiles, receiving about 72 percent of the PFB budget.  17% of beneficiaries 
are from the third quintile and receive 14.5 % of the PFB budget. Households are still 
vulnerable in this group as well.  From the first sight it seems that the “leakage” of the funds 
allocated for poverty family benefits was around 14% of the total amount, as 17 percent of 
recipients of the two top quintiles were consuming 14.4% of resources. However, the 
pensioners living alone are dominating among the beneficiaries from the top quintiles, and 
moved out of poverty with pension benefits. Yet, there is ample room for improvements in targeting of 
the program.  
   
Table 9.6. Armenia: Distribution of PFB and overall social assistance recipients and funds across 

the “pre-PFB” consumption quintiles in 2005 (in %) 
Consumption Quintiles Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5  
Family poverty benefit 
Recipients 44.8 21.1 16.8 11.4 5.9 
Resources 52.0 19.5 14.5 9.0 5.4 
Social assistance (including PFB) 
Recipients 39.1 20.4 18.0 12.6 9.9 
Resources 46.4 19.4 15.2 10.0 9.0 
    Source: ILCS  2005. 

 
What population groups are more likely to be included in/excluded from the PFB program?  
According to the ILCS estimates, households with 4 and more children and rural landless 
households have substantially higher poverty risk than other households; yet the former are 
more likely to be the PFB recipients than the later (52.7 percent vs. 34.9 percent).  Households 
with no members of working age, which, according to the 2005 ILCS estimates are less likely 
to be poor than the rest of the population, have coverage that is almost two times higher than 
their “own” poverty incidence (Table 9.7). 
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Table  9.7. : Poverty incidence and pre-PFB coverage of specific households types,  
2005 (%) 

Household type  
Extreme poverty 

incidence 
Poverty incidence 

Coverage of pre-PFB 
poor 

With 4 or more children 16.0 47.6 52.7 
No labor force active member 3.3 16.9 44.3 
No declared labor income 8.3 31.2 39.9 
Rural landless 9.0 32.8 34.9 
No migrant member 5.9 27.1 42.1 
Source: 2005 ILCS 

 

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 PFB, parameters 
of a statistical model were estimated (for regression results see Table 1 in Annex 4).  The 
examined factors, which may be closely associated with the incidence of the PFB, 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 
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 PFB represents the dependent variable. 

The children and elderly appear to be more likely to receive the PFB 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 PFB relative to the reference category (share of 
adults between 45 and 60), keeping the household size constant.  The share of elderly has also 
significant positive effect on receiving the PFB.  Among other household characteristics, 
household size appears to have positive impact on the household’s probability of receiving the 
PFB—larger households are more likely to be the PFB beneficiaries.  In addition, female-
headed households are more likely to receive the PFB than male-headed households, being 
similar in other characteristics. 

Highly educated household heads (technical education), have, on average, lower probability 
of receiving the PFB relative to those with only primary education. Labor market status of 
household members is tightly associated with the incidence of the PFB.  The larger the share 
of the unemployed members in the household is, the higher the likelihood of the household 
receiving the PFB relative to the reference category (fraction of salaried workers). The same 
conclusion holds for inactive household members.  

Other household characteristics which appear to be important in explaining the incidence of 
PFB are: type of household lodgings, ownership of the car and land ownership.  Households 
residing in temporary lodgings have higher likelihood of receiving the PFB relative to those 
living in houses or apartments.  By contrast, car ownership reduces probability of receiving 
the PFB.  The larger the share of the land holding owned by the household is, the lower the 
probability of the household receiving the PFB.  Households with migrant members were 
more likely to receive PFB than those with no migrant members, while 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 PFB. 

                                                 
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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Finally, the location of the household has significant role in explaining the PFB incidence.  
The location effects on the probability of households receiving the PFB remain relatively 
large after controlling for all other household characteristics included in the model.  The 
probability of households receiving the PFB is the lowest in Yerevan and the highest in Lori 
and Shirak marzes. 

CHAPTER 10: LIVING CONDITIONS 
 

The Integrated Living Conditions Surveys provide unique opportunity to collect very valuable 
information on housing conditions of households, accessibility and affordability of housing 
utilities – 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 2004 and 2005 ILCS.   

10.1. Dwelling  
 

Most of the households in Armenia (90 percent) own their homes.  Apartments are more 
common in urban areas; 70 percent of urban population resides in multi-apartment buildings; 
while individual houses dominate in rural areas; 89 percent of rural population reports 
residing in a detached house (Table 10.1).  The situation has not changed much in comparison 
to 2004.  In 2005, most of the hostels dwellers were in Yerevan, while most of the population 
in shelters were in other than Yerevan urban areas. No significant differences in poverty level 
are observed by type of dwelling, except for those in shelters and collective centers as 
majority of them were from the poorest consumption quintile.   

The table below presents the households distribution by location, type of dwelling and level of 
poverty.  
Table 10.1 Armenia: Dwelling by location, poverty status and consumption quintiles in 2005 (%) 

Type of dwelling  
Total House Apartment Hostel Temporary 

shelter Other 

By place of residence 
Urban  100 34.4 58.5 0.2 6.6 0.3 
Rural  100 89.1 5.7 1.0 3.7 0.4 
Yerevan 100 13.1 81.1 5.8 0 0 
Total 100 45.6 48.4 2.4 3.4 0.2 
By level of poverty 
Not poor 100 45.6 49.5 1.2 2.9 0.1 
Poor 100 47.7 43.6 3.2 4.8 0.7 
Very poor 100 34.5 53.9 5.8 5.6 0.3 
By consumption-ranked quintiles 
Poorest  100 44.0 46.8 3.5 5.3 0.4 
II quintile 100 49.3 42.8 3.1 4.2 0.6 
III quintile 100 48.7 45.8 1.8 3.6 0.2 
IV quintile 100 45.8 48.6 2.1 3.4 0.1 
Top quintile 100 41.3 55.6 1.8 1.3 0.1 
Source: ILCS 2005  

 

Crowding is a problem for Armenia.  In 2005, there were 2.37 occupants per room.  .  
Crowding is much more common among the poor. According to the survey data, the crowding 
in the poorest quintiles was twice higher than in the top consumption quintile.  In 2005, there 
were 2.71 occupants per room in the poorest quintile, and 2.06 in the top consumption 
quintile.  These indicators were estimated at 3.12 and 1.95 respectively in 2004.   
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Rural households had more living space available in 2005 than those in urban areas (Table 
10.2).  However, urban housing was much better equipped as 58.5 percent of households 
reported having a kitchen, a bath, in-house water supply and a sewage system (operating).  In 
contrast, only 11 percent of rural households reported living in a house with all these 
amenities. Share of rural households with better living conditions has increased compared to 
2004. The overall average level of accommodation of dwellings was increased from 30% in 
2004 to 42.5% in 2005.  
  

Table 10.2. Armenia: Living area in 2004 and 2005 (average in square meters)  
Per household Per household member  2004 2005 2004 2005 

Armenia 56.2 55.4 14.4 15.1 
     Urban areas 47.1 44.6 12.8 12.6 
     Rural areas 74.2 76.6 17.1 19.2 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005. 

 
Households participating in the 2004 ILSC were asked to self rate their dwelling conditions 
(Table 10.3).  More than half of households 54.9% rated their dwelling conditions as 
satisfactory (vs. 55.9% in 2004). Almost one forth (25 percent) rated their dwelling conditions 
as bad, and 6.5% percent as very bad.  Only 13.6 percent considered their dwelling conditions 
good and very good. Table 10.3 presents self-assessment of dwelling conditions by economic 
regions, economic status and consumption quintiles.  Urban households were more satisfied 
with their dwelling than rural, though satisfaction level has worsened compared to 2004.  The 
poor were much less satisfied than the non poor.  Among the lowest consumption quintile, 56 
percent self-assessed their dwelling as bad or very bad as opposed to 27 percent among the 
top quintile. These indicators were 60 percent and 20 percent respectively in 2004.  

Table 10.3. Armenia: Self-assessment of dwelling conditions, 2005 (%)  
Subjective estimates to housing conditions  Total Very good Good Satisfactory Bad Very bad 

By place of residence 
Urban 100 0.7 11.6 57.7 23.5 6.5 
Rural  100 0.7 9.9 49.8 31.5 8.1 
Yerevan 100 0.5 17.3 57.3 20.1 4.8 
Total 100 0.6 13.0 54.9 25.0 6.5 
By level of poverty 
Not poor 100 0.8 15.3 57.3 22.0 4.6 
Poor 100 0 6.3 49.4 33.7 10.6 
Very poor  100 0 5.3 39 36.4 19.3 
By consumption-ranked quintiles 
Poorest  100 0 5.5 45.6 35.7 13.2 
II quintile 100 0.1 9.2 53.1 29.2 8.4 
III quintile 100 0.3 11.5 57.3 26.4 4.5 
IV quintile 100 0.3 17.0 54.8 22.8 5.1 
Top quintile 100 2.0 18.5 60.6 15.6 3.3 
Source: ILCS 2005. 
Note: The poor in this table are defined as the total number of the poor minus the very poor cohort.  

 
Poor and particularly very poor households are more likely to reside in substandard dwelling.  
While on average, 28 percent of the Armenian households were not satisfied with the size of 
their dwelling, this percentage was 37 percent among the poor and 46 percent among the very 
poor.  Inadequate house lighting was a reason for discontent among 16 percent of the 
households (20 percent among the poor and 31 percent among the very poor households).  
Relatively high percentage of households (39 percent) cited mold as a problem.  This 
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percentage was higher among the poor and in particular the very poor households (49 and 55 
percent respectively).  Leaking roof was reported by 22 percent of the poor and 39 percent of 
the very poor households. 
 

 
 

Figure 10.1 Armenia: Dwelling conditions between 2004 and 2005  
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Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005. 
 
In 2005, only 6 percent or 47,000 households reported to have renovated their dwelling in the 
year previous to the survey; most of them (89.6 percent) were better off households, while 
poor households made 9.1 percent in this group (very poor made only 1.3%).   

10.2. Access to safe drinking water, sewerage and waste material disposal 
  

Access to safe drinking water: A vast majority of households, both in 2004 and 2005 ILCS 
reported having access to a centralized water supply system. 97.9 percent of households in 
urban and 72.8 percent in rural areas in 2005 reported having access to a centralized water 
supply system (Table 10.4). 77.1% of households had in-house water supply; 18.5 percent had 
a water tap in the yard, and 4.4 were using a tap on the street.  

 

Table 10.4. Armenia: Households access to safe drinking water in 2004 and 2005 (%)  
Armenia Urban Rural Main source of water 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 

Centralized water supply 
system 88.9 89.4 96.5 97.9 74.0 72.8 

     Less than one hour  1.6 1.1 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 
     1-5 hours 39.5 38.9 40.9 40.9 36.0 36.0 
     6-12 hours 21.5 24.2 22.5 22.5 19.0 19.0 
     12-23 hours 4.5 7.5 5.2 5.2 2.8 2.8 
     24 hours 32.9 28.3 29.8 29.8 40.6 40.6 
Spring water, wells 3.8 3.1 0.9 1.1 9.4 7.0 
Own system of water supply 2.6 3.0 0.2 0.0 7.3 8.8 
Delivered water 4.5 4.3 2.3 1.0 9.0 10.6 
Other sources 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.8 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005  
 
Access to a centralized water supply system is not, however, a guarantee of 24/7 water supply.  
On average, in 2005, the water was available for about 11.4 hours per day.  Only 28.3 percent 
of households with centralized water supply system reported having water 24 hours a day 
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every day. Still, 39 percent of Armenian households had water 1-5 hours a day in 2005 (Table 
10.5).  

Table 10.5. Armenia: Access to safe water supply by consumption quintiles 2004 and 2005 (%)  
 

Poorest II quintile III quintile IV quintile Richest  
2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 

Centralized water supply  89.6 88.6 89.1 89.7 89.6 88.6 89.1 88.5 87.6 91.1 
     Less than one hour  2.1 1.4 1.8 1.2 1.9 1.2 1.4 0.9 1.1 0.8 
     1-5 hours 44.5 44.8 39.8 40.8 40.3 40.3 38.4 34.9 36.1 36.1 
     6-12 hours 19.8 21.6 20.7 24.7 22.5 24.9 21.8 24.5 22.3 24.5 
     12-23 hours 4.0 5.2 4.3 7.6 4.5 7.8 4.1 8.3 5.4 8.0 
     24 hours 29.6 27.0 33.4 25.7 30.8 25.8 34.3 31.4 35.1 30.6 
Spring water, wells 5.2 5.1 4.4 4.0 4.2 2.8 3.0 2.7 2.5 1.5 
Own water supply system 0.6 1.9 1.0 2.3 1.8 3.2 3.4 3.8 5.1 3.4 
Delivered water 4.5 4.2 5.2 3.4 4.1 5.4 4.4 4.9 4.5 3.4 
Other sources 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.6 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005 
 

No significant differences across consumption quintiles are observed in access to a centralized 
water supply system.  A fraction of the poorest quintile having water supply 24 hours per day 
almost was 27 percent compared to 31 percent in the top quintile (Table 10.5). 

Overall, households were satisfied with the quality of water supply services, smell, color and 
taste of the water supplied. 

 

Table 10.6. Armenia: Water supply services—quality of drinking water in 2005 (%) 
 Good Satisfactory Bad 

Pure, clean water  44.8 43.2 12.0 
Smell 42.9 44.8 12.3 
Taste 42.4 43.8 13.8 
Color 44.8 43.7 11.5 
     Source: ILCS  2005 

 

Access to sewerage system:  More households had access to a centralized sewerage system in 
2005 than in 2004 (65.1 and 61.6 percent respectively).  This improvement was result of the 
renovation of previously not operating systems, as fraction of households who cited 
availability of the sewerage system which is however out of order, has declined compared to 
2004 (Table 10.7).    
   

Table 10.7 Armenia: Access to sewerage system in 2004 and 2005 (in %)  

Yerevan Other urban Rural Total  
2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 

Centralized sewerage system 93.4 94.9 79.0 83.2 12.8 17.7 61.6 65.1
Centralized sewerage system is 
available but it is not operational  0.1 0.3 2.2 1.6 0.8 0.5 1.0 0.8
Have no sewerage system 6.5 4.8 18.8 15.2 86.4 81.8 37.4 34.1
       Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005 

 

Urban-rural differences are huge.  The Yerevan residents had almost universal access to a 
sewerage system.  Other urban areas followed, with 80 percent of the households covered.  In 
contrast, only 18 percent of rural households were covered by a centralized sewerage system.  
This is an issue, as an adequate sewerage system is very important for good sanitation 
conditions. 
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Table 10.8.  Armenia: Access to a centralized sewerage system in 2005 by consumption quintiles 
(% of households)  

Consumption-ranked Quintiles Availability of the sewerage 
system  Poorest II quintile III quintile IV quintile Top 

Centralized sewerage system 
(operational) 62.1 59.0 62.5 65.8 73.3 

Centralized sewerage system 
(non-operational) 1.4 0.5 1.0 0.4 0.8 

No centralized sewerage system 36.5 40.5 36.5 33.8 25.9 
Source: ILCS 2005 

As indicated by Table 10.8, access to a centralized sewerage system does not vary much 
across the consumption quintiles and is quite similar in first four quintiles.  
  

Solid waste removal and disposal:  Urban areas and in particular the capital city of Yerevan 
are much better served by an organized garbage collection and removal system than rural, 
where households rely more on burning/burying solid waste (Table 10.9).  Armenian 
households are quite dissatisfied with the garbage collection services. 

 

Table 10.9. Armenia: Solid waste removal in 2004 and 2005 (in %) 
In Yerevan In other urban 

settlements In rural areas Total  
2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 

Removed through an organized 
garbage collection system 99.3 99.7 90.5 92.2 46.0 40.5 78.5 77.4 

Burned 0.5 0.1 6.1 4.6 29.3 39.2 12.0 14.7 
Buried 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.5 17.1 15.5 6.2 5.7 
Other 0.2 0.2 2.1 1.7 7.6 4.8 3.3 2.2 
       Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005 

10.3. Heating 
 

Most of the households, both in urban and rural settlements reported having their dwellings 
heated.  The fraction of households reported having their dwellings heated has increased from 
96.2% in 2004 to 96.8% in 2005 (Table 10.10).   

Central heating was available to only 2.4 percent of households; this indicator declined in 
comparison to 3.5% in 2004 and is probably marking the final demise of the old Soviet era 
heating system.  Households with no central heating relied on the following fuel to heath their 
homes: wood (36.5 percent), electricity (30.8 percent) and natural gas (24.1 percent).  Share of 
households reported using wood and electricity has declined, while fraction 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 and 2005 (%) 
Armenia Urban  Rural   

Households 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 
Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 
     Not heated 3.8 3.2 5.5 4.6 0.5 0.4 
     Heated  96.2 96.8 94.5 95.4 99.5 99.6 
          - central heating 3.5 2.4 4.9 3.0 0.8 1.2 
          - own heating system 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.1 1.2 2.7 
          - other sources 
(electricity, wood, etc.) 91.7 92.8 88.6 91.3 97.5 95.7 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005 



 81

Looking across economic regions, electricity was the most significant source of energy used 
for heating in Yerevan; it was much less important in other urban areas and insignificant in 
rural areas.  In contrast, wood was a dominating source of heating both in rural and other 
urban areas.  The role of natural gas increased in all regions and in particular in other urban 
areas (Table 10.11). 
         

Table 10.11. Armenia: The composition of fuels used for heating in 2004 and 2005* (%)  
Yerevan Other urban Rural areas Armenia  

2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 
Oil, diesel oil 1.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2 
Electricity 65.9 70.9 12.8 10.4 1.0 2.7 28.7 30.8 
Gas 11.0 13.6 24.6 39.5 12.5 20.5 15.9 24.1 
Coal 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 
Wood 18.7 13.8 56.3 45.7 57.3 55.1 42.8 36.5 
Other 3.1 1.3 6.1 4.3 29.1 21.6 12.1 8.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005 
Note: *Refers to households that reported having their houses heated using “other” sources of energy, i.e. not having access 
to a centralized heating system or their own heating system   

 
 

Figure 10.2  Armenia: Households heating by first and top consumption quintiles and average 
monthly expenses on heating, 2004-2005 (%)  
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Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005 
 

While there were households in all consumption quintiles that reported not having their homes 
heated during winter, the percentage of such households was the highest among the poorest 
quintile (Table 10.12). 
       

Table 10.12. Armenia: households heating by consumption quintiles (%) 
Poorest Q2 Q3 Q4 Top  2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 

Not heated 5.6 4.3 4.4 4.1 3.2 2.5 4.2 3.3 2.4 2.3 
Heated 94.4 95.7 95.6 95.9 96.8 97.5 95.8 96.7 97.6 97.7 
     - central heating 4.1 2.8 2.7 1.8 3.0 2.4 4.0 2.4 3.4 2.4 
     - own heating 
system 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.9 0.8 1.3 1.0 2.2 2.0 2.4 

     - other source  89.5 92.2 92.4 93.2 93.0 93.8 90.8 92.1 92.2 92.9 
Average spending on 
heating during winter 
(000 AMD) 

36.7 39.4 42.6 45.1 44.3 46.2 45.9 50.5 50.8 56.3 
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Housing utilities made about 7% of average monthly expenditures of households in Armenia. 
Expenses for electricity comprised the biggest fraction, compared to other services. It is 
evident that for poorer households the expenses for housing utilities made higher proportion 
of the total average monthly expenditures, compared to well-off households. Figure 10.3 
compares the fractions of different housing utilities among the total monthly expenditures of 
very poor and non poor households.    

 
Figure 10.3  Armenia: Expenses on housing utilities as percent of average monthly expenditures 

of non poor and very poor households. 2005, (in %) 
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        Source: ILCS  2005 

10.4. Availability of durable goods 
 
Armenian households are well supplied with durable goods (Table 10.13), although in most of 
the cases those goods were purchased a long time ago.  As of lately, the most frequently 
purchased durables are TV sets,  mobile telephones, personal computers and satellite dishes.  . 

Table 10.13. Armenia: Availability of durable goods in households 2004 and 2005 (per 100 
households). 

Total Urban Rural  
2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 

TV set 93 93 93 93 92 92 
Refrigerator 82 86 85 88 78 82 
Washing machine 70 72 72 74 66 70 
Vacuum cleaner  33 36 40 41 22 27 
Sewing machine  51 50 50 47 52 56 
Satellite dish 3.9 4.3 3.4 5.8 4.9 1.2 
Mobile phone 5.4 11.3 7.3 14 1.6 5.5 
Video recorder 23 24 26 28 16 17 
Video camera 1.4 1.4 1.9 1.9 0.3 0.6 
Camera 21 23 26 25 12 18 
Music center 15 20 19 23 9 15 
Computer 3.9 3.8 5.5 5.3 1.0 1.0 

Source: ILCS 2004 and 2005. 
The fraction of households owning a mobile telephone increased dramatically during the 
recent years. Only between 2004 and 2005 the fraction of households owning a mobile 
telephone increased 2.1 times. However, the number of households owning a computer or a 
mobile phone is still very small, particularly in rural areas, although the fraction of households 
owning a mobile telephone in rural areas increased more than 3 times. 


