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Trends in changes of settlement patterns and population dynamics in the border
zone of the Republic of Armenia (RA) are shaped by border security and socio-
economic issues. The border zone accounts for 24.0% of the territory of the RA.
This zone contains 21.3% of all settlements and accommodates 7.7% of the
country’s population.

The article examines the specific features of settlement patterns in the RA
border zone, recent transformation trends over the past five years, and state
programs aimed at the development and support of border settlements. A map of
the RA border settlements has been compiled.
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Introduction. The development of border zones is a key objective of
territorial, socio-economic and security policy. The development of these vulnerable
zones is directly linked to strengthening national security and ensuring sustainable
economic growth. For this reason, they are areas of special attention and targeted
state policy.

Border zones may represent spaces of opportunity for development and cross-
border cooperation, or, conversely, zones of significant constraints, military risks,
and political tension, depending on the nature of interstate relations and economic
linkages. Approximately 83% of Armenia’s borders are closed, while the Armenian—
Azerbaijani border, which accounts for about 63% of the total border length, remains
uncertain in terms of security. In several segments, delimitation and demarcation
have not been completed.

In the context of ongoing geopolitical changes in the region and Armenia’s
“Crossroads of Peace” policy, shifts in border status are possible, potentially
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generating new trends in the development of border areas, with associated challenges
and opportunities.

Materials and Methods. Given the significance of the study area, a number
of works have addressed settlement patterns, demographic and migration processes,
as well as socio-economic challenges and development opportunities. Particular
attention should be given to the PhD dissertations by Potosyan V.A. [1] and
Vardanyan A.V. [2], as well as studies by Ghambaryan G.G. et al. [3], Potosyan V.A.
and Potosyan A.H. [4], and others. As a priority area of targeted public policy,
the border zone remains under continuous monitoring and control and receives
state support.

To identify the specific features of settlement patterns and population
dynamics in the Republic of Armenia (RA) border zone over the past five years,
the study applies spatial, temporal and integrated approaches, along with statistical,
cartographic and comparative research methods.

Results and Discussion. The paper examines the transformation of settlement
patterns in the RA border zone primarily in the context of existential and military
security, and subsequently in terms of social equity and balanced territorial
development.

Following independence in 1991, issues of border security became increa-
singly salient, a trend that intensified after the 44-day War in 2020. The problem of
border security in the RA is heterogeneous in nature. At present, the Armenian—
Azerbaijani border constitutes the most critical segment. From a security perspective,
the exclusion of permanent population presence along unsafe borderlines would be
preferable. In Armenia, however, this principle is not observed. Many settlements,
historically established long before the formation of modern borders, are now located
directly within the border zone or in immediate proximity to the state border.

From the standpoint of military confrontation, border settlements can be
located in the following zones:

— active conflict zone, where vital infrastructure is located in immediate
proximity to the line of contact with border;

— rear zone, where vital infrastructure lies within the strike range of
adversarial military capabilities;

— relatively safe zone, where infrastructure is situated at a considerable
distance, beyond the effective strike range [2].

Security considerations play a significant role in shaping settlement pattern
transformation, population dynamics and socio-economic development trends in
Armenia’s border zone; however, they are not the sole determining factor. These
processes are also influenced by broader patterns of national socio-economic
development.

The analysis of population dynamics over the past decades indicates the
emergence of clearly differentiated regions: areas of population growth (concent-
ration) and economic development on the one hand, and areas of population decline
(depopulation) accompanied by economic stagnation and contraction on the other.
In the central regions of the RA, particularly in the Yerevan agglomeration and the
Gyumri area, the Ararat Valley, the Kotayk Plateau, and the Western and Southern



100 Vuenvie sanucku ET'Y. [eonozus u 2eoepagpus, 2026, 60 (1), c. 98-111.

parts of the Lake Sevan basin, population concentration and positive economic
trends are observed. In contrast, peripheral, border, mountainous and high-
mountainous areas, as well as regions outside the influence zones of settlement
pattern system centers, such as the Ashotsk Plateau, the Lori, Tavush, VVayots Dzor,
Syunik Marzes and the Eastern part of the Lake Sevan Basin, exhibit pronounced
depopulation and economic decline. The polarization of Armenia’s territorial
development has intensified and continues to deepen.

By the so-called “Brandt Line” in Armenia clearly can be delineated zones
of central development from zones of peripheral stagnation (Fig. 1). The stagnation
zone comprises vulnerable settlements lacking competitive advantages and posse-
ssing insufficient potential for sustainable functioning, let alone self-development.
As shown on the map, the majority of border settlements are located within this
low-competitiveness peripheral zone.

THE SETTLEMENT PATTERN
OF ARMENIA

km

Qualitative assessment
of the relief

(] Ve
[ Good
Urban population [ Medium
§ 0500 [ e
®)  5001-10000
®) 10001 -25000 .
= Rural population
®) 25001 -50000 0100
= 101-500
® | 50001 - 100 000 501-1000
2 1001-2000
@ | 100001 and more il
3001-5000
| @ | 1000000 and more ) 5001 and more " “Brandt line”
Population growth  Population decline
Area, % of total Qualitative 1988-2021, % 1988-2021, %
: — 5qkm area @ o9 @
Altitude up to 1000 m and slope inclination 1977 7 Very good © 203 @ 50
& upto6® —— @ 4059 @ 7960 1
Mqh;;iw-nlﬁpem 3417 15 Good @ o7 @ 540
| degresupio 16" _
; = 80-100
Altitude up to 2000 m and slope inclination 11181 38 Medium [ 4 @ 390
degree up to 30° @ 101-200 [ORE3]
Altitude up to 2500 m and slope inclination 7599 25 Bad @ 201and more
0 30°
Altitude up to 4090 m and slope inclination 4569 15 Very bad @ restored settlement
degree above 30° @ without a permanent population

Fig. 1. Map of settlement pattern of Armenia. Transformation trends of the settlement pattern
in 1988-2021 [5].
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Before analyzing the specific features of settlement patterns in border zones,
it is necessary to review how border settlements and zones are defined in legislation.
Which settlements are classified as “border” and on what principles are they
delineated?

In practice, no law provides a precise definition of the term “border
settlement”’; instead, official documents present lists of such settlements in the
Republic of Armenia.

According to Government Decree Ne 246 (21.04.1999) “On the Conceptual
Program for Priority Issues of Border and High-Mountain Settlements of the
Republic of Armenia” [6], the following criteria were applied in approving the list
of border settlements:

— location within the border zone adjacent to the state border with the
Republic of Azerbaijan;

— location within the border strip of the RA;

— inclusion in the lists approved by Government decrees in 1993-1995.

During that period, 200 settlements met these criteria. The law on the state
border of the RA (20.11.2001) [7] defines:

The border zone is a territory extending 5 km inland from the state border.

The border strip is a territory extending 1 km inland from the state border,
which is a part of the border zone.

Under this law, the width of both the border zone and the border strip is subject
to determination and modification by Government decision.

The initial list of border settlements was approved by Government Decree
Ne 306 “On Approving the Temporary List of Remote and Border Settlements of the
Republic of Armenia” (16.06.1993) [8]. This list was subsequently expanded by
Decrees Ne 239 (26.04.1995) and Ne 243 (28.04.1995) [8].

These decrees were later repealed, and a revised list was approved under
Government Decree Ne713 (17.11.1998) “On Approving the List of Border
Communities of the Republic of Armenia” [8], which was further amended in 2003,
2004, 2005, 2007, and 2015 [8].

At present, the list includes 212 settlements (213, including Artsvashen), of
which 203 (204, including Artsvashen) are rural settlements and 9 are urban.

The total length of Armenia’s state border is 1431 km. The border strip
covers 1431 km?, while the border zone extends over 7 155 km?, accounting for
approximately 24% of the country’s total territory [9].

The analysis indicates that not all settlements included in the official list
conform to the criterion of location within the border zone or border strip.
Some settlements are situated outside these zones, but are nonetheless included
in the list (e.g., Nor Astghaberd, Getishen, Geghi, Vocheti, Geghavank, Kitsk, Qarut,
Kard, Arajadzor, etc.). Conversely, certain settlements located within these zones are
not included in the list (e.g., the village of Azat in Gegharkunik Marz).
This inconsistency indicates the need to revise the official list of border settlements
(Fig. 2).

Border settlements are unevenly distributed across marzes (Tab. 1 and
Fig. 3).
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Border urban settlements by population, 2024
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Fig. 2. Map of border settlements of the Republic of Armenia [5].

Table 1
Number of border settlements by marzes [8]

Regions Total settlements Rural Urban
Aragatsotn 2 2 0
Ararat” 10 10 0
Aramavir 8 8 0
Gegharkunik™ 23 21 2
Lori 5 5 0
Shirak 19 19 0
Syunik 85 80 5
Vayots Dzor 14 14 0
Tavush 47 45 2
RA 213 204 9

Note: * — including the village of Tigranashen, which, according to the Decree “On Approving the List
of Border Communities of the Republic of Armenia,” is administratively part of the village
of Paruyr Sevak, but is recorded as a separate settlement in official statistical publications.

** _including the Artsvashen Village.
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Fig. 3. Number of border settlements by marzes [8].

A high concentration of border settlements is observed in the Syunik Marz
(85), Tavush Marz (47), and Gegharkunik Marz (22/23, including Artsvashen).
Population of border settlements also varies significantly across marzes (Tab. 2,
and Figs. 4-6).

The analysis of the above figures indicates that 224 329 people reside in border
settlements, accounting for 7.7% of Armenia’s total population. Of these,
129 928 people (58%) live in rural settlements, while 94 401 (42%) reside in urban
settlements (2024).

Table 2
Population of border settlements by marzes [10, 11]

Differences
Regions 2020 2024 2020 2024 20202024

rural urban rural urban rural urban
Aragatsotn 322 0 400 0 322 400 78
Ararat 11031 0] 11477 0 11031 11477 446
Armavir 12639 0| 12635 0 12639 12635 -4
Gegharkunik 9007 18013 8458 18133 27020 26591 -429
Lori 766 0 724 0 766 724 42
Shirak 9021 0 8428 0 9021 8428 -593
Syunik 23219 78140 | 23460 64732 | 101359 88192 -13167
Vayots Dzor 8389 0 8478 0 8389 8478 89
Tavush 55983 11992 | 55868 11536 67975 67404 -571
RA 130377 | 108145 | 129928 94401 | 238522 | 224329 -14193

In terms of total population of border settlements, Syunik Marz ranks first with
88 192 inhabitants, followed by Tavush Marz with 67 404 and Gegharkunik Marz
with 26 591.

Rural population of border settlements is most concentrated in Tavush Marz
(55 868), Syunik Marz (23 460) and Armavir Marz (12 635). Urban population is
most prominent in Syunik Marz (64 732), followed by Gegharkunik Marz (18 133)
and Tavush Marz (11 536).
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Fig. 4. Population dynamics of rural border settlements [10, 11].
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A notable pattern emerges when border settlements are classified by
population size groups (Tab. 3 and Fig. 7).

Table 3

Border settlements by population size groups, 2024 [11]

o | g8 8 8| 8
No S = = S =1 =1 5000 |Total number
Regions permanent | A I 4 4 4 and of border
. -
population A 9 = 8 = S above | settlements
— N (90)
Aragatsotn 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Ararat 0 0 3 2 3 2 0 0 10
Armavir 0 0 0 3 3 1 1 0 8
Gegharkunik 0 2 12 4 2 0 0 0 20
Lori 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
Shirak 2 3 6 6 2 0 0 0 19
Syunik 11 24 | 32 8 3 2 0 0 80
Vayots Dzor 1 2 4 4 2 1 0 0 14
Tavush 0 0 12 14 11 4 4 0 45
RA 14 35 72 | 41 26 10 5 0 203
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Fig. 7. Number of border rural settlements by population size groups, 2024 [11].

The analysis shows that a substantial share of border settlements falls into
small population size groups: 72 settlements have 101-500 inhabitants, 41 settle-
ments have 501-1000 inhabitants, 35 settlements have 1-100 inhabitants and 14
settlements have no permanent population. Settlements with fewer than 100
inhabitants account for 23% of all border settlements and, in essence, lack compe-
titive advantages, i.e., the capacity for socio-economic self-development; they are
weak and highly vulnerable.

Between 2020 and 2024 three additional villages in Syunik Marz (Tanahat,
Khordzor and Geghavank) were added to the category of settlements without
permanent population. The situation in several other settlements is also of concern:
Ajabaj (6 inhabitants), Kamkhut (11), Darik (12), Gudemnis (19), Tsghuni (20) and
Vahravar (22) (Fig. 8).



106 Vuenvie sanucku ET'Y. [eonozus u 2eoepagpus, 2026, 60 (1), c. 98-111.

49
50

40

30 18

20 14 12

10 1
Ay

0 1--10 11--20 21--50 51--100 0--100

Fig. 8. Number of border rural settlements by population size groups (0-100), 2024 [11].
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Border settlements are also unevenly distributed across population size groups.
In Syunik Marz, out of 80 rural border settlements, 11 have no permanent population
and in 24 settlements the population does not exceed 100 inhabitants; together, these
account for 44% of the marz’s border rural settlements (Figs. 9, 10). In contrast, in
Tavush Marz 42% of border settlements belong to the group with populations
exceeding 1000 inhabitants.

Since 2020, significant geopolitical developments have had a substantial
impact on migration sprocesses. Following the 44-days war 2020 and the loss of
territory of Artsakh, a large-scale resettlement of Armenians from Artsakh to the
Republic of Armenia took place. As in other parts of the country, the relocation of
Artsakh Armenians to border settlements led to a certain increase in population.
However, persistent socio-economic challenges and border security issues in the RA
continue to drive out-migration and the depopulation of settlements.
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Fig. 11. Population changes trends in border settlements, 2020-2024 [10, 11].

Although the study period coincides with the resettlement of Artsakh
Armenians, and the resulting positive migration trends in some border settlements
partially offset (or mask) the overall negative dynamics, the depopulation of border
settlements remains an existential issue. Without substantial state intervention, this
problem is likely to intensify in the near future.

As shown in Figs. 11 and 12, between 2020 and 2024 the population of border
settlements declined by 14 193 people, including a decrease of 449 in rural areas and
13 744 in urban areas (Fig. 13). The situation is spatially uneven. The most critical
case is observed in Syunik Marz, where the population decreased by 13 167 people.
It is followed, in terms of the rate of decline, by Shirak Marz, then Tavush Marz and
Gegharkunik Marz.

The most significant population decline was recorded in the cities of Kapan
and Goris, amounting to approximately 12 000 people in total. Persistent trends of
population decline and the depopulation of many settlements indicate the severity of
the situation and the need for sustained state support.
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To promote the development of border settlements and improve living
standards, targeted (needs-based) social support and economic development
programs are implemented:

> Partial compensation of utility costs, including natural gas, electricity and
irrigation water supply [12].

> Coverage the taxes of property and agricultural land located in conflict-
affected areas and not in use [12].

> Compensation for material damage to residential buildings and agriculture
resulting from military or terrorist actions by the Republic of Azerbaijan [12].

> Provision of equivalent housing within the same community in cases of
housing loss due to military or terrorist actions by the Republic of Azerbaijan [12].

> Provision of medical assistance to citizens of Armenia injured by landmine
explosions in border and adjacent areas or because of military or terrorist actions by
the Republic of Azerbaijan [12].

> Subsidization of agricultural loans with a zero interest rate for farms in the
border zone [13].
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> A state support program for the construction or reconstruction of “smart”
livestock facilities and their technological upgrading [14]. Provision of preferential
loans to entrepreneurs in border settlements.

> The social program “Your Home in a Border Settlement”, which provides
state support in the form of subsidized loans for residential construction [15].

> The allocation of subsidies to border communities under the Law
“On Financial Equalization” [16].

> The provision of extensive benefits through subvention programs targeting
border, high-mountain and remote settlements. In certain sectors, the share of state
co-financing reaches up to 70% [17].

Conclusion. The study leads to the following conclusions:

o Trends in population dynamics in border settlements are driven not only
by border security factors but also by socio-economic conditions.

» There is no clear legal definition of border settlements, and the current list
does not fully comply with the stated selection criteria.

o The official list includes 212 (213, including Artsvashen) settlements,
accounting for 21.3% of all settlements in Armenia, including 204 rural and 9 urban
settlements.

« The highest number of border settlements is concentrated in Syunik (85),
Tavush (47), and Gegharkunik (22 or 23, including Artsvashen) Marzes.

» A total of 224 329 people reside in border settlements, representing 7.7%
of the population of the Republic of Armenia.

o In terms of total population, the leading regions are Syunik (88 192),
Tavush (67 404), and Gegharkunik (26 591) Marzes.

» Asignificant share of border settlements falls into the following population
size groups: 72 settlements with 101-500 inhabitants, 41 settlements with 501-1000
inhabitants and 49 settlements with 0-100 inhabitants, of which 14 have no
permanent population.

» The situation in Syunik Marz is particularly critical: out of 80 rural border
settlements, 11 have no permanent population and 24 have fewer than 100
inhabitants. Together, these account for 44% of the marz’s border rural settlements.

o Over the period 20202024, the population of border settlements decreased
by 14 193 people.

« The largest population decline in border settlements during 2020—2024 was
recorded in Syunik Marz, amounting to 13 167 people.

« The highest population increase in border settlements over the same period
was observed in Ararat Marz, with an increase of 446 people.

o During the study period, the population of border rural settlements
decreased by 449 people. The overall decline was primarily driven by urban
population loss, which amounted to 13 744 people.

e In 20202024, the most significant population decreases were recorded in
Kapan (8 995) and Goris (2 922).

o Border settlements receive certain benefits and state support; social
assistance programs are implemented.

Recommendation.

o It is necessary to provide a clear legal definition of border settlements,
refine the selection criteria, and revise the officially approved lists.
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» Border settlements require the development of defense infrastructure, the
establishment of conditions for military resilience and the maximization of
settlement security.

» With direct state involvement, measures should be implemented to improve
living standards, modernize infrastructure and create economic competitive advantages.

» Special emphasis should be placed on the implementation of economic
development programs in border regions with active state participation.

 Policies for the support and development of border settlements should be
carried out in accordance with typological and spatial approaches. Particular emphasis
should be placed on the implementation of differentiated territorial policies.
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16. The Law of the Republic of Armenia “On Financial Equalization” (20.10.2016) (in Armenian).
https://www.irtek.am/views/act.aspx?aid=87200

17. Government Decree Ne 1708-U (16.11.2006) “On the Approval of the Procedure for Granting
Subventions to Communities from the State Budget of the Republic of Armenia” (in Armenian).
https://lwww.irtek.am/views/act.aspx?aid=36992

Q. G QUULUN3UY, 4. @. Ulubhf3-Ur3uv

<UsUusSuuvh <Uuv/MrUMNESNHE8UL UUKUULUUENrQ ANSNk
SULUALULUESUUL PNuUUGMMUUL URSNAFULEMR

Udthnthnid

<wyuwunubih <ubipuytinnipyut vwhiwbuwdtpg gnunne mupupbwltg-
dwh hnpuwpuyydwb ni pbwlsnipjut pyh pupdpipwugh dhunoditipp uvwhiw-
tuyhtt mbiyunwbgnipyui b unghw-mimbuwlubt hhdtwpuimhpiitinh wpynibp
it Uwhdwbuwghtt gnnht Juquinid £ << wwpwoph 24.0%-p: Wu gnunid L
guiiynid << pljuijuyptiph 21,3%-p, wypnid® tipyph phwlsnipjub 7,7%-n:

<nnuwond nhnwpynd i << vwhdwbundtipd gnnne mupupbwltg-
dwh wnwbdwmhwnmynipnibbbipn, yapehtt hhtiy wwpnid  thnpuwtipupiwi
dhunidttinp, vwhdwbwditpd phwljujuyptiph quipqugdwah ni wgwiljgni pjubip
ninnud  dpwgpbiph  2pgwtiwlp: <npjwdh ppwhwynid Yuqidly £ <<
uwhdwbuwditind pbwljujuyptinh puinntiq:

I'.I.TAMBAPSH, B. I'. MXUTAPSH

TEHAEHIIMN M3MEHEHUS PACCEJIEHWS
B [NPUTPAHMYHOUN 30HE PEIIYBJIMKN APMEHUA

Pe3ome

TenneHIUN N3MEHEHHSI PAcCEeNIEHUs U JUHAMHUKH YHCICHHOCTH HACEJICHNUS B
MpUrpaHUYIHON 30He PecyOnmku ApmeHust 00yCIOBIEHBI BOIPOCAMH PUTPaHIY-
HOW 0€30MacHOCTH M COLMATbHO-3KOHOMHUYECKUMH TpoOieMamu. [lpurpaHndHas
30Ha coctaBisieT 24.0% Tteppuropun PA. B srtoit 30He pacnonoxensl 21.3%
HACEJIEHHBIX ITYHKTOB M MIPOXKHUBAeT 7.7% HaceleHHs CTPaHBbI.

B cratbe paccMoTpeHsl 0COOEHHOCTH paccesIeHus B IPUrpaHUYHOM 30He PA,
TEH/ICHIINY eTo TpaHc(opMalmy 3a MocIeIHUE MSATh JIET, IPOrPaMMBI 10 Pa3BUTHIO
Y MOJIIEPKKE MPUTPAHNYHBIX HACEICHHBIX ITyHKTOB. CoCcTaBlieHa KapTa MpUTpaHuy-
HBIX TIoceneHnit PA.
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