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THE METHODOLOGY OF DETERMINING THE STATES OF GREATEST INTEREST TO 
LABOUR MIGRANTS FROM THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA 

SVETLANA ARKADI DALLAQYAN, Ph.D. in Economics 
Junior Research Associate, M. Kotanyan Institute of Economics 
National Academy of Sciences, Republic of Armenia 

Abstract 

The article provides the state of migration in Armenia for the period 1988-2016 and trends over the time. The research 
findings state that during the discussed period 1,659,400 people left Armenia and this outflow is of a continuous nature, being a 
threat both of a socioeconomic nature and to the security of the country. With the aim of identifying the most preferred countries 
by the migrants, a methodology of country preference assessment is elaborated and presented that is based on various indicators 
that are incorporated in the model proposed by the author.  

Keywords: Migration flow, recipient country, labor migration, methodology of host country assessment, availability of vacancies, 
rationale scores 


