
In January Armenia was admitted to
the Council of Europe. Prior to the acces-
sion the Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council (PACE) made a number of recom-
mendations for legislative and other re-
forms to be undertaken in the republic in
order to strengthen democratic processes
and the respect for human rights.2 These
recommendations, which the Government
pledged commitment to, included the rati-
fication of seven international treaties and
the adoption of nine domestic laws within
a period of one to three years.

During the year 2001, uneven prog-
ress was made towards the realization of
the PACE recommendations. Most notably,
the Government failed to ratify the
European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
(ECHR). This failure was explained by the
fact that it had not been ensured that the
provisions of the Convention and the re-
public’s Constitution were fully compatible.
However, in December, the Venice Com-
mission published a report3, concluding
that nothing in the ECHR or its protocols
could be considered as contradicting the
current Armenian Constitution. Accordingly,
the Commission called on Armenia’s Go-
vernment to ratify these instruments. At the
same time the Venice Commission noted
that in order to allow for the ECHR to be ef-
fectively applied, it was imperative to en-
force the scheduled constitutional reform
without undue delay.

While designating the constitutional re-
form a top priority, the Government an-
nounced plans to organise a referendum
on the matter in 2002. An ad-hoc commit-
tee was set up in the National Assembly to
deal with the revision, and as of February
2002 this committee began discussing two
drafts; one of them elaborated within the

presidential administration and the other
presented by six political opposition parties.

In line with the PACE recommenda-
tions, the Government moved to sign a
number of international conventions, in-
cluding the European Social Charter, and
initiated new legislation regarding a num-
ber of topics, for example elections, the
media and an Ombudsman’s office.
However, the measures still lagged behind
in relation to the deadlines set by the PACE.

Further, in its keenness to comply with
the PACE recommendations, the Govern-
ment in some cases rushed ahead, while
overlooking fundamental democratic and
human rights principles, and dismissing the
need for a broad national dialogue on im-
portant legislative changes. In particular,
draft legislation on the press and mass
media met with serious criticism from ob-
servers due to its restrictive provisions.

In general, government operations suf-
fered from a lack of transparency and pub-
lic control, although a few positive steps to-
wards increased co-operation with NGOs
and media representatives were taken, for
example regarding the development of
poverty reduction strategies. The Commis-
sion on Human Rights functioning under
the President remained largely passive and
did not take any effective measures to ad-
dress current human rights problems.4

Freedom of Expression and Media5

New Media Legislation
In accordance with one of the PACE rec-

ommendations, a new Media Law was draft-
ed within the Ministry of Justice. In February
2002, the draft law was submitted to the
Parliament. Although media representatives
have for a long time called for a new Media
Law to replace the vague and outdated one
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from 1991, they do not approve of the draft:
officially, it has been declared as correspon-
ding to international standards, but in reality
it contains provisions detrimental to the free-
dom of the media.

While so far it has been sufficient for
the press to register with the authorities
only once, the draft imposes a requirement
on them to register for a license every year.
The draft also provides for the establish-
ment of a governmental body to oversee
the activities of mass media. Journalists fear
that this body would engage in virtual cen-
sorship. The critics of the draft law have
concluded that it represents a setback
rather than an improvement.

In October 2000 the National Assemb-
ly adopted a new Law on Television and
Radio. This law turned the national TV and
radio stations into public stations funded by
the State. According to the law, special
boards of directors were to oversee the op-
eration and management of the public sta-
tions, with the President appointing the
members of the boards. The law also pro-
vided for the establishment of a council to
regulate the work of private TV and radio
stations, and granted the President powers
to appoint its members. 

In its initial form the law contained sev-
eral provisions that were dubious in terms
of freedom of the media. In particular, the
introduction of a complicated licensing sys-
tem for private broadcast stations gave rise
to concern. However, following active lob-
bying by media outlets and NGOs, the law
was amended in September 2001. The
amended version simplified the licensing
procedures and extended the period of va-
lidity of a license from five to seven years.

Access to Information
There was no specific legislation on ac-

cess to information, but the Constitution
and several other laws guaranteed the right
to receive and disseminate information. A
study undertaken by the Civil Society Deve-
lopment Union (CSDU) showed that gov-

ernment officials often failed to grant ac-
cess to information, which was supposed
to be publicly available. Only five of 22
ministries responded to a written CSDU re-
quest for information within the time stipu-
lated by law, and ten ministries gave no re-
sponse at all. Government officials implied
that they were reluctant to hand out infor-
mation if they did not know for what pur-
poses it was going to be used.

However, the main conclusion of the
study was that government bodies did not
have any developed mechanism for pro-
viding the public with information, and that
its offices for public relations often did not
possess the information requested, while
they were unable to give advice on where
it could be found. These conclusions were
substantiated by a survey undertaken
among 55 Armenian journalists6, which in-
dicated that state officials who refused to
hand out non-classified information most
frequently cited reasons such as they did
not possess the information requested, that
they were not allowed to release it, or that
it included state secrets.

◆ Achilles, an NGO defending drivers’
rights, requested the Ministry of the Interior
to provide statistics on police behaviour to-
wards drivers, including fines imposed and
registered cases of misconduct. As the
NGO received a rude written response, in
which it was stated that the information re-
quested was none of its business, its rep-
resentatives filed a complaint with a court.
According to the court ruling, the Ministry of
the Interior was not obliged to provide the
NGO with all the information requested,
but should have given an appropriate an-
swer and directed the NGO to the source
where the information could be obtained.
Following the ruling, the Ministry of the
Interior exhorted Achilles to contact the
State Department for Statistics in order to
get the requested information.7

Article 70 of the Criminal Code penal-
ized the publishing of classified informa-
tion, and media outlets that published ma-
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terial considered to contain state secrets
could have their activities suspended for up
to three months. The 1996 Law on State
Secrets listed four broad categories of clas-
sified information; military, international,
economic and intelligence information,
without providing sufficient details on the
content of the categories. Given that the
vague definitions could cover a wide range
of information, the law encouraged arbi-
trary implementation and self-censorship
among journalists.8

Libel and Defamation
According to Article 208 of the Criminal

Code, publicly insulting authorities with re-
gard to their conduct during official duties
was punishable with fines or up to one year
of corrective labour. The provision contradic-
ted the European Court of Human Rights ju-
risprudence, which establishes that public
officials are expected to endure broader
public criticism than private persons.

The Draft Law on the Press and Mass
Media proposed by the Government also
contained the notion of defamation by pro-
hibiting journalists to publish information
“harmful to a person’s integrity or busi-
ness”. It was believed that this provision
would encourage media outlets to exercise
self-censorship in order to avoid pressure
from authorities and powerful business-
men.9

◆ On 23 March, Vahan Ishkhanian, a
journalist working with the opposition
newspaper Haykakan Zhamanak, was
summoned to the Regional Prosecutor’s
Office in Yerevan and told that the main
shareholder of the Converse Bank, Smbat
Nasibian, had demanded that he be
charged with defamation for a 21 February
article entitled “Corruption and the
Personnel of the President”. In the article,
Mr Ishkhanian claimed that Mr Nasibian
had given a presidential advisor a jeep
worth about 70,000 Euro in return for cer-
tain services. Further, he asserted that, due
to these services, the Converse Bank had

been able to obtain a monopoly of the cur-
rency exchange at the Zvartnots airport and
full power over the offering of financial
services to the state aviation company. In
the end no criminal case was brought
against Mr Ishkhanian.10

Coverage of the 1999 Terrorist Attack
on the National Assembly

Throughout the year journalists faced
harassment by authorities for different rea-
sons. However, the repressive measures re-
lating to the trial on the October 1999 ter-
rorist attack in the National Assembly dis-
played particular characteristics. During this
attack terrorists stormed the Parliament buil-
ding and shot dead Prime Minister Vazgen
Sargssain, Parliamentary Speaker Karen
Demirchian as well as two vice-speakers
and three deputies. The trial commenced in
2000 and continued in early 2002.

Shortly before the trial started the au-
thorities announced that only 60 journalists
would be accredited for the hearings, while
no other spectators would be granted ac-
cess. The decision was motivated on the
grounds of the lack of space in the court-
room. Further, on the first day of the hear-
ings, the Minister for Justice, David
Haroutiunian, said that certain restrictions
would apply to the media coverage of the
court sessions due to the extreme impor-
tance of the case. In particular, the media
were prohibited from publishing verbatim
accounts of testimonies made during the
course of the trial. Media representatives
considered the announcement an attempt
to obstruct detailed and exhaustive report-
ing on the trial. The court itself, however, re-
frained from imposing any regulations on
the media coverage of the hearings.11

◆ In early May, Shogher Matevossian,
editor-in-chief of the highly critical weekly
Chorord Ishkhanutiun, was summoned to
the Military Prosecutor’s Office, where she
was requested to disclose the authors of a
critical article related to the 1999 terrorist
act. Ms Matevossian refused to do so, ar-
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guing that the she alone was responsible
for the article. Later, eight tax police offi-
cers conducted an unsanctioned audit in
the weekly’s office. They confiscated sev-
eral documents and interrogated its ac-
countant for four hours. Ms Matevossian
was also pressurized into writing down a
declaration dicatated by the police officers.
The Ministry of State Revenues claimed
that the audit had revealed serious irregu-
larities in the weekly’s accounts and re-
quested Ogostos, the agency that owned
and published it, to pay 8 million drams
(approximately 16,000 Euro) in indemnity.
Ogostos responded by bringing a case
against the Ministry citing the illegality of
the tax audit as well as the unreasonable-
ness of the indemnity requests. On 4
January 2002, a court decision satisfied
the suit. However, the Ministry appealed
the verdict. At the time of writing, the ap-
peal case was pending.12

◆ In the night of 26 June, the workshop
owned by Vahagn Ghoukassian was set on
fire. As a free-lance journalist, Mr Ghoukas-
sian had written a brochure called The Ob-
server’s Version, where he linked the per-
petrators of the 1999 terrorist attack to
Armenian authorities, in particular the
President, the Minister of National Security
and high-ranking officials of the Ministry of
the Interior. In two articles written in June,
published in the opposition newspaper
Haykakan Zhamanak, he also presented
evidence suggesting that a special military
subdivision of the Ministry of National
Security had been involved in the terrorist
attack. Mr Ghoukassian and his family had
repaired leather products in the workshop,
which was burnt down, an occupancy con-
stituting their only stable source of income.
Prior to the arson attack, Mr Ghoukassian
had received an intimidating phone call
from an anonymous person, who referred
to the death of a well-known publicist in
uncertain circumstances. He was also ar-
rested and beaten by officers of the

Ministry of the Interior when The Ob-
server’s Version was initially distributed.13

Peaceful Assembly

Freedom of assembly was guaranteed
by Article 26 of the Constitution. However,
in practice, the authorities did not always
respect this provision.

◆ On 9 May, law enforcement officials
prevented a concert in honour of the Victory
Day from taking place. The concert was to
be organised by the humanitarian NGO
Novaya Armenia, which works with street
children. The law enforcement officials con-
fiscated the organisers’ technical equipment
for about half an hour, and returned it only
on condition that the concert be cancelled.
The NGO had reportedly been granted per-
mission for the concert. However, the offi-
cers that put an end to it said that it would
disturb a classical music concert in the near-
by Chamber Music Hall, where the guests
included the Prime Minister’s wife.14

◆ On 7 September, the opposition Natio-
nal Democratic Alliance organised a de-
monstration against the introduction of a
method of per-minute payment for tele-
phone calls in Yerevan. As the participants
gathered in the Liberty Square, troops from
the Ministry of the Interior arrived at the
place. Armed with clubs and shields, the
troops prevented the demonstrators from
proceeding to the presidential palace. In
the evening more than 15 plain clothed of-
ficials of the Ministry of the Interior force-
fully entered the home of Petros Makeyan,
chairman of the Democratic Fatherland po-
litical party, saying that they wished to clar-
ify some issues regarding the demonstra-
tion. As the officers were unable to produce
any arrest warrant, Mr Makeyan refused to
go with them. Following a heated dispute,
the officers attacked Mr Makeyan in the
presence of his 17-year-old daughter.
Having searched the apartment, the offi-
cers took Mr Makeyan with them and left.
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Four hours later it became clear that he
was being held in detention in the Arabkir
Department of Internal Affairs. Only the fol-
lowing day, court decisions sanctioning Mr
Makeyan’s arrest as well as the search of
his home were issued. Mr Makeyan was
detained for a total of ten days for violating
administrative regulations on the organisa-
tion of demonstrations.15

Judicial System and Independence of
the Judiciary

The judiciary remained largely depend-
ent on the executive. In particular, the pro-
cedure for appointing judges and the sys-
tem for monitoring the activities of courts
provided the executive with powerful
mechanisms for exercising influence on the
judiciary.

Judges were appointed by a three-
stage procedure. After examining the quali-
fications of applicants, the Ministry of
Justice drew up a list of candidates. This list
was submitted to the Council of Justice,
which was composed of judges, prosecu-
tors and research lawyers but chaired by
the President and vice-chaired by the
Minister of Justice, for comments. The
President made the final appointments.

The Council of Justice was also
charged with overseeing the activities of
courts by examining complaints filed
against judges. No official information on
the number of complaints dealt with by the
Council or the decisions reached by its
members were published. According to un-
official sources, the Council examined 585
complaints in the year 2000.16

The PACE recommendations made pri-
or to Armenia’s accession to the Council of
Europe stressed the necessity of reforming
the judicial system in the republic so as to
guarantee its independence. In particular,
the PACE exhorted the Government to un-
dertake a reform of the Council of Justice
within three years of accession.17 A reform
of the Criminal Code lagged behind sched-

ule, which meant inter alia that the death
penalty remained in force.

Public attitudes towards the judicial
system were markedly adverse. A national
survey conducted by the Armenian Socio-
logical Association indicated that over 80%
of the population did not have confidence
in judges.18 In a survey from 199919 the re-
spondents labelled the judiciary as the
most corrupt state structure, and in a sur-
vey from the year 200020, 69% of the re-
spondents said that, if a dispute they were
involved in could not be solved between
the parties, they would under no circum-
stances take it to court.

The physical conditions of courts were
also miserable. The buildings were in ex-
tremely poor condition and the judges of-
ten cited poor working conditions when at-
tempting to justify mistakes in their work.

Fair Trial and Detainees’ Rights21

Suspects were frequently not informed
of their rights, in particular the right to legal
counsel. Detainees who invoked this right
were only granted access to a lawyer after
official permission had been received from
the investigator. Law enforcement officials
often did not send any official notice to per-
sons they wished to interrogate but sum-
moned them only orally.

Meanwhile the status of witnesses re-
mained problematic. The legislation in
force failed to grant witnesses the right to
refuse to be interrogated unless a lawyer
was present. Interrogators used this legal
loophole to call suspects as witnesses and
pressure them into signing confessions.
Judges usually left complaints about co-
erced confessions un-investigated; they
simply asked the interrogator if any irregu-
larities had taken place, and accepted
his/her denial of this and dismissed the de-
fendant’s complaint. There were also cases
where witnesses who refused to reiterate
statements they had made under duress
were threatened with charges of acting as
false witnesses.
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The parties in court did not enjoy equal
procedural rights. While generally the pros-
ecutor’s word was trusted, defence lawyers
had to provide a large amount of evidence
in order to convince the court of the inno-
cence of their clients. Sometimes the ver-
dicts handed out were outright arbitrary,
thus strengthening suspicions of corruption
on the part of judges.

On 12 June, the National Assembly an-
nounced an amnesty to mark the 1700th

anniversary of the adoption of Christianity
as Armenia’s state religion. In addition, a
considerable number of prisoners had their
sentences reduced. In total, some 2,000
prisoners were affected by the amnesty.

◆ On 18 May, the Appeal Court for Cri-
minal and Military Affairs slightly reduced
the seven-year prison sentences handed
down in December 2000 to former
Minister of Education, Ashot Bleyan, the
leader of the opposition party Nor Ughi,
and former head of the educational com-
plex named Mkhitar Sebastatsi. He was
found guilty of embezzlement and abuse
of power. Both trials were marred by seri-
ous violations of due process standards.
While no substantive evidence against the
suspect was presented, he was denied the
right to an effective defence, including le-
gal counsel. During the appeal case trial,
armed troops from the Ministry of the
Interior were present in the courtroom. In
July Mr Bleyan was released on the basis
of Article 49 of the Criminal Code, which
allows the release of a prisoner who has
served a third of his/her prison sentence.
Human rights organizations judged the
case to be politically motivated.22

Torture, Ill-treatment and Police
Misconduct

Police officers continued to resort to
excessive use of force and physical abuse
when interrogating suspects or persons
summoned as witnesses. Typically the per-
petrators were not brought to justice.

◆ In October, Robert Khachatrian was ar-
rested twice on suspicions of theft and
beaten up by officers from the Khorerdayin
police station in Yerevan before being re-
leased. Further, in late October, one of the
police officers who had participated in the
beatings approached Mr Khachatrian in the
street, forced him into his car and took him
to a desert outside the city, where he
threatened to shoot him unless he con-
fessed to the theft or agreed to work as a
police informant. As a result of the police
torture, Mr Khachatrian contracted a spinal
injury, which was documented by a doctor.
Encouraged by the Armenian Helsinki
Association (AHA), he requested the re-
gional prosecutor to bring charges against
the police officers at the Khorerdayin police
station. However, after being interrogated
by the prosecutor, Mr Khachatrian stated
that he had sustained his back injuries by
falling and thus withdrew his request for
charges.23

During the year a case of brutality in-
volving the bodyguards of the President
also caused public indignation.

◆ In the night of 25 September, Poghos
Poghosyan, a 43-year old Georgian citizen
of Armenian origin, was found dead in the
toilets of a café in Yerevan after he had al-
legedly used insulting language against the
Armenian President who had visited the
café the same day. According to a British
witness, the President’s bodyguards beat
him in the toilets. Police officers present in
the café did not intervene in the attack.
Later, a case was opened against only one
of the several bodyguards, and in January
2002 the hearings started in the Nork-
Marash Court. During the trial a written
statement by the British witness was dis-
missed because of “the poor quality of
translation”. On 21 February 2002, the
court ruled that Mr Poghosyan had died as
a result of a brawl between him and the
bodyguard against whom charges had
been brought, and handed out a two-year
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suspended prison sentence to the body-
guard for accidentally causing another per-
son’s death (Article 103 of the Criminal
Code). The relatives of Mr Poghosyan said
that they would appeal the verdict.24

Conditions in Prisons and Detention
Facilities

In accordance with the PACE recom-
mendations prior to Armenia’s accession to
the Council of Europe, a process to transfer
the penitentiary system to the control of the
Ministry of Justice rather than it being sub-
ordinated to the Ministry of the Interior be-
gan on 1 October. The Government also
decided to allocate 151,1 million drams
(approximately 300,500 Euro) for the con-
struction of a prison hospital for prisoners
infected with tuberculosis. The agreement
on the project was signed between the
International Committee of the Red Cross
and the Ministries of the Interior, Justice and
Health. According to official statistics, there
were about 4,000 inmates infected with tu-
berculosis in Armenian prisons at the end of
2001. However, the AHA claimed that the
real number was much higher.25

During the year the CSDU and a co-
operating organisation carried out a moni-
toring programme involving all pre-trial iso-
lation facilities in the republic. It was the
first time that the authorities had permitted
such monitoring. On the basis of the mon-
itoring, the organisation concluded that cer-
tain rights granted to detainees in the 1968
Regulation on Pre-trial Detention were not
properly implemented. For example, in vio-
lation of Article 13 of this Regulation, de-
tainees had not been allowed to corre-
spond with their relatives: they could do so
only by bribing the staff. 26

The CSDU believed that the main rea-
sons for the prevailing situation were igno-
rance among the detainees of their rights
and the Soviet type approach still cherished
by law enforcement officers to exclude de-
tainees from the outside world. The vague-

ness of the relevant legislation was also
seen as contributing to the situation.

Although Article 12 of the Regulation
guaranteed detainees the right to receive
visitors, visits were only organised in excep-
tional cases in many of the pre-trial facili-
ties. For example, only 3 to 4 visits were re-
ported to have taken place annually in the
Vanadzor facility, which holds 110 inmates.
A survey among detainees and their rela-
tives indicated that 40% had never even
tried to get authorisation for a visit, with
36% of these beliving that no visits were
allowed by law before a verdict had been
handed out, and 30% claiming that there
were no prospects of a positive response to
a request for a visit. Both the experience of
other detainees and information from the
administration of the detention facilities
were cited as sources for the opinions held.
Defence lawyers pointed to the same ex-
planations for failures to request visits.27

Religious Intolerance28

Article 1 of the 1991 Law on Freedom
of Conscience, Worship and Religious
Organisations guaranteed freedom of wor-
ship and religious belief as well as free
choice and exercise of religion. There were
45 registered religious organisations in
Armenia, representing the main world reli-
gions. The Armenian Apostolic Church held
the status of national church and enjoyed
special privileges.

While Article 7 of the above-mentioned
Law permitted all registered religious organ-
isations to do charity work, Article 17 grant-
ed this right exclusively to the Armenian
Apostolic Church. A similar legal inconsisten-
cy applied to the building of places of wor-
ship: while all registered religious groups
were granted the right to have places of wor-
ship, only the Armenian Apostolic Church
was allowed to build new churches.

According to Article 13, religious
groups, whose spiritual centres were out-
side Armenia, were prohibited from receiv-
ing financial support from abroad. 
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Article 17 stated that other religious
communities apart from the Armenian
Apostolic Church could only worship within
their own buildings, and were prohibited
from organizing religious activities in
schools, kindergartens or penitentiaries.

From the beginning of the 2000 autumn
semester an obligatory course on Christianity
was introduced in secondary public schools.
On 17 March 2000, the Government and
the Armenian Apostolic Church signed a so-
called Memorandum of Understanding,
aimed at providing the basis for a later agree-
ment between the two parties to grant even
more privileges to the church.

During the year a re-registration of all
religious organisations took place. Accor-
ding to the Law on Freedom of Conscience,
Worship and Religious Organisations, a
community needed 200 signatures to be
registered. Some smaller communities,
whose members have increasingly had to
leave the country due to religious intoler-
ance, failed to meet this requirement.29

The authorities also continued to re-
fuse to register the Jehovah’s Witnesses, al-
though the community had about 17,000
members. Allegedly this was mainly be-
cause male members of the community re-
fused to serve in the military. However, the
members of the community, like members
of other non-traditional communities, also
faced other forms of harassment and dis-
crimination. Minority members were, for
example, dismissed from their jobs, or
beaten up on the streets, with the perpe-
trators going unpunished. In a few cases
criminal charges against church leaders
were brought on spurious grounds.

◆ On 6 June, the senior investigator of
the Armavir Regional Prosecutor’s Office
opened a criminal case against Levon
Margarian, an elder of the local Jehovah’s
Witnesses community and deputy chair-
man of the National Council of Jehovah’s
Witnesses. The charges were brought un-
der Article 244.1 of the Criminal Code (in-

fringement of the rights and freedoms of
citizens under the guise of exercising free-
dom of religion) and were motivated by
the participation of twelve children in a re-
ligious ceremony organised by the com-
munity. According to Mr Margarian’s lawyer,
the children had written permission from
their parents to attend the service. This was
the first time in 20 years that Article 224.1,
which carries imprisonment of up to five
years, was applied in Armenia. On 17
September Mr Margarian was acquitted. An
appeal by the Prosecutor’s Office of
Armavir was pending at the end of 2001.30

◆ On 13 July, some 30 armed police of-
ficers confiscated all movable property
owned by the Yerevan Charismatic Church.
Four days later, the 46-year-old female pas-
tor, Shogher Khachatryan, was arrested and
detained for three months in the isolation
detention facilities of the National Security
Ministry. During the detention Ms
Khachatryan was refused the right to con-
tact her family and church. She was
charged with swindling and as of the end of
the year the case was pending. Ms
Khachatryan denied the charges.31

Conscientious Objection32

On accession to the Council of Europe,
Armenia made a commitment to adopt a
law on alternative military service within
three years. The PACE also recommended
that all conscientious objectors be released
and allowed to carry out community service
as soon as adequate legislation had been
adopted.33 However, while a number of
conscientious objectors were released un-
der the general August amnesty, 59 new
conscientious objectors were sentenced to
prison in 2001. As of the end of the year,
sixteen Jehovah’s Witnesses were impris-
oned for refusing to carry out military serv-
ice on religious grounds. Four young
Jehovah’s Witnesses were in detention
awaiting trial.
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Women’s Rights34

According to the women’s NGO
Tsovinar, women were subjected to persist-
ent discrimination in the fields of labour
and education, while domestic violence re-
mained a grave problem.

In the labour market discrimination of
women took inter alia the form of employ-
ers refusing to hire women who were en-
gaged or recently married while citing fears
that they would become pregnant and thus
be unable to continue working. Elderly
women also had great difficulties in finding
a job, and women rarely occupied leading
positions. Traditional attitudes often pre-
vented girls from completing secondary ed-
ucation and, in particular, higher education.

The authorities typically belittled the
problem of domestic violence. According to
various surveys, domestic violence oc-
curred at all levels and in all parts of socie-
ty, although it was sustained by factors such
as economic hardship, unemployment and
alcohol abuse. The most fundamental rea-
son for domestic violence was that
women’s place in society was still per-
ceived as being subordinated to men, first
to their fathers and brothers, later to their
husbands, and finally even to their sons.

Homosexuals’ Rights35

Relations between persons of the
same sex remained criminalized, and were
punishable with up to five years imprison-
ment according to Article 116 of the
Criminal Code. Raids against homosexuals

reportedly took place. Police officers arrest-
ed homosexuals in their homes or at their
work places and coerced them into naming
homosexuals in high-ranking positions,
who represented convenient targets for
blackmailing. Typically the homosexuals
also had to pay bribes in order to avoid be-
ing detained. In addition, they had private
belongings, including photos, confiscated.
According to the AHA at least two raids
were carried out during the year.

Some officials within the Ministry of the
Interior and the Ministry of National
Security reportedly recruited representa-
tives of sexual minorities as informants. The
targeted homosexuals were called to the
departments where the officials were work-
ing and requested to sign a document stat-
ing that they were ready to cooperate with
the government bodies and that they
would provide any information in their pos-
session that could harm the national secu-
rity of the republic. When the persons
summoned refused to comply with the re-
quest they were threatened with negative
repercussions, ranging from having their
sexual orientation revealed to their relatives
and employers to criminal prosecution on
the basis of Article 116 of the Criminal
Code.

During the year seven homosexuals
were murdered and it was believed that
they were killed due to their sexual orienta-
tion. In a particularly brutal case in
September, a homosexual actor with the
Giumri theatre died as a result of fifty stabs.
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