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1.   INTRODUCTION 

Mountainous country Armenia has a territory of 29,743 square km. According to the 
population census of 2011, Armenia is populated with 3.02 million people with 63% of 
urban and 37% of rural population. Armenia’s long history of educational excellence has 
resulted in a skilled and qualified workforce. Literacy is 100%, and Armenia has one the 
highest percentages of graduates in the former Soviet region. Human capital development is 
an essential part of the country’s industrial growth policy, with education seen as an 
incentive for progress. The workforce in Armenia is highly capable, and there is a rich 
tradition of craftsmanship in many specialized sectors. This has been thoroughly 
demonstrated in sectors such as life sciences, high-end textiles and garments, jewelry, and 
information technology. Moreover, currently, the country possesses the fundamental 
facilities and systems that are necessary for its economy to function and people to enjoy 
better standards of living. It has sustainable energy supply with 100% of electricity access 
country-wide. Since beginning of 2000’s Armenia started its massive population gasification 
program. Today, the gasification level of Armenia is around 95%, which levels the country 
among the world leaders. Meanwhile, in after independence, in 1990’s in the realities of the 
energy crisis, wood was the main heating and cooking source, especially in rural areas, with 
all related negative economic (because of high costs of operation) and health effects. 
 
After the collapse of the Soviet system, in 1990’s Armenia experienced significant hardships:  
war in Nagorno-Karabakh, severe energy shortage, sharp downfall of industrial output and 
disruption of key trade routes. The devastating economy brought about the rising numbers 
of Armenians living in poverty, high level of job migration and substantial spending by 
government that failed to turn the situation around. All this was accompanied by 
implementation of structural reforms and liberalization of overall economy operations: 
privatization of land and property, liberalization of utility markets (finance, energy, water, 
information and communication, etc.) and introduction of measures for increasing the 
country’s competitiveness via improvement of governance and business environments. The 
country has made a strong effort to create a favorable macroeconomic climate based on 
market economics.  
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2.   VALUE CHAINS AND THE DOUBLE TRANSFORMATION                                          
OF THE AGRI-FOOD SYSTEM 

2.1  Agricultural Transformation 

Macroeconomic developments    

Since the late 1990s the country stepped into the economic revival stage with increasing 
trend of the gross domestic product (GDP) (Figure 1) which almost quadrupled within the 
last two decades. Consequently GDP per capita also increased that was accompanied with 
the decrease in poverty and food insecurity of the population (Figures 17 and 21). Moreover, 
within the same period the country demonstrated a decrease in polarization of population 
by income with GINI index reducing from 36 in 2000 to 32 in 2015.  Interestingly, only in 
2004, the country could reach the level of GDP of pre-independence year of 1989.    
 

Figure 1. Gross domestic product dynamics, constant 2010 USD, million 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  

 
At the same time, the crisis of 2008 extensively leveled down the constantly increasing GDP 
growth rates from average annual 13% to -14% in 2008 (Figure 2). This is on the background 
of recession in Russia, slow growth in Europe and reduction in remittances (Figure 3). 
Overall, Armenia has performed better in Europe and Central Asia since 2006, in spite of 
sharper decrease in 2008 and fast recovery (Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017).  GDP per 
capita has been performing stable growth over the past few years (Figure 17). However, this 
growth is still is not stable. Armenian economy was nearly stagnant in 2016 with growth 
rate of 0.2% due to a continuing recession in Russia, the main trade partner, the economy of 
which is on track of moderate revival this year. Persisting economic instability may disrupt 
of food systems and food security.   
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Figure 2. Gross domestic product growth dynamics, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  

 
 
Other important factors of the Armenian economy are the employment and labor migration. 
The labor market is Armenia has a specific feature: a significant number of labor migrants, 
especially in rural areas. Though the last decade unemployment in Armenia was decreasing, 
it still records very high level of 18%. High unemployment is accompanied by high labor 
migration rates, especially in rural areas. Personal remittances from migrant workers, a 
major source of consumer spending, account for a significant part of economy of Armenia. 
On average remittances amount to 15% of GDP (Figure 3): three times twice as high as the 
FDI inflows (Figure 15). Cash transfers from migrant workers in Russia comprise more than 
half of the overall remittance inflows: 60% in 2017. After three years of reduction, 
remittances from Armenians working abroad increased by almost 15 percent in 2017 
following improving conditions in Russia from where the bulk of the remittance inflows 

(80%90%) comes from. Notably, decelerated Russian GDP had the largest impact on 
remittances. According to some estimation, remittances have a negative impact on labor 
supply of adults and a positive impact on education in Armenia (Banaian and Roberts 2007). 
Moreover, for households receiving remittances, they make up 80% of household income 
and help reduce poverty.    
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Figure 3. Personal remittances received as percentage of GDP, % 

  
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  

  

Developments of the agricultural sector   

Agriculture has been crucial to the economic growth and food balance of the country. In 
1990s in the context of the overall economic collapse and destruction of the industrial base, 
agriculture was the only “living” sector and accounted for almost one-third of the GDP. 
Unable to find a job in cities, people started cultivating land for their own subsistence. As a 
result of this, Armenia’s dependency on agriculture increased. Since 1995 the trend of value 
added in GDP of agriculture has been steadily decreasing from 42% in 1995 to 18% in 2016 
(Figure 4), although it was increasing in absolute terms of output production (Figure 5). This 
decline was accompanied by an increasing contribution of the service sector to the GDP of 
the country, currently accounting for almost 55%. At the same time, within the last few 
years agricultural sector demonstrated double digit growth. It also provides employment to 
one third of the population in the country (Figure 7). Moreover, the largest share of 
revenues of the rural population comes from agriculture products and hired labor, making 
poverty largely contingent on agriculture development. Furthermore, manufacture of food 
products is the major subsector of the processing industry that comprises about 4% of the 
GDP. The industry is also supported by the beverages subsector with an average GDP 
contribution of 1.5%. Overall, the declining share of agriculture value added in GDP 
represents a positive transitional change for Armenia, since, historically, the higher a 
country's income, the smaller its agricultural share in GDP.  
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Figure 4. Agriculture value added in GDP, % 

 

Source:  built by author based on data from WB  
 
Since 1995, the agricultural sector exhibited persistent increase of about two-and-a-half 
times in the output (Figure 5). Although seriously hit by crises of 2008 and 2014, in last few 
years the agricultural sector was the primary driver of the economy which exhibited a 
double digit growth with annual average of 10% growth. This gives a positive signal for 
countries capacity to ensure stability in food availability.    
 

Figure 5. Agriculture output dynamics, in constant 2010 USD, million 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  
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Interestingly, in the region of Europe and Central Asia, between 2000 and 2011 the biggest 
per capita growth for food production took place in Armenia with registered 5.7% annual 
growth, followed by Bosnia and Herzegovina with 5.1% and Kazakhstan with 4.8% growth 
(FAO 2014). 
 
Considering the importance cereals have for food security, Figure 6 presents the trends in 
production, harvested area and yields of cereals (wheat, barley, maize, rye, rice, buckwheat, 
etc.). Between 1995 and 2016, production of cereals increased almost two and half times 
(141%) accompanied by harvested area increase of 65% indicating productivity growth of 
almost 50%, which is, however, lower than, for example, in Russia, the main regional and 
world competitor. In total supply of cereals, the share of wheat makes about makes up 
about 70%, followed by barley with share of 20% mostly used for animal feed and beer. 
 

Figure 6. Cereals: production, harvested area and yield 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO   

 
Furthermore, over 22 thousand people representing 34% of the working population in 
Armenia are employed in agriculture. Therefore, the sector has a strategic role in rural 
development. The share of the population in Armenia relying on agriculture for its livelihood 
decreased between 1995 and 2016 from 47% to 34% (Figure 7). Currently, Armenia’s rate of 
34% is higher than the world average of 27%, Central Asia average of 23 and is closer to low-
middle income country average of 39%, higher income countries have much lower rates. In 
Armenia, agriculture as the primary employment sector can be characterized as skilled labor. 
Currently, thousands of people (about 395,000) in rural regions are considered part of the 
agricultural workforce. About 15,000 employees work in the food processing sector and 
6,000 in the beverages sector. Non-farm employment in rural areas accounts for about 
100,000 people.  
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Figure 7. Agriculture in total employment, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  

 
Currently, agriculture and fishery output is represented by 50% of plant growing, 47% of 
animal husbandry and 3% fishery. The country has more than 2 million ha agricultural areas, 
1.6 million agricultural animals and 4.2 million poultry species. Livestock breeding is a 
primary agricultural subsector. Over the last few years almost 40% of the agricultural output 
has come from livestock breeding: 93% of milk and almost 55% of meat in Armenia are 
produced locally. The main domestic animals are cows, goats, pigs and chickens. In recent 
years output of products such as meat, milk, eggs, wool showed steady growth. In the food 
processing most local food producers specialize in production of cheese, preserves and fruit 
juices. Cheese can be considered a success story in recent years in the food processing 
sector. Indeed, the country used to be one of the largest producers of yellow cheeses during 
the Soviet years. From this perspective, it is very important to increase cheese production 
and expand the variety which can be done by the introduction of European type cheeses.  
 
Armenia has favorable climatic conditions for year-round commercial fish farming, mostly 
salmonidae and acipenseridae. Fish farms have a natural advantage over competitors in 
Chile, Norway, Denmark, and Scotland. Fish breeding pools are spring-fed (water remains at 
the optimal temperature year round) and opportunity for hub-and-spoke-like integration 
eliminates additional inputs or breaks in the production cycle and contributes to the 
provision of required quantity and quality for export. Because of its high quality, the trout is 
in high demand in foreign countries, particularly in Russia. This dictated the production of 
fishery to become export-oriented sector. At the same time, domestic consumption of fish is 
not high.  

  

Almost 75% of Armenia is located in the range of 1000-2500m above the sea level. 
Agricultural land accounts for about 60% of the total land base of the country with 
increasing trend of land used for pastures (Figure 8). Irrigated area comprises about 65% of 
total area equipped for irrigation. Since 1995 the agricultural land increased by 35% 
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following the increasing trend of the agricultural output. Two thirds of the agricultural land 
is used as pastures. Even though arable land is about 27% of agricultural land, one third of it 
is not used because of various reasons, such as being located far from populated areas, 
having irrigation issues or not being very profitable. In recent years, the agricultural land use 
increased with significant increase for vineyards reflecting increased investment made in 
grape production as a result of the wine making industry being promoted as one of the 
strategic sector for Armenia. Over 50% of sown land is cultivated for grains and leguminous 
plants; 23% is under forage crops, etc. Regarding the crop production by tons, the highest 
portion is attributed to gains (155,247 ha), potatoes (25,337 ha), vegetables (28,280 ha), 
gourds (6,812 ha).  

 

Figure 8. Agricultural land use, ha 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  

 
Figure 9 shows the dynamics of agriculture value added per worker, which represents as a 
measure of agricultural productivity. Since 1999’s, the labor productivity in the agriculture 
sector, especially in potato and grape, more than tripled increasing from 4,427 USD in 1995 
to 18,402 USD in 2016. In recent years, with over 200 kg per capita production of potatoes, 
Armenia records the third (after Belarus and Ukraine) highest level in the NIS regions. 
Important for food security is also the increasing trend of cereal yields from 1859 kilograms 
per hectare in 1995 to 3076 kilograms per hectare in 2016. This reflects increased 
investment in the sector, more usage of fertilizers and more machinery.  
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Figure 9. Agriculture value added per worker, in constant 2010 USD 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  

 

Farm structure  

After the collapse of the Soviet system, Armenia was the leader in implementing land 
privatization. In early 1990s, about 340,000 family farms were established. In addition, a 
number of farmer associations and unions were created with the support of the 
Government to improve the infrastructure, to assist farmers in farm related activities, such 
as marketing of agricultural products, exchange of information among farmers, etc. 
However, many of these initiatives were donor-driven and ceased after the end of funding. 
Moreover, lack of legal base for functioning of cooperatives resulted in misunderstanding of 
members’ rights and responsibilities and less sense of protection.  
 
Due to poor land quality, lack of water or distance from the farm and high rates of migration, 
especially, in rural areas, the number of farms has reduced. Many farmers, especially those 
in more remote areas, are among the most vulnerable with high level of people still living in 
poverty. Currently, there are about 200,000 operating farms out of officially registered 338 
farming households. About 50% of operating farms are subsistence farmers. About 20,000-
30,000 farms have about 3-5 ha of land. Only 6% of all farms are larger farms with more 
than 10 ha of land. Average farm is classified as having about 1.4 ha and diversified 
production system comprising both crops and livestock. Privatization of land led to the 
distribution of land plots that are too small and spread out disabling economies of scale for 
most agricultural products. In 2011, about 84% of arable land and 1% of pastures belonged 
to household farms and commercial agricultural enterprises with the rest belonging to the 
state or local communities (Urutyan et al 2015).  
 
As for the structure of agricultural production by farms, since 1990s the sector is dominated 
by smallholders. The vast majority of agricultural production has been steadily produced by 
individual farms with over 96% (Figure 10). The value added of commercial organizations 
increased from the lowest level of 0.7% in 1997 to 3.2% in 2016. The diary sector is 
represented by around 180,000 dairy farms with a few big dairy producers that operate on a 
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commercial and majority of small producers that provide 95% of milk production. In the 
meat production, there are few large pig farms, but the main producers of pork are 
smallholders. Sheep and goat production is highly concentrated with the main producers 
being profit-oriented household farms. This is the only type of meat where Armenia is self-
sufficient. About 335,000 poultry breeding farms operate in the sector, with an average 
landholding of around 1.4 hectares per household. With the total surface of 1,542 ha or 
average surface of each farm of 3 ha, the fish breeding is provided by 240 fish farms.  
 

Figure 10. Structure of agricultural output by farms, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA  

 
In the past decade a number of programs, such as the Poverty Reduction Strategy Plan 2008 
highlighted the development of commercial agricultural organizations, cooperatives and 
family farms integrated with market infrastructures through application of intensive 
technologies. However, little progress has been obtained in this. Consolidation of farms has 
not occurred. Contrariwise, the number of farms increased accompanied by the decreased 
number of people employed and plots owned by farms. However, the agricultural value 
added in the economy is growing along with increased yields of most of production and 
increased sales, including exports (Figures 5, 9 and 12).  But still the farms experience 
insufficient technical and monetary resources and suffer hardships in gaining economies of 
scale due to extremely small size.   
 
New agro-processors and small rural businesses are appearing. The number of contractual 
arrangements between processors and producers is constantly increasing. Producer 
associations and cooperatives support the consolidation of production and marketing. 
Nevertheless, the links between the food processing industry and agricultural producers 
remain weak, and many rural enterprises lack technology and know-how that could improve 
their competitiveness.  
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Foreign trade and relations 

The foreign trade of Armenia has been growing since 1990s (Figure 11). The main trading 
partners are Russia, Georgia, China, European Union, USA, Brazil, Bulgaria, etc. In the trade 
balance, the import of good and services used to dominate the exports, making Armenia a 
net importer country. The most significant trade gap was in the 2008 recession period, after 
which the share of exports in the trade balance took the increasing trend accompanied by 
increased export volumes (though with reducing growth rates) and decrease of import 
volumes. This resulted in a most favorable trade balance. In general, food products (almost 
30%) are the main export products in Armenia, followed by ores (25%) and precious and 
semiprecious metals (15%). Main import products are electric equipment (50%), mineral 
products (20%) and machinery (10%).  
 

Figure 11. Foreign trade dynamics, million USD 

 

Source:  built by author based on data from WB  
 
The dynamics of trade in agricultural and food products is presented in Figure 12. Both food 
export and import volumes have increased since 1999. Imports are still a prevailing feature 
in the agricultural trade flow. However, the trade dynamics shows that food exports 
experienced a substantial increase of about 200%, while food imports, still dominating by 
volume, increased only by over 260% from 1999 to 2016. At the same time, since 2006 the 
share of food exports dominates over the share of food imports in total exports and imports, 
respectively (Figure 13). Moreover, a positive trend is also registered in the significant 
decrease cut-off in the trade gap: in 1999 export volume accounted only to 8% of total 
import volumes, while in 2016 export volumes already made up 62% of total food imports. 
Over the past few years, grain mill and starch products registered the second highest rate of 
export growth of almost 70%, after tobacco, followed by dairy products and meat products. 
Main food trading partners are Russia, Georgia, Iran, Iraq, Brazil, Italy, India, New Zealand, 
etc. The main exporting products are spirit beverages (mostly wine and brandy) and dairy 
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products (mostly cheese). The main import products are non-perennial and perennial crops. 
Armenia is a net food importer of wheat, vegetable oil, and other key foodstuffs such as 
poultry, sugar, rice, corn, vegetable oils, and high-value grocery products. The tariff rates 
applied are mostly low, averaging to 2.5% for all products. As a part of accession to the 
Eurasian Economic Union, Armenia negotiated transition tariffs exemptions (Table 2) for 
primary imported goods, including food, to minimize inflation risks and social discontent for 
the succeeding years. Product safety and quality certification processes and import 
procedures are based on new EAEU standards. Not the least factors contributing the 
increased levels of export is, as per experts of the State Service for Food Safety, are the 
reforms and progress achieved in simplifying the procedures and reducing the time required 
for processing the documents at boarders.  
  

Figure 12. Food imports and exports, in constant 2010 USD, million 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from the NSSA  

 
Figure 13 presents the trend in food import dependency of Armenia. Overall, agriculture and 
food processing play an important but constantly decreasing role in the trade balance of the 
country: nearly 17% of all exports in 2016 were agri-food goods, and about 15% of all 
imports were agri-food imports. Normally, countries use imports of various amounts to 
meet the quantity and diversity of the food demands of their populations. In poor countries 
food imports amounts significant share of total trade and food security is dependent by the 
capacity to acquire food via imports. Within the last two decades, Armenia succeeded in 
significantly reducing its food import dependency and increasing food export capacity and 
accordingly, has strengthened its food security status reflected in a fall of the level of 
poverty (Figure 22) and prevalence of undernourishment (Figure 21). The share of food 
imports in total value of imports reduced almost from 26% to 15%. Before the crises this 
progress was even more vivid with 13% of food imports in total imports in 2006: twice less 
than in 1998. Along with this, the country has strengthened its food system and intensified 
its food production (Figure 5) and food export capacity (Figure 13) on the background of 
increasing total export volumes of the country (Figure 11). In long-term perspective, this 
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indicates about enhanced food system and food security position of the country, meanwhile 
signaling about fragility of the food system on international economic fluctuations in the 
short-term. 
 

Figure 13. Share of food in total value of imports and exports, % 

 

Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA  
 
Agriculture and food systems have a unique supporting position for the country's food 
security. Today, in terms of energy value, the self‐sufficiency of first‐need foodstuffs 
comprises around 60%. For the most important food products, the self-sufficiency rate is 
much higher, except for wheat and maize, the latter not being a popular product for 
consumption. Table 1 lists self-sufficiency rates for some essential food products and 
average monthly per capita consumption in Armenia. There is a very high sufficiency rate for 
the main types of food such as potato, fruits and vegetables, milk, eggs, beef and fish. 
Indeed, Armenia is the leader in the NIS region with over 300 kg per capita production of 
vegetables in last years. It is also second after Moldova per capita producer of the fruits and 
barriers. Per capita milk production is higher than in Russia, Moldova and Tajikistan. At the 
same time, per capita production of grain and leguminous crops, Armenia levels low in 
comparison with other NIS countries, expect for Tajikistan. For the most essential product 
“wheat” Armenia has only 50% self-sufficiency. Within the last decade, wheat self-
sufficiency increased by 10%. The trends in production and yields of cereals, including wheat 
is presented in Figure 6. Economy of scale is an important factor for wheat production. 
Mountainous landscape provides no big land plots. Therefore, the wheat production in 
Armenia is not profitable and is produced by smallholders. Wheat is mainly imported from 
Russia, as a main trader with Armenia and world major wheat exporter. Membership within 
Eurasian Economic Union and more favorable trade conditions with Russia could ensure 
certain degree of stability in terms of wheat importation security.  
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Table 1. Food self-sufficiency and per capita consumption 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA  
 

Foreign direct investments  

Foreign direct investments (FDI) reflect the foreign ownership of production facilities. They 
are made to establish a lasting interest of the foreign investor in an investment enterprise in 
a recipient country manifested in establishing manufacturing facilities, and other permanent 
or long-term organizations abroad. Favorable business environment, governance practices 
and labor force play an important role in attracting foreign investors. Within the period of 
200 0 to 2018, foreign direct investment in Armenia demonstrated an increase from 113 
million USD to 306 million USD (Figure 14). The all-time highest level of 936 million USD was 
recorded in 2008 that was followed by the decreasing trend up to 2015 reflecting partly with 
EEU pre-accession and accession related uncertainties and transformations.    
  

kg/year gr/day kcal/day

wheat 50 153.4 420.3 1151.9

barley 97 10.1 27.5 91.4

maize 30 14.5 39.7 134.8

potato 102 69.7 191.2 143.4

vegetables 100 226.1 619.6 137.1

fruits 102 114.4 313.4 152.9

leguminous crops 58 3.2 8.9 27.9

vegetable oil 8 9.2 25.3 223.6

sugar 90 23.4 64.2 112.3

eggs 100 12.2 33.5 17.8

milk 93 257.7 706 282.4

beef 92 24.3 66.5 119.7

pork 58 10.7 29.4 61.7

poultry 22 15.5 42.5 45.5

fish 114 6.3 17.4 16.5

Self-sufficiency, %
Per capita consumption
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Figure 14. Foreign direct investment (net inflows), in constant 2010 USD, million 

 

Source:  built by author based on data from WB  
 
In general, FDIs comprise about 2-3% of the size of the economy measured by its gross 
domestic product. If a country receives FDI that exceeds 5-6% of GDP, then this is a 
significant success. In Armenia, the level of foreign direct investments relative to the 
country’s GDP on average was 5.2% in the period from 1995 to 2016, which can in general 
be regarded as a success (Figure 15). The FDI share picked twice in 1998 and 2009 reaching 
the GDP levels of 12% and 9%, respectively. Utilities and mining are take the main share of 
FDIs together over 60%, followed by agri-food sector with 20% share in the FDI inflows. 
Currently, Russia is a predominant player in the FDI. The economic policy of Armenia today 
highly encourages FDI in any sphere and by any entity – be that a private company or a 
governmental organization.  
 

Figure 15. Foreign direct investment as percentage of GDP, % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  
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2.2  Food Security and Nutrition  

Initially, the food security concept was linked with starvation and crop failure. Over time, 
the interconnection of social and political contexts with food insecurity has emerged 
(Devereux 2001). Food requirement implied not merely enough food for survival but also for 
active participation in society. This evolved to the concept of food security to maturate 
significantly over the period of past decades. Currently, the widely used, also within the 
frameworks of the present research, is the definition adopted by the World Food Summit in 
1996 according to which food security exists when “all people, at all times, have both 
physical and economic access to sufficient food to meet their dietary needs for a productive 
and healthy life.” Pursuant to this approach, food security incorporates the following four 
dimensions: food availability, access, food use (or utilization) and stability.  
 

Food availability 

Food availability plays an important role in food security. Supplying enough food to people 
is a necessary but not a sufficient condition to ensure that people have adequate access to 
food. Normally, food availability implies attaining sufficient quantity of necessary type, safe 
and nutritious food that is consistently available to people in a country. Sufficiency can be 
ensured through domestic production, import and/or food assistance. Hence, representing 
the supply side of food security, food availability deals with issues of domestic food 
production and trade expressed with various indicators. One of them is the Average Dietary 
Energy Supply Adequacy (ADES) indicator that expresses Dietary Energy Supply (DES) as a 
percentage of Average Dietary Energy Requirement (ADER). It provides an index of adequacy 
of the food supply in terms of calories. To diminish the impact of possible errors due to 
calculation issues of stock variations in main food, the indicators present a 3-year average 
and deliver an indicator of structural food supply adequacy.  
 
Figure 16 shows the trends in dietary energy supply in Armenia. Over the last two decades, 
with population being almost constant, the food supplies have increased. This resulted in an 
increased of per capita food availability. Starting from 2002, the dietary energy supplies 
have also increased faster than average dietary energy requirements that led to higher 
levels of energy adequacy (Figure 16). Average dietary energy supply adequacy increased 
almost by 26% from 95% to 121% over the last two decades. This advancement goes in line 
with reduction in undernourishment from 24% to 4% within the period of 1999–001 and 
2014–16 presented in Figure 11. 
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Figure 16. Average dietary energy supply adequacy, share of dietary energy supply       
from cereals, roots and tubers and average protein supply 

 
 Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  

 
Figure 16 also demonstrates a fall in the share of dietary energy derived from cereals and 
roots and tubers from 62% to 40% since 1999 indicating an improvement of the quality of 
diets in Armenia. The diet quality improved in line with increased use of per capita 
availability of fruits, vegetables and livestock products.  Armenia has the highest (over 300 
kg) per capita production of vegetables and the second (after Moldova) highest per capita 
production of fruits and barriers in the NIS region. The country reached over 100% self-
sufficiency for fish, eggs, fruits and vegetables (see above Table 1 in the preceding chapter).  
Key contribution to the food availability comes from agriculture in line with an increasing 
trend of production and consumption of fisheries and aquaculture. As a result, the per 
capita availability of protein more than doubled since 1999 (Figure 16). At the same time, 
consumption of eggs, meat (beef) and fish is low with 120, 17.8 and 16.5 kcal per day 
against the national standard of 203, 40 and 44.4 kcal per day, respectively. Consumption of 
milk, fruit and vegetables is substantial and domination of carbohydrates such a wheat in 
the diet (Table 1).   
 
Being interdependent, foreign trade and food trade dynamics, as main components of food 
availability are discussed in above chapter on Agricultural Transformation. International and 
regional trade integration regimes are covered in the below section on policy developments.     
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Food access  

Access to food rests on two footholds: economic and physical access. Economic access to 
food is described by incomes, food prices and purchasing power of the population and 
improvements can direct to poverty reduction. Physical access is characterized by 
availability and quality of infrastructure facilities (FAO 2013b).  
 
The income at the disposal of the population plays a crucial role in assessing the food 
security outcomes. Improvements in overall economic activity of the country increases 
purchasing power of households and increases the access to food which in its manifests in 
reduction in poverty rates. Figure 17 presents a constantly increasing trend of gross 
domestic product per capita mirroring the constant down trend of the prevalence of 
undernourishment (see below Figure 21).    

 

Figure 17. Gross domestic product per capita, in constant 2010 USD 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
 

Economic access dimension of food security is also determined by food prices and the 
purchasing power of the population. Defined as the ratio of food purchasing power parity to 
general purchasing power parity, the food price index depicts the cost of food relative to 
total consumption and measures the changes in prices of a basket of selected food 
commodities. Figure 18 shows that in the long-term the food price index has been on a 
decreasing trend. It contrasts to the experience of many countries there this ratio has been 
on an increasing trend since 2001 (FAO 2013b). Price index for agricultural products 
experienced more fluctuations especially as during post-crisis periods with a sharp increase 
in 2010 that was reflected in the high pick of poverty (Figure 22).   
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Figure 18. Trends in price indexes 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA 

 
The share of total household expenditure spent on food is another important indicator for 
determining household food security. In general, the poorer and more vulnerable 
households are those that spend larger share of household expenditure on food. Thus,  
households spending over 75% of their income on food are considered very vulnerable and 
food insecure; households spending 65-75% are considered to have high food insecurity; 
those spending 50-65% have medium food insecurity; and those that spend less than 50% of 
their income on food are considered to have lower levels of food insecurity (TFG 2018). 
 
Figure 19 presents the trends in monthly food expenditures in Armenia that include food 
taken outside home and excluding alcoholic beverages and tobacco. The share of food in 
total household consumption comprises 42%, down from 68% in 2002. Food expenditures 
are followed by service expenditures that comprise 34% and include utilities, transport, 
health, etc. According to Engel’s law, with increasing income the food expenditure share 
decreases that demonstrates the indication of wealth and quality of life in a country (FAO 
2010). Being below 50%, this level of food expenditure indicates about low levels of food 
insecurity. At the same time, about 14% of the population have food ration where bread 
and potato comprises 70% signaling about poor dietary diversity or food deprivation.  
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Figure 19. Share of food in total household expenditure, % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA  
 
Figure 20 shows that rural households spend larger part of their income on food than urban 
residents. Compared to 2002, in rural communities the share of food in 2016 in total 
household expenditures dropped by 66% but still comprises a substantial part of 
expenditure (47%). In urban areas it is still also high (40%).  
 

Figure 20. Share of food in total household expenditure in urban/rural settlements, % 

 

Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA  
 
Meanwhile, people whose food intake falls below the minimum level of dietary energy 
requirements are undernourished or food deprived are. The prevalence of 
undernourishment is another important indicator of food security that is also included in 
measuring the progress towards Sustainable Development Goal: Target 2.1. It assesses the 
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proportion of the population whose typical food consumption is insufficient to provide the 
dietary energy levels that are required to maintain a normal active and healthy life. 
Undernourishment means that a person is not able to acquire enough food to meet the 
daily minimum dietary energy requirements, over a period of one year.  
 

Within the past two decades, Armenia succeeded in significantly reducing by almost six 
times the levels of undernourishment from 24% in 1999-2001 to 4% in 2014-2016 (Figure 
21). To diminish the impact of possible errors due to calculation issues of stock variations in 
main food, this indicator presents a 3-year average. Comparing the current country state of 
4% with the world average of 11%, Central Asia average of 8% and Northern America and 
Europe average of 3%, paints an impressive performance even on the background of much 
lower GDP per capita of 8174 USD in Armenia compared to world average of 14,961 USD, 
Central Asia average of 10,690 USD and Northern America and Europe average of 38,324 
USD. This is a result of a conglomerate of measures and developments such as general 
economic growth (Figure 1) with increased production (Figures 5 and 6) and income raise, 
special target of the government on enhancement of self-sufficiency and food availability 
accompanies with improved coverage and adequacy  of social protection programmes 
(Figure 34). It is also important to take into consideration the initial state of affairs back in 
1999’s, when the country was experiencing economic blockade, disruption of trade links, 
energy and food crises when bread was supplied by coupons of 250 gram per day per 
person in mid 1999’s. Therefore, the significant improvement is related with low-hanging 
fruits and further improvements with require more efforts, including structural upgrading.     
 

Figure 21. Prevalence of undernourishment, % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
 
Figure 22 shows the evolution of poverty in Armenia. Since 2001, both poverty incidence 
and extreme poverty incidence reduced. The extremely poor or the undernourished are 
defined as those with consumption below the food poverty line. The thresholds of poverty 
are determined every year. For example, in 2016, the general – both upper and lower – and 
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the extreme (or food) poverty lines per adult equivalent per month were estimated at 
40867 AMD (85 USD), 33418 AMD (69 USD) and 23313 AMD (48 USD), respectively. The 
presented poverty trends should be viewed taking into account that in 2009 the poverty 
assessment methodology was revised with transition from two- to three-tire assessment of 
poverty with extreme poverty notion remaining. This could partially explain a significant 
increase in total poverty incidence in 2009. For consistency, the trends could be considered 
in trends within two periods (2001-2008 and 2009-2015). 
 

Figure 22. Poverty incidence, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA  

 
Before the global economic crisis of 2008, the economic growth has stabilized employment 
rates, increased wages and budgetary spending on social sectors with resultant impact on 
poverty rates that were steadily reducing reaching the minimum level of 24% in 2008 down 
from 35% in 2001. The poverty rates increased over the course of recession in 2008-2010 
with a following reduction trend in 2010-2015 with economic activity acceleration and 
revival of budgetary expenditures on social sectors. Meanwhile, the main causes of poverty 
in Armenia remain the lack of jobs within the country, a high unemployment rate and a 
weak agricultural system.  
 
Figure 23 zooms in the rural and urban poverty. Poverty rate, especially in recent years, has 
differed insignificantly by urban and rural settlements amounting to around 30% with 
significant difference between Yerevan with about 25% and other urban settlement where 
poverty amounts to about 35%. As for extreme poverty, it has always been higher in urban 
areas. Own production of food in rural areas has better protected rural population from 
extreme poverty and food insecurity. However, in recent years the increased employment 
opportunities, especially, in the service sector and related higher incomes in urban areas 
and decreased share of income from sale of agricultural products in rural areas resulted in 
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narrowing the gap of extreme poverty incidence between urban and rural settlements in 
Armenia. At the same time, serious discrepancies remain in the rural poverty levels between 
marzes (regions). In the mountain areas, rural poverty increases with altitude: 35% above 
1,700 meters as contrasted with 30% in the 1,300 - 1,700 meter range or 27% below 1,300 
meters. Access to sufficient land resources is a main factor. 
 

Figure 23. Poverty incidence in urban/rural settlements, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from NSSA 

 

Food stability  

Food stability is the third dimension of food security. It deals with issues of stability of food 
supply and access. The present research focuses on three indicators of stability measure: 
cereal import dependency ratio over time, the share of food imports in total merchandise 
exports, and per capita food supply variability. To diminish the impact of possible errors due 
to calculation issues of stock variations in main food, some indicators present a 3-year 
averages.  

 

The indicator of the cereal import dependency ratio over time measures the dependence of 
a country from cereal imports. It shows how much of the domestic supply of cereals was 
imported and how much derived from own production: the greater the indicator, the higher 
the dependence. Negative values indicate that the country is a net exporter of cereals. 
Figure 24 shows rather over 50% high stable dependency of Armenia on importation of 
cereals. Wheat is the dominant cereal in Armenia with approximately 42% of the dietary 
energy in the country coming from cereals. Since 2005 domestic production of cereals in 
Armenia is decreasing on the background of increased cereal yields. The limited land 
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resources are progressively used for higher yield and higher value-added crops. Growing 
demand for feed crops such as barley contributed to an increase in the production of barley. 
The self-sufficiency rate in barley is 97%.  

 

Figure 24. Cereal import dependency ratio, % 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  

 

Another important factor is Russia that is the main trade partner of Armenia registering 30% 
of imports and 20% of exports. Within the last two decade, the exports of cereals by Russia 
from 2000 to 2018 increased almost by 30 times: from 1.27 to 37.2 million metric tons 
(www.statista.com) making the country the second largest global exporter after the US. On 
the background of the EEU membership Armenia, this can mitigate the risks of Armenia 
related to food security derived from cereal import dependency. This is echoed by a stability 
of cereal imports on the background of high per capita food supply variability within the 
same period (below Figure 26).     

 
Next stability indicator is the share of the value of food, excluding fish, imports over total 
merchandise exports. It presents a measure of vulnerability of the economy and the 
adequacy of foreign exchange reserves to reimburse food import costs. High vulnerability 
may threaten national food security and imply measures for bringing into balance 
production and trade. Within the last two decades, Armenia managed to reduce its 
vulnerability with varying degrees of success (Figure 25). It seems that the recent volatilities 
of international food markets had implications on vulnerability of national food security 
urging for more prudent food policy.  
 
  

http://www.statista.com/


 29 

Figure 25. Value of food imports in total merchandise exports, % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
 

The indicator “Per capita food supply variability (kcal/capita/day)” uses food balance sheet 
data to measure annual fluctuations in the per capita food supply (kcal), represented as the 
standard deviation over the previous five years’ per capita food supply. Figure 26 presents 
the trends of population level consumption patterns based on food available for 
consumption in food supply in Armenia. Being relatively constant, cereal import dependency 
(above Figure 24) seems not a major risk factor the stability of food security, though having 
a contribution for increase of population consumption in the period of 2005-2008. Hence, 
the vulnerability dimension of food security is more likely to cast in other factors.  
 

Figure 26. Per capita food supply variability, kcal/capita/day 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  

https://inddex.nutrition.tufts.edu/data4diets/levels-of-disaggregation/81
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At the same time, population food supply variability, to some extent, reflects reversely the 
trends in food imports in total merchandise exports (above Figure 25) resulted in volatilities 
in international market and shocks and a combination of instability and responses in 
production, trade, consumption and storage along with governmental policies.  
 

Food utilization and nutrition  

Food utilization refers to as the fourth dimension of food security. It is defined as the ability 
of the human body to ingest and metabolize food through adequate diet, clean water, good 
sanitation and health care to reach a state of nutritional well-being where all physiological 
needs are met. Food utilizations incorporates a set of indicators that aim to measure 
nutritional imbalance and malnutrition resulting in undernutrition, assessed by underweight, 
stunting, wasting and overweight. Child growth is the most used indicator of nutritional 
status, recognized as an important public-health indicator for monitoring health in 
populations. Children who suffer from growth retardation as a result of poor diets and/or 
recurrent infections tend to have a greater risk of suffering illness and death. The present 
research focuses on four indicators of utilization measure: percentage of children under 5 
years of age affected by wasting, percentage of children under 5 years of age who are 
stunted and overweight and prevalence of obesity in the adult population.  
 
The first indicator of food utilization, wasting prevalence indicates the proportion of 
children under five whose weight for height is more than two standard deviations below the 
median for the international reference population. Wasting is the result of short-term 
inadequacy of food intake, an illness or an infection. Figure 27 presents the prevalence 
estimates for wasting among children under-five years of age in Armenia. It suggests that 
while progress has been made within the last decade with reducing the percentage of 
stunting among children, overall, the percentage of wasting children has increased from 3.3% 
in 1998 to 4.2% in 2016. Global comparison suggest that out of 130 countries, Armenia 
ranks 59th with score of 4.2% in the list of countries ranked from lowest to highest for 
wasting prevalence (IFPRI 2016).   
 

Figure 27. Prevalence of children under 5 years of age affected by wasting, % 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
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The percentage of stunting indicator expresses the height-for-age less than two standard 
deviations of the WHO Child Growth Standards median among children aged 0-5 years. 
Stunting is often caused by continued inadequacy of food intake, frequent episodes of 
infections or undernutrition. Figure 28 presents the trends in prevalence of children under 5 
years of age affected by stunted in Armenia suggesting that there have been decrease since 
late 1990s, indicating improved nutrition resulting from enhanced access to and availability 
of food (see above Figures 16 and 17). While progress has been made with reducing, it is still 
insufficient – leaving 9% of children at a risk of struggle for survival. Even though this level is 
lower than the global level of 22.9%, it is still higher than in Europe where the average is 
6.1%. The reduction or elimination of stunting is major policy and program priority, as one 
of principal indicators for the SDGs, which was also one of the indicators for the MDGs. 
 

Figure 28. Prevalence of children under 5 years of age who are stunted, % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
 
The ways of food storage, handling and cooking and hygienic practices are important factors 
impacting food utilization Access to clean water, clean cooking and storage facilities are vital 
for preparation of clean, healthy food and maintaining a healthy body. Since 1990’s (the 
period of energy and general utility services crisis), there has been significant improvements 
in provision of gas, electricity and water services to the population in Armenia. Currently, 
there is 100% electricity and 95% gas coverage. Access to municipal water amounts to 92% 
and 87% for sewage services.  
 
Next utilization indicator is overweight and obesity that are defined as abnormal or 
excessive fat accumulation that may impair health. To this category belong people whose 
weight is higher than what is considered as a normal weight adjusted for height. Figure 29 
presents the prevalence of children under 5 years of age who are overweight in Armenia. 
According to the data, even with some significant fluctuations, overall, there is an increasing 
trend of percentage of overweight children, currently amounting to 13.6%.        
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Figure 29. Prevalence of children under 5 years of age affected by overweight, % 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
 

Figure 30 presents the prevalence of obesity among adult population. In general, the rapid 
increase of prevalence of overweight and obesity among children and adults becomes a 
critical issue across many countries of the world: both developed and developing. Once 
deemed a high-income country problem, overweight and obesity nowadays increases in 
low- and middle-income countries, particularly in urban areas. Globally, overweight and 
obesity are linked to more deaths than underweight. In EU countries, obesity records 24.8%, 
while in Central Asia it is 16.4% (FAO 2017b). In 2014, over 19% of adult population in 
Armenia was overweight or obese. Even through it is lower than the North America and 
Europe average of 28%, it is higher than the world average of 13%. The worrying is growing 
trend from year to year. Changes in dietary with increased intake of energy-dense fatty food 
and decrease of physical activities patterns due to increasingly sedentary feature work 
forms, shifts in transportation means, and increasing urbanization are the main causes of 
obesity and overweight.  

Figure 30. Prevalence of obesity in the adult population, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  
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In general, in comparison with other countries, Armenia ranks somewhere in the middle for 
all indicators for malnutrition and health. Worrying is the prevalence of under-5 overweight 
and adult overweight and obesity rates that tend to increase both for male and female 
population of the country (WHO 2017). As for micronutrient deficiency, Armenia has the 
second (after Tajikistan) highest level of zinc deficiency of 49% in the Europe and Central 
Asia (ECA) region (FAO 2017b). At the same time, Armenia is doing well on supplementation 
and fortification programs (e.g. salt iodization) and on health promotion–based approaches 
(e.g. promotion of complementary feeding for food-secure and food-insecure populations) 
for tackling maternal and child malnutrition.  

 



 34 

3.  CHALLENGES OF FOOD SECURITY AND NUTRITION 

3.1  Environmental issues 

There are a number of the environmental issues today in Armenia that pose a risk for food 
security. One of issues is a significant deforestation. In 1999’s the economic and energy crisis 
and the drastic socio-economic conditions were the main cause of deforestation, when 
direct consumption of forests was mainly for heating and cooking source, especially in rural 
areas. Between 1990 and 2000, Armenia lost about 18% of its forest cover. Average annual 
deforestation rate amounted to 1.2% between 1990 and 2000. Afterwards, with increase 
gasification coverage, forests have been mainly used for commercial industries. Illegal 
logging is a lucrative export product. The household consumption is driven primarily by 
poverty. In rural areas poor households still use wood for fueling, suggesting that illegal 
logging for fuel-wood will only be decreased when adequately priced modern energy 
alternatives become available in combination with effective poverty alleviation policies (EV 
2007). Annual rate of deforestation amounted to 1.5 % annual between 2000 and 2005. Rich 
in biodiversity, Armenia’s forests support not only a broad range of species, but also provide 
numerous important benefits such as cleaning the air and preventing erosion and 
desertification. In the longer run, deforestation and the loss of biodiversity, habitat, and 
natural resources will affect food production. Due to the strengthened state control during 
the recent years the logging volumes have decreased. However, the overall decrease of the 
forest resources is still progressing, despite the efforts of Hayantar forest inspectorate and 
international and local non-for-profit organizations that are combating deforestation by 
working with local communities and implement intensive reforestation. Hence, the issues of 
efficient forest management and sustainable forest stock development are inevitably 
essential. 
 
Another issue is related with Lake Sevan, one of the greatest freshwater high-mountain lakes 
of Eurasia and is the greatest lake of the Transcaucasus Region playing an essential role in 
the water balance of the region. The vital role of Lake Sevan can hardly be overestimated. It 
contains 80% of Armenian water resources, thus playing an important role in the country’s 
water balance. The unique features of the lake basin are in its relatively high rate of 
endemism of flora and fauna. The lake is also an important site for migratory birds. Lake 
Sevan feeds water for many purposes in many sectors of the economy in Armenia: 
agriculture, hydropower, residential and industrial water supply. It is important for fishery 
providing around 90% of the fish and 80% of the crayfish catch. Its basin territory provides 
more than 20% of livestock production. Through the artificial canal Sevan waters are a major 
source for irrigation in Armenia, providing around 25% of annual irrigation water for the 
croplands in the Ararat Valley. It is also a strategic source of hydro-energy production 
(Harutyunyan 2015). Indeed, intensive use of Lake Sevan waters for irrigation and power 
generation has caused the level of the lake to drop dramatically since 1950. Changes of Lake 
Sevan condition caused a chain of ecosystem degradation: disappearance of many species 
of flora and fauna, swamping of near-shore areas with a real threat of an environmental 
disaster. The release of industrial pollutants, domestic sewage and agricultural run-off 
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(excess fertilizers, animal effluence, or pesticides) into the lake added to the problem of 
increased organics loading causing a decrease of oxygen the concentration of the lake water.  
In the 1980s the drainage of water was considerably reduced and a 48-kilometer tunnel 
Arpa-Sevan was built to redirect some water from the river Arpa into Lake Sevan. The Law 
on "Approval of Annual and Complex Measures on Conservation, Restoration, Reproduction, 
and Use of the Ecosystem of Lake Sevan" stipulates the maximum 170 million cubic meter 
water release threshold, set based on perennial research of scientific-research institutes. 
Nevertheless, the current level of water in the lake is sufficient. According to expert 
estimations the mitigation of eutrophication processes of Lake Sevan require an increase of 
the level of the lake by at least 6 meters, which will enable to buffer the lake from variations 
in connected watersheds and buildup of organic substances from sediments (Harutyunyan 
2015).   
 
Land degradation and soil erosion are problems. Currently, about 70% of all agricultural 
lands are subject to various degrees of degradation. The main reasons for lad degradation 
are the small fragmented land holdings that are not cultivated with application of modern 
techniques, irregular crop rotation practices, inaccurate and irrational use of fertilizers and 
pesticides, lack of irrigation water or inefficient irrigation techniques, excessive use of 
artesian waters that cause secondary salinization of soils.  
 

3.2  Climate change  

In the context of food security and nutrition, the assessment of the climate change impact 
on agricultural sector and efficiency of water resources use is gaining increasing importance. 
Hence, crop dependence on climate parameters and estimation of drought indices and 
evaluation of water resources vulnerability towards current and future climate are important 
factors to consider.  
 
Armenia has a highland continental, dry climate with temperatures varying considerably 
between seasons and regions. The country has relatively moderate vegetation coverage. 
Because of favorable climate conditions the highest share of vegetation spreads in the 
western and northeastern regions. In various regions, agricultural activities depend on the 
thermal and water needs of the crops, soil types, texture and thickness, which are applicable 
for irrigation requirements. The regions with low temperatures and relatively high 
precipitation level practice mainly grain cultivation because compared to fruits and 
vegetables cereal crops have relatively higher water needs to fight water stress. About 
32,000 ha of grain production require permanent irrigated making grain production very 
sensitive towards irrigation and water balance (Melkonyan 2014).  
 
A number of studies provide various scenarios of climate change impact on water resources 
and agriculture in Armenia. Climate change scenarios suggest that by 2100 Armenia will 
experience an increase of average annual temperature by about 4.5 Co in the lowlands and 7 
Co in the highlands, which means more evaporation and consequently less soil moisture and 
skimpy river flows reduced by 24%. Average annual precipitation is projected to drop by 9%, 
with the biggest (30%) reduction impact for the area of Yerevan and the Ararat Valley. 
Taking into account that the Ararat Valley comprise 13% of the territory of Armenia and 



 36 

provides more than 40% of gross agricultural production, the drastic climate change will 
significantly hit agricultural production and endanger food security in the country 
(Harutyunyan 2015). Indeed, agriculture in Armenia is particularly at climate change risk 
because of new challenges and existing environmental disruptions, such as deforestation, 
limited land resources and significant land degradation (about 11%) due to overgrazing, soil 
pollution and erosion. The change of climate and resultant higher temperature and reduced 
precipitation in irrigation dependent regions, increased evaporation from the soil due to 
secondary salinization of land plots, droughts and heavy rains aggregating erosion are 
predicted by 2030 (WB 2012). 
 
Moreover, climate change will increase the risks of exposure to new pests and diseases for 
crops and livestock. With this regard, introduction of proper water management systems 
with a more efficient use of water resources and integration of climate adaptation measures 
represent imperatives for social and economic development strategies of the country.   
 
The projections of temperature increase and precipitation decrease in Armenia by 2100 
suggest intensification of the desertification processes, implying climate change to impact 
agriculture with effects on the economy as a whole. It is expected that the efficiency of plant 
cultivation could decrease by 8-14%. Pasture and cattle-breeding will feel a significant 
impact with the number of cattle declining by 30% and production by 28-30% (FAO 2012). 
The macro-economic analysis of the crop market of Melkonyan (2014) revealed that the 
economic loss of the wheat production due to even drier conditions in the future climate 
(2011–2040) will more than double, causing significant issues in irrigation systems with 
scarce water resources.   
 
In general, the impact of climate change on crops can be streamed in three directions. First, 
the zones suitable for crops are likely to move upwards in altitude 100m by 2030 and 200-
400 m by 2100. Second, the mix of higher temperature, intensified evaporation and reduced 
precipitation are likely to cause a loss of productivity for most crops. Third, changing 
weather patterns may harm crops and agricultural lands (FAO 2012). Under the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) obligations, Armenia has to implement  
measures on prevention of water losses from irrigation systems and the application of 
gravity-based irrigation that affect agricultural activities of the country.  
 
Crop and water vulnerability on climate imply development of adaptation mechanisms and 
evaluation of their economic and environmental efficiency taking into account economic 
benefits, distribution of benefits and consistency with development objectives. Adaptation is 
assistance to farmers for making decisions about farming practices such as timing of 
planting, selection of crops and crop varieties, application of fertilizers and increasing the 
effectiveness of irrigation system (Melkonyan 2015). Assessing adaptive capacity of Armenia 
and conducting preventive measures is challenging because of significant financial 
resources. Most adaptation measures require large-scale investments, for example, for 
building of reservoirs increasing water storage capacity. This kind of large investment 
projects are difficult to finance by the local governments. Other measures, such as more 
efficient water use systems or increased farm productivity with more efficient use of inputs 
may be more viable. Some international donor assistance projects assist with this. For 
example, the Millennium Challenge Corporation project in Armenia aimed at resolving water 
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supply and irrigation problems via rehabilitation of primary water channels, drainage 
systems and pumping stations (Annex 1).  
 
The Government of Armenia is committed to climate change mitigation and adaptation. It is 
a non-Annex I member country to the United Nations’ Framework Convention on Climate 
Change.  Within the period of 2013-14, the government committed about 200 million USD 
per year for climate-related development finance to support mitigation and adaptation 
actions in Armenia.  The finds were allocated between three sectors: energy (29%, 
agriculture (38%) and water (33%) sectors (OECD 2016).  
 
Meanwhile, according to the FAO assessment of the world security situation, the main 
causes of food emergency in Armenia are economic problems, while in other selected 
countries these can be weather (mainly drought) or current or past conflicts (Figure 31). 
 

Figure 31.  Main causes of food emergency in selected countries. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source:  FAO 2005  
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4. EXISTING FOOD SECURITY AND NUTRITION                                                      
POLICY FRAMEWORK IN ARMENIA 

4.1  Policy developments outlining food security framework   

Armenia goes ahead with Agenda 2030 emphasizing the significance of food security and 
nutrition. Achieving food security and enhancing nutrition are among the most important 
components of the national security. Being complex and cross-sectoral, it is defined in a 
number of strategies, policies and programmes that shape the food security governance 
framework. There are stand-alone laws on food security and food security concepts that are 
aligned to critical national strategic frameworks, programmes and agricultural or rural 
development policy documents, for example, the National Security Strategy of Armenia, the 
Armenia Perspective Development Strategy for 2014-2025, the Sustainable Development 
Program 2008, the United Nations Development Assistance Framework 2016-2020, Law on 
Ensuring Food Security, Food Security Concept, the Strategy for Sustainable Agricultural and 
Rural Development for 2010-2020, etc. More comprehensive list of policies and 
programmes in support of agricultural development and enhancement of food security and 
nutrition is presented in Annex 1.  
 
Currently, the main national policy document framing the food security and nutrition 
environment in the country is the stand-alone food security Law on Ensuring Food Security 
(2002). It sets food safety requirements and regulation. It aims at ensuring physical and 
economic access of food, ensuring the safety of food delivered to the population and 
creation, storage and replenishment of the State Food Reserve. The law defines food 
security of the country as a state of the economy that ensures food independence of the 
country and guarantees the physical and economic access of food for the population 
according to the health norms.  
 
Interestingly, then and to lesser extent now, the concept of food security was predominantly 
perceived as “food self-sufficiency” or “food independence”. This is mostly echoed from the 
concept of food security of CIS member countries that among 11 concepts defining food 
security includes the following “food security is a state of economy where the own 
production of life important food products annually should amount 80% of annual demand 
of the population for these food products in accordance with physiological nutrition 
standards” (Levonevsky 2011). Other concepts included nutritional aspects, physical and 
economic access of food and drinking water, etc.  
 
Overall, according to the majority of interviewed experts the food security issues need to be 
addressed through the combination of both approaches: the governmental strong support 
and market self-regulation. Some experts stress that it is the direct duty of the government 
to ensure self-sufficiency based on proper estimations of where the problems are to solve 
them and to identify the priorities to provide security of supply. This depends also on the 
demand which is an important factor to take into consideration, based on the analysis to be 
done. 
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A step forward was done in 2011 when the Armenian National Security Council approved 

another important food security national policy document  the National Food Security 
Concept. The same year, the Government of Armenia adopted the First Action Plan under 
the Food Security Concept. The latest Action Plan for 2017-2020 was adopted in 2016. As 
advancement, the revision reinforced multidimensional content of food security and 
highlights the importance of addressing all four pillars of food security: food access, 
availability, utilization and stability. This provides a cross-sectoral approach for addressing 
food insecurity. Among the objectives are ensuring the necessary level of food self-
sufficiency, provision of enough food to the population, efficient use of economic potential 
of the agro-food system, ensuring reliable social protection and protection of socially 
vulnerable groups of the population, etc. The onward movement is the inclusion of 
“balanced use of natural resources and prevention of negative impact on the environment” 
for the increasing concern about linkages of food security and related environmental 
concerns. Moreover, the food security context the policy document prioritizes important 
aspects such as the biological safety and development of international cooperation and 
trade via improvement of the import-export balance in agricultural trade, compliance with 
international food safety standards, the implementation of new, inclusive regional 
development projects and an increase in agricultural efficiency through the introduction of 
new modern technologies. Finally, the document explicitly identifies responsible institutions. 
The Ministry of Agriculture is the main implementer of the Action Plan. It has Food Security 
Division and a separate agency, the State Food Safety Service, that specific missions 
complement each other for promoting food safety, food security and nutrition 
improvements in the country.   
 
Being the main implementer of the prime law and the action plan, the Ministry of 
Agriculture is performing its part of the job with other ministries, for example, the Ministry 
of Health, and departments responsible for dealing with their own part. Overall, there 
seems to be limited coordination. Moreover, there seems to be a general lack of 
information on the activities of the ministries. The international agencies working in the 
field also do not seem to have an entire picture of the relevant policies, programs and 
projects (OXFAM 2017).  
 
According to Ashkhen Shirvanyan, head of Food Security Department of the Ministry of 
Agriculture, the food security and nutrition framework in Armenia is not ideal. If it was ideal 
there would have been nothing to do any more. Everything is relative. But they are 
constantly improving it, especially now when Armenia have joined the Eurasian Economic 
Union and need to bring a lot of things into conformity. Yet, there are a number of problems 
which are on the way of resolution. There is a gap between old and new policies, therefore, 
there is a need to ensure smooth transition for the business, so that they do not shatter. 
 
As a result of conducted interviews it was revealed that, in general, many stakeholders 
perceive food security as either the issues of self-sufficiency or the issue of food security. 
Consideration of food security as an expensive concept based on four pillars is not yet 
widely sensed with exception of international organizations that are directly dealing with 
food security aid and policy developments and special experts with specially entitled 
obligations of dealing with food security at their respective agencies or research and 
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academic institutions. This could be partly explained by the spread of various aspects of 
food security within various agencies.     

 

4.2  Policy developments for strengthening food availability  

Policy development for enhancing food availability in Armenia include mainly those for 
increasing agri-food production, establishing favorable climate for business, including for 
farming and trade (domestic and international). Since closely related, business climate and 
trade policy developments are analyzed in food stability subsection. This section will also 
cover food loss and waste issue in Armenia as a demand side measure of food availability. 
 
Increasing food security is also one of the strategic directions of the agricultural policies in 
Armenia. In particular, the 2010-2020 Strategy of Sustainable Agricultural and Rural 
Development stipulates overcoming of enhancing the agrarian reforms, increasing the level 
of food safety and the provision of minimum levels to the food security and the main agro-
food self-sufficiency, along with the objective of increasing the competitiveness of 
agricultural products of the domestic production, substitution of import-oriented agro-food 
and development of export-oriented agriculture.   
 
Grain sector is of strategic importance for Armenia taking into account it geopolitical 
situation that stresses the need to reduce poverty and ensure food security in emergency 
situations. Volatility of prices of grains directly influence the whole population, especially 
the most poor. This urged the prioritization of grain, especially wheat, production in 
Armenia. Thus, in 2010, the government launched Wheat Seed Production Development 
Plan 2010-2014 that aimed to accelerate the production of grain and ensure an increase in 
self-sufficiency levels through increasing productivity of grain production in Armenia. The 
Ministry of Agriculture supports farmers and wheat producing organizations with provision 
of elite and super elite seeds for reducing the price and increasing the quality of production.  
 
The Armenian Development Strategy 2014-2015 stipulates promotion of the agrarian policy 
based on the establishment of large commercial farms with their weight in agricultural value 
added to gradually increase from 2.4% in 2006 to 11.4% in 2021 (ADS 2014). The number of 
farms is planned to reduce by 10%. It is also expected that the labor force will migrate from 
farms to commercial enterprises.  
 
The Ministry of Agriculture also anticipates a transition from small household farms to larger 
rural enterprise or small-scale commercial agriculture development. This will lead to the 
reduction of the quantity of farms and to the increase of average farm size. To be 
sustainable and more profitable, small farms are expected to join into agricultural 
cooperatives or producer groups to be sustainable and to be able to make profits. The 
revised Law on Agricultural Cooperatives will promote this initiative.  
 
The Armenian government also implements also programs for is promoting high value 
livestock and technologically advanced breeding in view of recent increased sheep exports 
to the Middle East.  
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Another important aspect of food availability in the country is the issue of food loss and 
waste. Waste management system is not yet well matured in the country. It is mainly 
focused on the chain end stage of collection, transportation and disposal of industrial and 
municipal solid waste, including food waste. Waste separation and recycling is not practiced. 
It is limited to some informal organizations that collect and recycle metal, glass bottles and 
paper. The Law on Waste 2004, does not provide legal base for efficient waste management 
system, rather regulates industrial and municipal solid waste generation assessment, 
collection, transportation and disposal. Neither food loss or any other waste prevention and 
minimization is practices or targeted in legal documents.   
 
In general, remaining mostly focused on agricultural production, agricultural policy support 
mechanisms seems to shift to introduction markets tools such as agricultural insurances or 
preferential loans. Additionally, more attention has being transferred to infrastructural 
developments in the context of general rural development with aim of reducing poverty and 
enhancing food security. For example, the 2010-2020 Strategy of Sustainable Agricultural 
and Rural Development prioritizes:  
 

- Infrastructure development in rural areas; 
- Development of rural production and markets; 
- Provision of vocational and business training for existing businesses; 
- Land consolidation and farm efficiency, including creation of agricultural 

cooperatives; 
- Introduction of agricultural insurance. 

 
The current direction of the agricultural support mechanisms is directed at shifting from 
being basic input (for example, irrigation, seeds, fuel, pesticides) to more infrastructural 
developments such as machinery, irrigation and hail protection networks and roads. 
Currently, the following state support measures have been envisaged for food producers:  
 

• Subsidy for fertilizers. Depending on cultivated area up-to 400 kg of phosphorous 
fertilizers for the price of 140 AMD per kg or 7000 AMD per pack of 50 kg.  

• Subsidy for diesel fuel with reduced price of 380 AMD per liter 

• Subsidy for leasing of various kinds of agricultural machinery. Within the period of 3-
10 year leasing with the rate of up-to 9% will be subsidized to make it 3% for the 
farmers. The conditions depend on the types of machinery. 

• Subsidy for high value cattle. Cattle is provided to the farmers with prolonged 
repayment period: year 1: 10%, year 2: 20%, year 3: 30% and year 4: 40%.  

• Subsidized loans for investors in hail protection systems. Within the period of 7 years 
the loans with the rate of up-to 14% will be subsidized to make it 2% for the farmer.   

• Subsidized loans for investors in intensive orchid systems. Within the period of 7 
years the loans with the rate of 5% will be provided for 1-10 ha intensive orchids.   

• Subsidized loans for farmers and households in boarder regions with the period of 5 
years with the rate of 5% for all farmers and 3% for farmers with social assistance or 
in boarding communities.  



 42 

• Subsidized loans for investors in drip irrigation systems. Based on the calculation of 
average 1.3 million AMD investment per 1 ha, the loan amount is supposed to be 
about 2 million AMD annually for 1600 ha area. 

• Subsidized loans for raw product purchase for agricultural processing. Within the 
period of 1 year the loans of maximum 1 million AMD with the rate of up-to 12% will 
be subsidized to make it 3% for the farmer.   

 
Overall, after the economic crisis of 2008, the total governmental spending has increased 
form 20% to 25% of GDP (Figure 32). However, this increase was not proportionally 
reflected in agricultural spending. Since 2009, governmental allocations for agriculture, 
indeed, have significantly by almost 50% reduced from 4% to 2% of GDP. Unfortunately, 
according to the Deputy Minister of Agriculture, Armenia is under-financing agriculture with 
2% state budget allocation compared to the minimum threshold of 5% recommended by the 
WTO that highlights the need to revise fiscal policies (OXFAM 2016).  At the same time, this 
seems to be in line with global and regional trends that highlight cuts in governmental 
support for agriculture (FAO 2017b). Figure 32 shows that from 50% to 75% of total 
agricultural expenditures are capital expenditures.  
 

 

Figure 32. Public expenditures on agriculture, % of GDP 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from FAO  

 

4.3  Policy developments to improve access to food  

In general, poverty is among the main causes preventing people to access food. This is also 
the case with Armenia, where economic aspects are the main factors of food insecurity (see 
above Figure 31). Over the last two decades, poverty undernourishment reduction (see 
above Figures 21 and 26) in Armenia as in other countries of the region was primarily driven 
by economic growth (see above Figure 17). At the same time, social protection policies and 
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programmes remain being crucial instruments for ensuring proper fight with food insecurity 
and malnutrition, especially for the most vulnerable part of the population.  
 
Armenia, as many countries in the region has significant social protection coverage. Figure 
33 presents the public expenditures on social assistance programme as a percentage of 
GDP. It includes cash transfers, social pensions, school feeding, in-kind transfers, fee 
waivers, public works, and other social assistance. In 2014, Armenia spent 1.4% of its GDP 
on social assistance programmes, of which the largest share of 0.8% of GDP represented 
cash transfer programmes, about 0.2% went to social pensions and 0.1% as fee waivers. 
Being higher than in Tajikistan (0.6%) and Moldova (1.3), Armenia’s social assistance is of 
lower level than in other CIS countries and neighboring Georgia (7%).  

 

Figure 33. Public Spending on Social Assistance Programs, % of GDP 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  built by author based on data from WB  
 
The analysis of the social protection systems performance shows improvement over the last 
decade of the coverage of the population for all social programmes from 22% to 28% (Figure 
34). In particular, the coverage of assistance programmes for the poorest population in 1st 
quintile has also increased from 34% to 40%. The adequacy of coverage (transfers received 
by the beneficiaries) of all social programmes has also increased from 15% to 17%. 
Moreover, better targeting was attained for the poorest in the 1st quintile with increased 
levels of benefit adequacy and reduced discrepancy between the coverage and the 
adequacy of the coverage in the poorest quintile indicting higher level of consumption in the 
bottom quintile of beneficiaries coming from social transfers.  
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Figure 34. Social Protection System Performance, % 

 
Source:  built by author based on data from WB  

 
In last decade several new policy protection initiatives has been introduced in Armenia with 
the coverage the poor and vulnerable. Thus, in 2014 the Law on Social Assistance was 
adopted that stipulates the framework of provision and integration of social assistance 
services with the aim of improving living standards of vulnerable individuals/families, 
creating conditions for their inclusion into the society and preventing hard life situations. It 
specifies provision of shelter, food, hygienic and other stuffs of primary necessity along with 
legislative and health services, along with for children, aged people, invalids and others in 
need. The main principles of social assistance include the priority of children, stakeholder 
network cooperation, information transparency, etc.   
 
The last decade, Armenia also witnessed a large-scale pension reform. In 2008, Pension 
Reform Program and Action Plan was adopted with the aim of improving the pension 
system of Armenia and introducing a new multi-pillar pension system with accumulation 
principle. It stipulates basis and methods of pension design and pension accumulation 
management systems. The reforms were rather controversial and triggered angry street 
protests. After several readings, in 2014 the revised pension reform bill was finally adopted.       
 
Another important policy development was the National School Feeding Programme that  
started in 2010 with the donor assistance of the World Food Programme (WFP) and Russia. 
The programme aimed at providing nutrition balanced feeding for primary school children in 
most vulnerable and food insecure regions in Armenia and increasing marketing 
opportunities at national level with cost-effective local purchases. The supportive legal 
bases were enhanced by the development of the Concept for Sustainable School Feeding 
2012 and the Strategy of Sustainable School Feeding Development and Action Plan that 
were developed and adopted by the government in 2013. The details on the National School 
Feeding Programme are presented in the below case-study section.   
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4.4  Policy developments to improve nutrition and food utilization 

While agriculture and food systems clearly impact nutrition, equally important are policies 
and programmes that target positive and support avoiding negative impacts on nutrition. 
Recognizing the importance of addressing key issues of micronutrient deficiencies and a 
new phenomenon of overnutrition, Armenia has introduced a number of nutrition-specific 
(with a primary goal of targeting nutrition improvement designed to address malnutrition 
factors, such as adequate food and nutrient intake or treatment of acute malnutrition) and 
nutrition-sensitive (without nutrition as a key goal but designed to address the essential 
causes of malnutrition such as household food security, care for mothers and children, 
primary healthcare services and sanitation) policies and programmes that are mainly 
incorporated into a general health improvement framework.  
 
The most recent nutrition-specific policy development in Armenia was the adoption in 
September 2015 of the National Strategy for Improving Child Nutrition for 2015-2020. The 
Strategy targets malnutrition among children. It aims at consolidating the efforts of 
governmental, local and international structures to improve breastfeeding and enhance 
nutrition and health status of children in the country. Earlier in In August 2013, the 
Government approved a Sustainable School Feeding Strategy that guided the initial 
development of school meals and the handover of the national programme from donor 
organizations. In general, international organizations, such as WFP and UNICEF are rather 
active in pushing for nutrition related measures and policy revisions. 
 
Important nutrition-specific policy intervention with a primary goal of targeting nutrition 
improvement was performed with the adoption of the Concept on Improving Child Nutrition 
in 2014 that outlined strategic directions and goals for mothers and children of early age. 
Important advancement is that it incorporates specific numbered targets to be attained by 
2020 compared with situation in 2010. For example, there is a target of improving the 
number of children, under the age of 1, receiving timely and appropriate supplementary 
feeding: by at least 20%. In 2020, it should be 40% and over, versus 34% in 2010. Another 
target is to decrease rate of underweight newborns by almost one third. In 2020, it should 
not exceed 6% versus 7.6% in 2010. The concept also stipulates 20% decrease of prevalence 
of chronic malnutrition (stunting) among children of early age and research the causes of 
stunting in the country. In 2020, age-weight deviation among children up to 5 should not 
exceed 15% versus 19% in 2010.  
 
Another nutrition-specific policy in action for already long time is the National Program on 
Fight Against and Prevention of Iodine Deficiency among the Population 2004. The program 
aims to prevent and reduce disorders caused by iodine deficiency in food consumed by the 
population in Armenia. This is of particular significance for Armenia, as a mountainous 
country, being ranked endemic for iodine deficiency. Actually, the Concept of Improving 
Child Nutrition targets to ensuring 95% and more use of iodinated salt in households with 
children aged 0-5.  
 
Indeed, according to the Global Nutrition Report, Armenia has a progress relative to the 
global targets. In particular, Armenia is listed in the group of countries that are closest to 

moving from off course to on course by one of the nutrition indicator “Exclusive 
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breastfeeding, < 6 months” (IFPRI 2016). Moreover, Armenia also is doing well on 
supplementation and fortification programs (e.g. salt iodization) and on health promotion–
based approaches (e.g. promotion of complementary feeding for food-secure and food-
insecure populations) for tackling maternal and child malnutrition. Indeed, as Figure 35 
shows Armenia records the second highest coverage of interventions and practices for 
addressing maternal and child malnutrition.   
 

Figure 35. Countries with the highest and lowest coverage rates of 12 interventions       
and practices to address maternal and child malnutrition 

 

Source:  IFPRI 2016  
 
 
The national food security and nutrition policy framework is in accordance with 
international standards and practices. Some developments are in the process of 
development or advancement. For example, in the health field, the policies are normally 
based on the WHO, Codex Alimentarius, ISO standards, etc.  
 
Among a number of nutrition-sensitive policy interventions, an interesting recent 
development is the Healthy Lifestyle Promotion Strategy, adopted by the Government in 
2014. It aims to develop and enforce legislation and structural mechanisms promoting 
healthy lifestyle and decreasing the mortality rate from non-communicable diseases. Among 
the key priorities of the strategy is the enhancement of proper coordination with other 
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Government structures, such as education, science, sport, youth and territorial 
development. The implementation and monitoring of strategy activities is under the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Health.  
 
Within food security and nutrition context, food safety is of crucial importance. Food safety 
implies the absence or acceptable and safe levels of contaminants, adulterants, naturally 
occurring toxins or any other substance that make food injurious to health on an acute or 
chronic basis. There are three main state agencies responsible for food control in Armenia: 
Ministry of Economy with its National Institute of Standards, Ministry of Health with its 
State Health Inspectorate and Ministry of Agriculture with its State Service for Food Safety 
(SSFS). The SSFS has three inspectorates: the Veterinary Inspectorate, the Phytosanitary 
Inspectorate, and the Food Safety and Quality Control Inspectorate. The SSFS of the Ministry 
of Agriculture provides state regulation of food safety, implements assessment of food 
products’ conformity with standards, regulates and monitors veterinary and sanitary 
services and imposes sanctions.  
 
The sanitary-epidemiological safety of the population is ensured by the Law on Sanitary-
Epidemiological Security of the Population 2013 that stipulates state guarantees for 
eliminating harmful and dangerous impacts of environment on the population. Based on 
this law the healthcare minister issued a decree on “Hygienic requirements for the 
organization of child feeding at pre-school facilities”, “Hygienic requirements for the 
organization of feeding at public educational facilities” (in 2014) and the sanitary rules and 
norms.  
 
For enhancing the quality and safety of food provided to the market, the State Service for 
Food Safety (SSFS) of the Ministry of Agriculture has developed the rating concept, 
methodology and pilot project for introduction of a rating system for food business 
operators. According to experts of the SSFS, the introduction of the rating system is an 
important step forward for improving food safety in the country and formulating the legal 
basis and registering the food business operators. The main objective of the SSFS is to 
protect the public health from possible harmful effects of food and to ensure food safety in 
food production, storage, handling, processing and marketing stages through state control 
at all stages of food chain. Meanwhile, the Social Survey on Food Safety Public Awareness 
conducted in 2015 revealed some interesting aspects. Thus, the SSFS does not always get 
latest information on the failings and violations related to issues under its jurisdiction. The 
agency runs a hotline for the number of which, however, is known to only 1% of the 
respondents. Moreover, only a half of the respondents expressed were willing to complain 
when confronted with any food safety violation (Sargsyan 2015).  
 
Interestingly, the Law on Advertising, 1996, related with food security and nutrition 
envisages provisions of the international code on marketing of breast milk substitutes. In 
particular, it prohibits selling breast milk substitutes without notifications on the advantages 
of breast-feeding on the package, advertising any food, liquid, feeding bottles and nipples 
that replace breast milk for children up to 6 months old and advertising notes and images on 
breast milk substitutes. 
 

http://www.arspiu.com/uploads/media/5.1._Report__draft__Social_survey_on_food_safety_public_awareness__eng.pdf
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4.5  Policy developments to improve food stability  

Generally, food stability is spread out over many sectors and development goals, such as 
improving infrastructure, implementing climate mitigation and adaptation measures, 
enhancing trade and macroeconomic stability, etc.    
 
From climate change perspective, Armenia, being non-Annex B country, is responsible for 
less than 0.02% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Meanwhile, the country has recognized 
the evidence of climate change based research projections with different climate scenarios 
and is taking an active part in the global climate dialogue. In particular, the country ratified 
Kyoto Protocol in 2002. Since then it has prepared three National Communications on 
Climate Change, based on which the country is implementing adaptation and mitigation 
measures.  
 
Opposite to the situation in 1990’s, currently Armenia possesses solid infrastructures such 
water, electricity, gas, roads, hospitals, information and communications networks that 
comprise a crucial part of economic development and enhancement of quality of life. 
Infrastructure operation is provided with private sector involvement. Indeed, Armenia has a 
significant record of private sector involvement in its various infrastructure networks and 
ranks among public-private partnership (PPP) leaders in CIS countries in the ratio of public-
private partnership investment to the gross national income of the country (Harutyunyan 
2015). But the problems exist such as lack of contemporary facilities, low salaries, lack of 
quality assurance base, etc.      
 
In 2010, the government adopted Quality Infrastructure Reform Strategy for 2010-2020 that 
aims to promote export potential of the country, to create conditions for strengthening 
competition for internal and external businesses and to increase the level of protection of 
consumer rights. The reforms target upgrading of technical procedures, standards, 
measurements, certification, technical monitoring and control infrastructures.     
 
Each subsector is regulated by specific laws. For example, for the transport sector, there is a 
Transport Sector Development Strategy 2020. It defines investment priorities in transport 
sector covering development competitively priced airports, civil aviation, railway, railway 
transport, roads, road transport, and urban transport subsectors. The Strategy entails an 
Action Plan which comprises a time-bound program of policy reforms and investment and 
technical assistance projects identified for 2009-2020. The Action Plan details policy reforms, 
investment and technical assistance for the short term (2009-2012), medium term (2013-
2016) and long term (2017-2020) perspectives.  
 
The overview of contemporary economic development policy developments need to be 
nested in the context of recent macroeconomic changes and evolution of international and 
regional trade integration processes that shaped the political and economic climate of the 
country.  
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Trade liberalization and international trade agreements 

Armenian economic and foreign trade policies are based on principles of liberalism and aim 
to promote production, export and attract foreign direct investments. Armenia currently has 
incentives for exporters, such as no export duty and value-added tax (VAT) refunds on goods 
and services that are exported, and for foreign investors, such as income tax holidays and 
the ability to carry forward losses indefinitely. Armenia has no quantitative restrictions on 
either exports or imports. There are exemption of VAT, profit tax, property tax and custom 
duties for residents of free economic zones. There is also a “Grandfather clause” for 5 years: 
guarantees in case of any change of laws. In case of changes in legislation of the Republic of 
Armenia regulating foreign investments, the legislation, which was in effect at the time the 
investment was made, shall be applied for a five-year period, upon the request of a foreign 
investor (Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017). 
 
Indeed, Armenia’s economic freedom score is 68.7 (moderately free), making its economy 
the 44th freest in the 2018 index. This is well above the world average and the 20th among 44 
countries in the Europe region. The Armenia’s economy earned the designation of “free” 
(score of 80) and “mostly free” (score of 78.7) for the trade freedom and business indicators, 
respectively.  
 
The foreign investment in Armenia is fully protected, and investors are granted with a 
number of incentives and guarantees. Armenia has signed bilateral trade and investment 
agreements with 41 countries and double taxation treaties with 43 countries, including 
China (Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017). Currently, Armenia also benefits from other trade 
regimes such as the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), World Trade Organization 
(WTO), Eurasia Economic Union (EEU), which is particularly important for exporting 
agricultural production to Russia. With a number of developed countries Armenia trades 
under “Generalized System Preferences” (GSP) and GSP+ conditions, including with the US, 
Canada, Japan, the EU, etc. Figure 36 shows the map of 45 countries that trade with 
Armenia under preferential tax regimes. 
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Figure 36. Map of Armenia’s preferential tax regimes with 45 countries 

 
Source:  Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017 

 

World Trade Organization   
Armenia became the member of the World Trade Organization (WTO) in February 2003. To 
fully harmonize the legislation framework with the WTO agreements, a number of laws 
were adopted regulating spheres such as customs valuation of goods, Trade-Related Aspects 

of Intellectual Property Rights, technical barriers to trade, sanitary and phytosanitary measures, 
agricultural production, etc. In particular, in 2011 the State Revenue Committee launched 
the customs and tax framework reform programme for 2011-2013 to bring it into 
conformity with both the WTO customs valuation methods. In the area of free movement of 
goods and technical barriers to trade, Armenia developed and adopted four fundamental 
laws on: technical regulations, standardization, accreditation and uniformity of 
measurements (FAO 2013a).  
 
According to the WTO, Armenia has a liberal trade and investment regime. The authorities 
are pursuing policies to encourage exports, targeting several sectors in which Armenia has a 
comparative advantage. Today, Armenia has a liberal foreign trade regime with no taxes on 
export. The country committed not to raise customs tariffs higher than 15% of the customs 
value of the goods covering both the agricultural and good products. In practice, a more 
liberalized approach with a simplified system of import tariffs (0% and 10%) was applied, 
noticeably lower than agreed. Furthermore, there are no limits on hard currency import. 
Free economic zones have been also established to help develop the agricultural sector, 
high-tech industry and trade.  
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The development of the agricultural sector is of strategic importance for Armenia. Hence, 
the issue of agricultural domestic support within the contexts of international trade regimes 
has always been critical and the Government sought to stipulate flexibility in implementing 
support measures in the agricultural sector. Under the WTO, among the main discussion 
points were the table of exports subsidies amount and domestic agricultural support. As a 
result, Armenia agreed to use both “green box” and “amber box” measures. Budgetary 
allocations are mainly streamed to subsidize measures fitting under the “green box” such as 
irrigation network, financial and communication infrastructure, pest and disease control, 
training and extension services, upgrading seed and livestock quality, and inspection for 
health and safety purposes. Domestic support policy measures fitting under the “amber box” 
taking into consideration the opportunities offered by the de-minimis provision include tax 
privileges such as the VAT exemption, provision of low interest rate loans, energy and water 
subsidies, seed loans, and provision of input and investment subsidies (EACESD 2008). 
Armenia used to have a protectionist system, fixed by the Law on value added tax, which 
exempted local producers of agricultural products from value added tax in the first stage of 
production. The legislative change was dictated by the need to change from a system of 
exception from tax into a system of funding. In addition to this, the minimum level of 
domestic subsidies linked to “amber box” measures was 10% before December 2008 and 5% 
from January 2009.  
 
Generalized System of Preferences  

The "Generalized System of Preferences" (GSP) is a trade regime generally used by 
developed countries to allow developing countries to pay less or no duties on their exports 
to the countries of destination they have GSP agreements with. For example, the European 
Union exercises the following three approaches for GSP schemes: 
 

• Standard or general GSP arrangement, which offers generous tariff reductions to 
developing countries. Practically, this means partial or entire removal of tariffs 
on two thirds of all product categories.  

• "GSP+" enhanced preferences mean full removal of tariffs on essentially the 
same product categories as those covered by the general arrangement. These 
are granted to countries which ratify and implement core international 
conventions relating to human and labour rights, environment and good 
governance. 

• The "Everything but Arms" arrangement for the least developed countries, which 
grants duty-free quota-free access to all products, except for arms and 
ammunitions.  

 
Armenia is the only CIS country that currently enjoys “GSP+” arrangement with the 
European Union (EU). The country is one of a few that has enhanced its standard GSP into 
GSP+ status with EU in 2008. Armenia can trade under GSP+ on a unilateral basis that 
enables exporting over seven thousand items of products into EU countries under zero or 
reduced tariff rates (Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017). In order to keep these enhanced 
preferences in place over the lifetime of the GSP Regulation, Armenia effectively 
implements the 27 core international conventions on sustainable development and good 
governance listed in the Regulation. 

http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/html/152839.htm
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Armenia also has a “GSP” beneficiary status with Canada, Japan, Norway, Switzerland, and 
the United States. Under the US GSP, duty-free treatment covers most manufactured items, 
many types of chemicals, minerals and building stone, jewelry, carpets, and certain 
agricultural and fishery products. With Canada, the GSP product list includes agricultural and 
industrial goods, excluding certain textiles, footwear, products of the chemical, plastic and 
allied industries. Japan’s GSP list includes agricultural and fishery products (337 items) and 
industrial products (3,141 items). Norway's tariff duties are zero based on the most 
favoured nation (MFN) basis for almost all industrial goods and in the range of 5-15% for a 
few textile products. The Swiss GSP covers all industrial goods (except for textile and 
clothing) and many agricultural products, and provides preferential treatment in the form of 
reduction of, or exemption from, duties (Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017). In general, among 
the products that are not eligible for GSP duty-free treatment are most textiles and apparel, 
watches, and most footwear, handbags and luggage products. 
 
Eurasia Economic Union 

The Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) is a political and economic union of countries, primarily, 
in post-Soviet region that came into force in January 2015. It is a successor the Eurasian 
Economic Community (EEC) that was formed in 2000. Currently, the EEU comprises of five 
states: Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Russia. Armenia joined the EEC as an 
observer in 2003. The Treaty on Armenia’s accession to the EEU was signed in 2014.  
 
The Armenia’s EEU accession process was accompanied by a number of reforms introduced 
in related to customs duties, general economic policies and financial systems. In particular, 
the Customs Code was canceled, export/import procedures to and from EEU countries are 
being developed in accordance with the customs procedure “Customs transit”. The 
calculation and payment of the indirect taxes are regulated by the agreement “On Eurasian 
Economic Union” (May 29, 2014, Annex #18), by RA law “On Value added tax”, “On excise 
tax”, “On indirect taxes calculation and payment features between Armenia and EEU 
member countries”. Amendments in legislative framework are still in process. Importantly, 
the EEU framework is based on an EU model as a rule-based body consistent with the WTO 
and modern international norms. Direct connection with the WTO is ensured by the Treaty 
on the Customs Union (CU) functioning in the framework of multilateral system.  The 
member states are obliged to ensure the existing and future international agreements and 
decisions comply with the WTO regime. The WTO provisions should prevail over conflicting 
EEU provisions (Artsruni and Harutyunyan 2017). 
 

The EEU common customs regime is largely based on Russia’s tariff levels. The common 
tariffs arithmetic mean is 8.7% and the weighted average import duty rate is 5.2% (Artsruni 
and Harutyunyan 2017). The Treaty incorporates a list of products with transition tariffs for 
Armenia for the period till 2022 that differ from general tariffs of the union for a number of 
selected items, for example, agro-food products, diamond and jewelry, precious and semi-
precious stones, metals, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, etc. Transitional tariffs covering 
agricultural products include meat, dairy, eggs, honey, nuts, several types of fruit, etc. In 
total gradual transition is envisaged with approximately 150 tariff lines. Table 2 presents an 
extract from Annex 4 of the EEU Treaty related to Armenia’s transitional tariffs for selected 
agricultural products. In addition, Armenia can obtain privileged price for gas. According to 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economic_union
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eurasian_Economic_Community
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eurasian_Economic_Community
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the Treaty, Armenia yearly receives 1.13% of customs duties from imports to the EEU. The 
temporary customs tariffs exemptions for a number of key imported goods, including 
foodstuffs, are expected to minimize inflation risks and social discontent till 2022. Increased 
import tariffs may reduce imports, encourage its production for self-sufficiency through with 
less competition and efficiency with mixed impacts on food security. Product safety and 
quality certification processes and import procedures are based on new EEU standards, 
which are aligned also to WTO requirements.   
 

Table 2. Transitional customs tariff rates for selected agricultural products  
for Armenia under EEU Treaty 

*Note: marked bold underlined tariff rates are the EEU general rates 
Source:  built by author based on data from EEC  

 
EEU access allows enjoying a number of trade advantages among the member states. 
According to the SSFS expert opinion, the major improvements have been done simplifying 
the procedures and reducing the time for document processing at boarders. Particular are 
the modifications such as cancelation of certification of origin, common customs rates for all 
the EEU countries for imports from non EEU countries, removal of broker expenses, absence 
of customs clearance requirement in the territory of Russia, but instead there is a new 
requirement for getting a transit declaration for passing through Georgia, which repeals the 
time and cost savings.  
 
Along with benefits the EEU, however, also holds its side-effects. There are mainly related 
with special requirement on submission of VAT payment statement for application of 0% 
VAT rate; more complicated package of documents is required for alcoholic products that 
increases related costs; costs increased for imported raw materials due to application of 
new customs duty and problems related with imports from non-EEU countries of raw 
materials, packaging elements, etc.  

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Meat, beef 10 10 10 10 12.5 15 25 50
*

Meat, swine 10 10 10 10 10 10 15 65

Meat, poultry 10 10 14 18 22 25 50 80

Diary 10 10 10 11 13 15 15 15

Potato 0 0 0 1 2 3 4 5

Vegetables, canned 10 10 10 10 13 15 15 15

Vegetables, beans 0 0 0 0 3 6 9 10

Fruits, grape 10 10 10 7.5 5 5 5 5

Fruits, melon 10 10 10 7.5 5 5 5 5

Fruits, apricot 10 10 10 7.5 5 5 5 5

Cereals, wheat 0 0 0 0 2 5 5 5

Cereals, barley 0 0 0 0 2 5 5 5

Cereals, maize 0 0 0 0 2 5 5 5

Cereals, rice 0 0 0 0 3 6 8 10

Item
Import customs tariff rates (% of custom value or EUR or USD)
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Table 3 presents current regulatory requirements framing the agricultural and food 
production sectors in Armenia. There are no duties on exports, neither excise taxes for 
agricultural and processed foods. The regulatory body is State Service for Food Safety 
department of the Ministry of Agriculture.   
 

Table 3. Regulation of agri-food sector 
 

 
Agriculture Food processing 

Production of 
beverages 

Profit tax - 20% 20% 

Importing duties 0% Depends on product Depends on product 

Exporting duties 0% 0% 0% 

VAT - 20% 20% 

Excise Tax - - 
For distribution of 

alcoholic beverages 

Licensing 
requirements 

No No 
For production of 

alcoholic beverages 

Regulative body SSFS SSFS SSFS 

 
Source:  Harutyunyan 2016 
 

Other tax incentives are also in action in Armenia such as customs duties exemptions for 
imports from the third country of technological equipment, raw material and material for 
exceptional use on the territory of an EEU member state within the frameworks of 
investment project realization in accordance with priority activities (sectors of economy) of 
EEU member states. There are also VAT delays for imports of industrial equipment. 
Moreover, large exporters receive profit tax reductions depending on the exports volumes 
(over 80 million USD). Small enterprises have opportunity to operate under simplified 
taxation schemes. For agricultural sector there are usually subsidies for fertilizers, diesel fuel, 
for irrigation, etc. There is also various subsidizing program of agricultural loans for farmers 
with social assistance or in boarding communities. For long period of time, agricultural 
producers had income tax exemption, and did not have to pay land taxes and irrigation fees. 
This contributed to farmers return to the land and taking farming as a main activity (Urutyan 
et al 2015).  
 

Evaluation and monitoring  

Data collection and statistics play a vital role in national development. Without trustworthy 
information about the economic and social situation, making appropriate decisions that lead 
to positive results in business, research and governance is impossible. In Armenia, within the 
reported period significant progress have been made in provision of statistical services. In 
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particular, since 2002 the statistical agency provides consistent data on food balance with 
separate reports on food security and poverty in the country. Food security and poverty 
reports cover social-economic indicators, prices and price indexes, availability, accessibility 
and utilization of food sections. The reports are published in Armenian, Russian and English 
versions and become publically available in August of the year following the reference 
period.   
 
As reported by Anahit Avetisyan, Head of Food Security Division of the National Statistical 
Service, food balance data enables to depict the country's food security status within a 
specified reference period, to assess food supply shortfall risks and to support political 
decision-making in the sphere of food security. Historically, the need for having information 
on food balance remounts to the post period of the World War II because of disruptions in 
food production systems. After the collapse of the Soviet system, food balance statistics re-
emerged in 2002. It has been continuously improved. Comparably over time and with other 
countries was ensured by the adoption of an international classifications and assessment 
standards. Since 2009 food balances has been prepared according to product types and 
indexes of the «product group tree» applied in preparation of food balance as 
recommended by the FAO.  
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5. CASE-STUDY 

Development of the National School Feeding Programme in Armenia 

The last decade of crises deepened the poverty in many countries, including Armenia that 
experienced a decline in GDP with increased food and fuel prices. This surged the need to 
tackle poverty and food insecurity through introduction of various interventions, including  
food and nutrition activities for school-aged children taking into account that good nutrition 
is key to children’s physical and mental development. Thus, in 2010 the World Food 
Programme (WFP) with the financial support of the Russian Federation launched the 
Sustainable School Feeding Programme to provide nutrition balanced feeding for primary 
school children in the most vulnerable and food insecure regions in Armenia.   
 
The program followed a step-by-step design with initial transition period of three years to 
assist schoolchildren in the three (out of total ten) most vulnerable and food insecure 
marzes/regions: Syunik, Vayots Dzor and Ararat with the prospective of scaling-up to other 
marzes in case of the pilot success (Abrahamyan 2016). Already in 2014, a gradual handover 
of the programme started to the Armenian Government that took responsibility to ensure 
the base funding of school feeding with estimated cost of AMD140 per student per day to 
provide 280 kcal/day.  
 
As of September 2017, the WFP 
handed-over the implementation of 
School Feeding Program in four marzes 
to the Government of Armenia. As a 
result, about 29,000 schoolchildren get 
school meals are under the direct 
management of the Government in 
these marzes (UN-Armenia 2017). This 
makes up about 30% of the total of 
89,000 schoolchildren of 1-4 grades in 
900 selected schools that every day 
receive hot meals, such as a variety of 
soups, cereals, pasta, pilafs, salads, 
cheese and other vitamin rich food in all 
the provinces of Armenia.  The daily 
food ration amounts to 700 kcal or 185 
g/person of flour, buckwheat, rice, 
pasta, vegetable oil and pulses. The 
food is provided within 180 days per 
year. Unfortunately, the 2010-2016 WFP Operation Evaluation report states that 
schoolchildren’s health and nutrition status have not been monitored.  
 
The Sustainable School Feeding Programme included a food-for-work component that 
provided family food (take-home) entitlements to 1,700 for school kitchen women helpers 
who were involved in the daily preparation of the meals and received a family food ration as 
compensation for their work preparing the meals. This measure ceased in 2014 when the 

                   Source: WFP 2016 
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programme was handed over to the Armenian Government that launched the use of cash or 
vouchers to pay for the kitchen helpers.  
 
Another impact of the programme was the adoption of the Concept of Sustainable School 
Feeding Programme by the Government of Armenia on December 27, 2012. The Sustainable 
School Feeding Development Strategy and Action plan were developed and adopted by the 
Government of Armenia Governmental decision of 22 August 2013 № 33. According to the 
statement of the Minister of Education of Armenia, there are expectations to scale-up the 
program to cover all the marzes and include senior school children as well. Thus, the 
program will enlarge both horizontally and vertically.  
 
Overall, the success of the program was ensured by a number of factors. Political 
commitment on highest governmental level from the very beginning enabled getting the 
things started, ensuring the success of implementation and safeguarding the sustainability 
of the programme. Stakeholder participation with active involvement of authorities, school 
administration, parents, and local farmers was also important (Harutyunyan 2017). 
Moreover, the national school feeding policy was designed and is in the process of further 
development with national food security priorities and budget allocations. Furthermore, the 
ownership and control of those who are engaged it the program on daily basis is important 
for school feeding program success. Finally, stage-by-stage approach and creation of a well-
designed handover strategy for shifting from the international assistance to the nationally-
owned school feeding program can be an effective strategy to follow when introducing a 
school feed program with a perspective of making it a large-scale nation-wide initiative with 
ensured sustained progress and quality in line with the country context and constraints.  
 
In concluding, started as a donor project initiative in several marzes of Armenia, the 
Sustainable School Feeding Programme succeeded in triggering the integration of school 
feeding concept into national policy and currently targets becoming a nation-wide program 
with expansion plans not only horizontally to other regions but also vertically to include 
senior school students. As such it followed hand-over path from international assistance to 
the state-owned national school feeding program. Moreover, it fostered modernization of 
the feeding system in schools with up-to-date production technologies and local food 
purchase approach. At the same time, this kind of donor assistance programmes need 
improvements for better tailoring with local development plans and creating a platform for 
settling and spreading the practice of pro-smallholder procurement on a small-scale. Hence, 
modification of purchasing guidelines/procedures is required to promote procurement from 
local small/holder farmers, for example, by imposing quotas for purchasing local products in 
their large-scale long-run projects, instead of importing them, especially in the case when 
the products are available locally (Harutyunyan 2017). On the condition of long-term 
contracts local production capacities could be developed to provide sufficient volumes 
locally. This will reduce import and increase food security system nationwide. Finally, this 
experience can be replicated, especially in other former Soviet countries that share a 
common context and struggle with common issues.  
 

  



 58 

6. TOWARDS IMPROVED FOOD SECURITY AND                                       
NUTRITION POLICY FRAMEWORK  

The research results demonstrate considerable progress that Armenia has achieved over the 
past two decades towards enhancing food security and nutrition. However, a number of 
paramount issues still exist and there is a room for more efforts to done to food security 
and nutrition situation in the country. With this respect, the following recommendations are 
encouraged for implementation that will facilitate the further developments: 
  

• Public investment in rural infrastructure 
In Armenia uneven rainfall occurrence, inadequate access to irrigation water caused 
by inexistent or dilapidated irrigation infrastructure and poor roads are among the 
main constraints not only for the food value chain development but for the overall 
economic development of the country. Today, the transportation of imports and 
exports is limited to expensive air freight and transportation via roads that were built 
in the Soviet times and need renovation and expansion for several decades. Poor 
transportation infrastructure in Armenia deteriorates the country’s overall economic 
growth and feed into the economic isolation of rural areas and increased poverty 
levels of Armenia. Improvement of transport and irrigation infrastructures that 
require significant investments is crucial from long-term benefit perspective for all 
businesses in all sectors. For example, the study of Harding and Wantchekov (2012) 
revealed that the density of roads per square kilometer has a significant relationship 
to food security in developing countries. Poor infrastructure limits access to market 
facilities and other destinations and incapacitates the performance of small-scale 
farmers (Selepe et al 2014). Hence, in Armenia there is a need for more attention 
and efforts to be directed to address fundamental rural infrastructural deficiencies 
that impact food security. Improved infrastructure is essential for enhancing 
economic growth and thereby reducing poverty. Irrigation infrastructure can increase 
agricultural productivity, while improved roads can reduce the cost of transport and 
improve access to markets, thus contributing to the growth of farm and non-farm 
businesses along the food value chains. 

 

• Enhancement of small and local procurement policy and introduction of local 
procurement guidelines 
Local procurement policy refers to the framework that stipulates purchasing of 
goods or services from local suppliers including host communities, indigenous and 
disadvantaged communities at provincial, national and regional levels. The aim of 
the local procurement policy is to enable access by local businesses to supply chain 
opportunities that arise from the presence of projects and operations, including 
international aid initiatives. All over the world, international aid and development 
agencies spend billions of dollars on procuring goods and services. Today, on the 
background of the critics of the policy of “aid tying”, international donors are facing 
the need to reshape the way they operate procurement and to make more focus on 
increasing the support for local “participatory” initiatives in order to provide benefits 
to the local community by creating sustainable business opportunities with local 
enterprises and to bring about sustainable development. This refers also to Armenia, 
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where there is a genuine need for reform of donor assistance programmes which 
should to be better tailored with local development plans and create a platform for 
settling and spreading the practice of pro-smallholder procurement on a small-scale. 
Regulations and guidelines can help to promote procurement from local 
small/holder farmers. For example, in Brazil, the School Feeding Law stipulates 
mandatory to use at least 30% of federal funds for the purchase of food from 
smallholder farmers (Jaime et al 2013). Modification of procurement guidelines and 
procedures is required to promote procurement from local small/holder farmers, e.g. 
by imposing quotas for purchasing local products in the large-scale long-run projects, 
instead of importing them, especially in the case when the products are available 
locally. On the condition of long-term contracts local production capacities could be 
developed to provide sufficient volumes locally. This will reduce import and increase 
food security system nationwide (Harutyunyan 2017).  
 

• Measures for poverty reduction and social protection  
In order to strengthen the food security and nutrition, there is a need to deliver 
growth with poverty reduction and equity. Poverty is among the fundamental reason 
of food insecurity in Armenia. It is important to ensure that the poor are included in 
growth. This requires actions to develop infrastructure, markets and institutions that 
are accessible to the poor, and to provide sustainable services focused on public 
goods. There is a need to put more focus on policies that focus on securing access to 
quality food by the poor. Policies for this problem need to ensure that the real 
incomes of the poor are protected. With this aspect, important role play the well-
designed social protection schemes that can target to promote livelihood and reduce 
poverty via protection of three main income sources: production, labour and 
transfers. Production-based incomes can be enhanced through social protection 
instruments such as free or subsidized agricultural input programmes, local 
procurement, targeted subsidized microfinance, weather indexed insurance or public 
work programmes. Protection of labour-based income includes social protection 
instruments such as employment based safety nets or social security systems to 
provide unemployment insurance to informal and self-employed workers (e.g. 
farmers) or insurance in case of occupational injury or disability. Enhancing 
livelihoods and relieving poverty through social transfers can be done by raising 
household income via food vouchers, cash or asset transfers. Targeting, scale of 
coverage, value and duration of transfer are the factors that need to be carefully 
thought whole designing social protection schemes. Finally, long-term development 
programs can also be regarded as essential mechanisms for support households that 
fall below critical thresholds and to help them to overcome chronic poverty and food 
insecurity. Examples are improvements and expansion of maternal and child health 
services, local procurement, investments in rural infrastructure: water, roads, 
transportation, storage and communication to better comment producers with other 
participants of the food value chains.  
 

• Measures for tackling malnutrition 
Even though Armenia experienced significant increase in agri-food production and 
overall economic growth that resulted in improved nutrition resulting from 
enhanced access to and availability of food, the problem of stunting still exists in the 
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country. The sustainable school feeding program played an important role in 
reducing malnutrition. The governmental efforts should continue for strengthening 
the legal and operational framework for expanding the program to the remaining 
regions of the country. Since socio-economic factors are the main causes of food 
insecurity in the country, important are interventions directed at improving  the 
availability of high-quality foods (food supply) and affordability of nutrient-rich foods 
(socioeconomic status) that will affect households’ ability to access a healthy diet 
and prevent child stunting. Other nutrition-sensitive interventions such as 
improvements and expansion of maternal and child health services also need to be 
implemented. 
 
Like in many countries of the world, Armenia experience gradually increasing trend 
of overweight and obesity among children and adults. First of all, it is important to 
recognition that overweight and obesity are not only problems of affected 
individuals, but also society-wide problems of populations. Therefore, the 
prevention measures require multifaceted approach with involvement of the socio-
environmental factors that influence energy intake and expenditure (IM 2010). The 
problem is complex and is still under-researched.  The research community is 
currently construing the nature of the evidence base for obesity prevention and 
determining the challenges related with integrating scientific evidence with broader 
influences on policy considerations. Meanwhile, a pressing need to act on the 
problem of obesity urges obesity prevention efforts. Decision-makers, development 
agencies and researchers need not only to carry out obesity prevention initiatives, 
but also to measure and share the results so that provide a base for others to learn 
from the experience.  Obesity prevention measures may include developing healthy 
food standards for public institutions and other specific settings, promoting physical 
activity in school environments or providing worksite wellness tax credits to 
businesses.  
 

• Measures for reducing food losses and waste 
Within the past two decades Armenia exhibited considerable increase of production 
and export of agri-food products. On this background, the issue of food losses and 
waste is emerging. Currently, the waste management system with incorporated 
waste separation and recycling is not yet developed in the country. Neither food loss 
or any other waste prevention and minimization are practiced or targeted in legal 
documents. Moreover, the issue of food losses and waste still remains poorly 
studied. Hence, there is need for research and improvement of data collection on 
food loss and waste for further development of more evidence-based and effective 
measures of waste prevention and minimization and enhancement of sustainability, 
food security and nutrition potential.    
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7. CONCLUSIONS  

The overall research finding is that over the last two decades Armenia registered a 
significant progress in enhancing its food security and nutrition status from all four 
perspectives: increased gross domestic production, per capita food output, reduced levels of 
import dependency, poverty and food deficit. Indeed, Armenia has a progress relative to the 
global targets on nutrition. The country is doing well on breastfeeding, supplementation and 
fortification programs. In comparison with other countries, currently Armenia ranks 
somewhere in the middle for malnutrition and health indicators. Meanwhile, worrying is the 
increase of wasting and overweight and obesity rates in the country signifying the need for 
obesity prevention measures. Though significantly improved, stunting is also still an issue. 
 
After the years of energy crisis and food deficit in 1990’s when food self-sufficiency was a 
bold part of national security strategy, the country put major efforts in enhancing its food 
production and availability. Substantial increase was recorded in production and export of 
agri-food products and enhancement of self-sufficiency for many primary products with 
accompanied increase of agricultural productivity and development of food processing and 
distribution sectors and enhancement of food safety framework. Meanwhile, for some 
products such as wheat, economies of scale are of main importance. The primary trade 
partner Russia is the world lead exporter of wheat. At the same time geopolitical tensions 
may affect markets across the region and require more prudence and caution. 
 
Important transformation aspect is that being a primarily food “self-sufficiency” issue, food 
security is gradually increasing its frames by embracing aspects such as access not only 
physical but also economic along with stability issues. This advancement has been shaped 
already in the legislative format. In 2011 the adopted National Food Security Concept 
supplemented the stand-alone food security Law on Ensuring Food Security (2002) and, as 
advancement, reinforced multidimensional content of food security by addressing all four 
pillars of food security: food access, availability, utilization and stability, thus, providing a 
base for a cross-sectoral approach for addressing food insecurity. Food security concepts are 
aligned to critical national strategic frameworks, programmes and agricultural or rural 
development policy documents.  
 
Furthermore, the food security issues need to be addressed through the combination of 
both approaches: the governmental strong support and market self-regulation. Meanwhile, 
the current direction of the agricultural support mechanisms is directed at shifting from 
being basic input (for example, irrigation, seeds, fuel, pesticides) to more infrastructural 
developments such as machinery, irrigation and hail protection networks and roads.  
 
In the battle against the malnutrition crucial step was performed in Armenia by introduction 
of the Sustainable School Feeding Programme. Kicking off as a pilot initiative supported by 
international donors in some selected marzes/regions of the country, within several years 
the programme has increased substantially its coverage and instigated national policy 
developments, such as adoption of the Concept of Sustainable School Feeding Programme 
(2012) and the Sustainable School Feeding Development Strategy and Action (2013). 
Currently, the Government is at the stage of taking it over for transforming it into a National 
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Programme with specified budgetary provisions. The programme is expected to enlarge 
both horizontally to cover other regions and vertically to include senior school children. For 
promoting further progress on food security and rural development, particularly large-scale 
donor assistance programmes need to be better accommodated with local development 
plans and to promote local procurement by reducing importation for programme purchases.  
 
Finally, the primary reason of food insecurity is the poor economic condition and the 
poverty. Hence, more efforts and policy measures need to be focused on elimination of 
poverty and improvement of population living conditions, including increasing income of 
families, especially the most vulnerable ones.  
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         ANNEX 1 

POLICIES AND PROGRAMMES FOR IMPROVING FOOD SECURITY AND 
NUTRITION 

Name Implementing body Objective 
Implementation 

period 

Food Safety 
Capacity Building 
Project  

The World Bank. The 
recipient of the 
Grant is the Ministry 
of Agriculture 

It aimed to assist the Government of 
Armenia setting up a modern food safety 
regulatory system based on 
internationally recognized standards and 
decision making best practices. It was 
expected to further support and 
accelerate the pace of reforms in the 
food safety area that were initiated 
through, inter alia (i) the development of 
a strategy on food safety systems and a 
plan of activities ; (ii) the establishment in 
December 2010 of a unified State Service 
for Food Safety including food, veterinary 
and phyto-sanitary spheres, in order to 
streamline the administrative 
organization and further facilitate the 
coordination of food safety related 
activities ; (iii) the connection in June 
2010 to the external window of the EU 
Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed; (iv) 
the expression of interest in January 2010 
to extend exports to the EU to include 
fish and fishery products and the 
development a surveillance system for 
aquaculture diseases. 

 

It became 
effective in 2012 
and was closed 
in 2015 

Community 
Agricultural 
Resource 
Management 
and 
Competitiveness 
(CARMAC-2) 

Community 
Agricultural 
Resource 
Management and 
Competitiveness 
(CARMAC-2) is 
implemented 
by ”Agricultural 
Project 
Implementation” 
unit, State Agency of 
the Ministry of 

The aim is to improve productivity of 
pasture-based livestock farms and to 
introduce innovative practices in livestock 
production. The project is designed to 
improve productivity and sustainability of 
pasture-based livestock farms in 55 
communities of the RA 6 marzes that are: 
Aragatsotn, Lori, Shirak, Gegharkunik, 
Tavush and Syunik. The Project 
Development Objective (PDO) is to 
improve productivity and sustainability of 
pasture/livestock livelihood systems in 

Years from April 
2015 to July                                                                           
2019 
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Agriculture selected communities. This would be 
evidenced by:  

(i) increased livestock productivity as 
measured by milk productivity and 
increase in daily animal weight gain;  

(ii) increased efficiency of communal 
pasture management, as measured by 
increased communal budgetary revenues 
from lease of pastures;  

(iii) increased farm net income from 
livestock;  

(iv) increased Pasture Health Index.  

 

Sustainable 
School Feeding 
Programme 

World Food 
Programme, 
Ministry of 
Education and 
Science of the 
Republic of 
Armenia, Social and 
Industrial Food 
Services Institute 
(SIFI), non-
governmental 
organization 
(Russia).   

The World Food Programme with the 
financial support of the Russian 
Federation launched “Development of 
Sustainable School Feeding” Programme 
with objectives: 

• to provide nutrition balanced 
feeding for primary school 
children in most vulnerable and 
food insecure regions in Armenia;  

• to increase marketing 
opportunities at national level 
with cost-effective local 
purchases; 

• to improve data collection on 
attendance and enrolment in the 
country in order to optimize the 
costing structure of the school 
feeding programmes.  

• to support the design of a 
sustainable and affordable 
national school feeding policy and 
programme embedded in national 
priorities and budgets. 

 

Launched in 
2010 and in 
process till now 

Developing 
Capacity for 
Strengthening 
Food Security 
and Nutrition in 
Selected 
Countries of the 
Caucasus and 
Central Asia 

The Food and 
Agriculture 
Organization, FAO 

The project will bring together best 
practices and instruments for capacity 
development, policy dialogue and 
learning about food security and nutrition 
strategies, including nutrition-sensitive 
social protection and school feeding 
programmes. The project locations are 
Armenia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Tajikistan.   

The project 
duration is 01 
May 2016 – 30 
April 2019 
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ENPARD 
Technical 
Assistance to the 
Ministry of 
Agriculture of 
the Republic of 
Armenia 

 

Ministry of 
Agriculture of the 
Republic of 
Armenia, the Food 
and Agriculture 
Organization, FAO 

The project (GCP/ARM/006/EC) 
supported by the European Union aims to 
1) Support implementation of the 
Government of Armenia's national 
strategy for sustainable agricultural 
development, including the capacity 
development of national and local 
government structures and support to 
agriculture-related academic institutions; 
2) contribute to the development of 
farmers associations and cooperatives; 3) 
support access to available and 
affordable food by sustainably increasing 
productivity and quality of a number of 
seeds and crops as well as a better 
management of the land, taking into 
account environment and climate 
change; 4) support to the roll-out of a 
general agricultural census as well as 
support to better agriculture statistics. 

 

30 December 
2014 – 29 
December 2017  

Technical 
Assistance for 
Grape Phylloxera 
Resistant 
Certified 
Planting 
Material 
Production 

 

the Food and 
Agriculture 
Organization, FAO 

The goal of the project is to support the 
Government of Armenia in introduction 
of new approaches and instruments for 
sustainable development of agriculture in 
the country through establishing the basis 
for the sound management of the grape-
production sector.  

Duration is 01 
May 2017 – 30 
April 2019 

Alternative 
Utilization of 
Water Resources 
in Armenia in 
the Field of Fish 
Production 

the Food and 
Agriculture 
Organization, FAO, 
the Ministry of 
Agriculture,  private 
company Bigama-
Fruit LLC, etc. 
 

The objective of the project is to reduce 
overexploitation of underground water 
resources due to the rapid development 
of fish production while the quantity and 
quality of fish produced previously is 
maintained. 

Implementing 
period: 17 April 
2015 - 16 
October  2016  

Marketing 
Assistance 
Project, MAP 

Armenia Agricultural 
Academy in 
Yerevan, Texas A&M 
University, the 
International 
Programs office of 
NIFA 
 
 

The aim was to support Armenian 
farmers and agricultural business in 
producing, marketing, and exporting food 
and related products with the goal of 
increasing incomes, creating jobs, and 
raising the standard of living. 

From 1992 to 
2004 
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Producer Group 
and Value Chain 
Development 

the United Nations 
Industrial 
Development 
Organization 
(UNIDO), the United 
Nations 
Development 
Program (UNDP), 
FAO. The project’s 
governmental 
partner is the 
Ministry of 
Agriculture of 
Armenia 

The project aims to: 

• Strengthened and newly established 
primary producer groups. Within the 
targeted value chains and locations, 
the project develops effective, 
sustainable new producer groups as 
well as assists and strengthens 
existing ones in the various stages of 
their development. 

• Producer groups effectively engaged 
in value addition. The project 
supports the building of physical 
infrastructure, as well as human 
capacity and skills that enable 
producers to add value to primary 
agricultural production. 

• Strengthened value chains that 
provide improved access to 
affordable, better quality food. The 
project identifies and develops key 
intervention points at any level 
within the selected value chains that 
will benefit not only stakeholders of 
those value chains but also Armenian 
consumers locally and nationally. 

 

It was launched 
in January 2015 
and will last for 
three years 

Technical 
Assistance 
Program to 
Support the 
Armenian Food 
Safety System 

Implemented by 
CARD foundation 
with USDA-
sponsorship, 

The Programme aims to establish an 
effective Armenian food safety program 
bolstering the economy through 
increased demand and sale of food 
products within Armenia, regionally and 
for export, and to provide a safe and 
reliable food supply for the populace. 
Three objectives have been set forth to 
reach this goal: 

Objective 1:    Align/harmonize Food 
Safety laws in Armenia to international 
requirements (Codex Alimentarius, US, 
EU, etc.) 

Objective 2:    Enhance Science-Based 
Food Safety Awareness Programs 

Objective 3:    Provide Technical 
Assistance and Training for Armenian 
government and industry  

 

 

Started in 
November 2010 
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Credit and 
Financial 
Services: 
Infrastructure 
and Rural 
Finance Support 
Programme 

IFAD, executing 
agency is the Office 
of the Prime 
Minister 

The programme is designed to generate 
income growth and sustainable 
employment opportunities by 
strengthening agricultural production 
systems and linkages to value chains for 
cash crops. It has four components: 

• Rural finance 

• Water infrastructure for rural 
areas 

• Awareness raising and support for 
farmers 

• Programme management. 

The programme's infrastructure 
component will cover the seven regions 
of Shirak, Lori, Tavoush, Gegharqunik, 
Vajots Dzor, Sjunik and Aragatsotn, while 
the rural finance component will be 
countrywide. The main target group 
comprises poor farmers and rural 
households, particularly vulnerable 
households headed solely by women or 
young people. 

 

September 2014 
to 2020 
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ANNEX 2 

LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 

 

#          Name Affiliation 

1. Ashkhen Shirvanyan Head of Food Security Department, Ministry of 
Agriculture 

2. Rudik Nazaryan  Head of Department of Plant Growing and Plant 
Protection, Ministry of Agriculture 

3. Mesrop Grigoryan Senior Expert, the State Food Safety Service, SSFS 

4. Artur Maysuryan 
Head of Division, European Union and WTO 
Division, Ministry of Economy 

5. Sevak Hovhannisyan Manager of Public Consultation, EV Consulting 

6. Zorayr Kirakosyan 
Director of Field Operations, Turpanjian Rural 
Development Program, American University of 
Armenia 

7. Aghasi Minatsyan  Expert, German development agency, GIZ 

8. Georgi Khachatryan  
Director of Project Management and 
Development, Agriculture Development Fund 

9. Linda Strom  
International Affairs Officer, Administrative 
Board of Ostergotland 

10. Mihran Hakobyan 
Health Nutrition Officer, United Nations 
International Children's Fund, UNICEF  

11. Berd Buta 
Head of Programme Unit, World Food 
Programme, WFP 

12. Elmira Bakhshinyan 
Programme Policy Officer, World Food 
Programme, WFP 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


