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Foreword 
 

 
The Food Security and Nutritional Status Survey - (2000) is an important tool for maximizing the 
benefit of WFP’s targeted food assistance to the most vulnerable in Armenia. It can also serve 
as a tool for nutrition-related interventions by other humanitarian players in the country. 

After eight years of World Food Programme presence in Armenia, the need for a nutrition 
survey had become a priority. This is the first survey providing baseline data about the nutrition 
status of the population. The findings of the survey will certainly help in the design, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of WFP interventions. 

The Survey findings indicate that vulnerable groups in Armenia are facing difficulties in securing 
their basic food requirements and, therefore, deserve continued assistance for the next two to 
three years. Households headed by women or the elderly, as well as refugee households, are 
shown to be relatively more vulnerable throughout the country.  

Since the Survey was conducted by marzes, it gives quite a comprehensive picture of the 
nutrition status by geographical areas making it also a tool for the geographical targeting of 
assistance. Based on this, WFP will develop a food aid strategy and a corresponding 
implementation mechanism. 

Even so, the Survey does not claim to be an exhaustive treatment of the subject. This has been 
an attempt to contribute an important piece to a food security framework for Armenia. 

The Food Security and Nutritional Status Survey – 2000 is the result of close interagency 
cooperation, particularly funding from UNICEF and UNHCR. WFP would like to extend its 
special thanks to the Catholic Relief Services and Armenian Caritas for helping to design the 
questionnaires and for making available Caritas and CRS staff as enumerators. WFP would 
also like to acknowledge support from the Ministry of Social Welfare and the Statistical Service 
of the Republic of Armenia.  

 

John Powell 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional Director 
Asia and Eastern Europe Bureau 
World Food Programme, Rome 
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Executive summary 

 

In September 2000, the World Food Programme, in collaboration with UNICEF, UNHCR, Catholic 

Relief Services and CARITAS Armenia conducted a national food security and nutritional survey 

covering 3,900 households.  The main objectives of the survey were to provide information to guide 

the preparation and targeting of the Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation to begin in July 2001. 

A second objective was to update the data from the UNICEF “Situation Analysis of Children and 

Women in Armenia, 1998”. Below are the major conclusions from the survey summarized in bullet 

points. 

 

 Elderly people head about one out of five households at the national level.  Elderly people 

head a higher proportion of households in the rural areas.  They head three out of ten 

households as compared to one out five in the urban areas.  

 

 Unemployment among primary breadwinners is high. About one in five households have 

primary breadwinners that have no regular employment. Three out of ten of primary 

breadwinners are pensioners.  A high proportion of households have no family members 

working outside the home (59%).  Female-headed households have the highest proportion 

with no working household member. 

 

 Eleven percent of households eat on the average one meal a day.  Female-headed households 

have twice the rate of households eating one meal per day compared to male-headed 

households. Sixteen percent of female-headed households have one meal per day compared 

to eight percent for male-headed households. 

 

 The levels of chronic malnutrition among children of 3-59 months range from 14 percent to  

32 percent with an average of 22 percent. These levels are considered moderate but show an 

increasing trend in the levels of malnutrition in the last two years. 

 

 Issues of access to food appear to be important in explaining the food consumption pattern 

and malnutrition in children.  The number of people working in a household is directly 

related to the number of meals a household eats. Households that have no members working 

had twice the rate of households consuming one meal as compared to those with one member 

working and three times the rate consuming one meal as compared to households with two 

members working 

 

 Chronic malnutrition among children was positively related to the lack of employment for 

household members. About 27 percent of children from households that had no stable 

employment were chronically malnourished compared to 18 percent in households that have 

at least one member working. 

 

 Although households consume bread on a daily basis, a large number of them are not eating a 

diverse diet. Food items that are good sources of iron are not eaten often; meat is eaten less 

than once in two weeks. Dairy products are not consumed by 32 percent of the population 

and are consumed on average two and a half times a week. Fresh fruit and vegetables are 

only consumed three and a half times a week. 

 

 Female-headed households had lower frequency counts on all food items, as compared to 

male-headed households. The refugee population was even worse off than the general 



  

female-headed households. Refugee households had the lowest frequency count on all food 

items. 

 

 Households with children had a higher consumption (times/week) of most food items when 

compared to households with no children. They consumed high-density foods more 

frequently than the overall population. 

 

 Malnutrition among children was mostly observed in households that reported a consistently 

lower intake of most food items including bread, meat, legume, vegetables and dairy 

products. The cumulative effect of lower than average consumption of all foods is important 

in contributing to poor nutrition. 

 

 Many households have changed their food consumption pattern to cope with the difficult 

economic conditions.  Almost 4 out of 5 households have reduced the number of meals in a 

day and eat cheaper meals; a situation that is clearly shown by their food consumption 

pattern.  

 

 About 8 percent of elderly people are of poor nutritional status.  A high proportion suffers 

from chronic diseases such as heart problems, paradontosis and high blood pressure. 

 

 The elderly refugees have higher rates of chronic illnesses than the national sample of the 

elderly population.  They have higher rates of heart problems, paradontosis and asthma as 

compared to the national sample. 

 

 Smoking is higher among elderly people, especially men; 41 percent of elderly men smoke.  

A slightly higher proportion of elderly refugees smoke as compared to the national sample of 

elderly men. 



  

 

I. Introduction 

 

In September 2000, the World Food Programme in collaboration with UNICEF, UNHCR, the 

Catholic Relief Services and CARITAS Armenia conducted a national food security and nutritional 

status survey.  The survey covered 3,900 households nationally.  The design of the questionnaire was 

a joint effort of WFP, UNICEF, UNHCR, the Catholic Relief Services and Caritas Armenia. The 

WFP was responsible for co-coordinating the entire survey. A joint team of staff from these 

collaborating institutions participated in data collection as enumerators. Additional enumerators 

were recruited out of a pool of staff from various government organizations that had previous 

experience in data collection.    

 

The survey design was based on a sampling frame created by the National Statistics Service used for 

a 1996 World Bank household survey. This sampling frame allowed random selection of households 

resulting into a nationally represented sample.  Altogether 4,200 households were identified. 

However, due to locked doors, only 3,900 households were interviewed for the survey. For refugee 

households, a separate survey was conducted in communal centers where a total of 133 refugee 

households were interviewed. 

 

The main objectives of the survey were to provide information to guide the preparation and targeting 

of the Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation to begin in July 2001 and to update the baseline 

data from the above mentioned 1998 survey. A specific objective of the survey was to assess the 

nutritional status of the population to compare socio-economic groups.  An additional questionnaire 

was included to allow determine the nutritional status of elderly people.   

 

The survey instrument collected the following information: 

 

 General Household Socio-economic Information 

 Sources of Income 

 Agricultural Production 

 Welfare Assistance and WFP 

 Household Food Consumption 

 Elderly Nutritional Status 

 Child Nutritional Status 

 

Prior to the enumerators’ training, the survey instrument was tested and corresponding revisions 

were made. Interviewers received two days’ training to understand the questionnaire, to learn to take 

weight, height and mid-upper arm circumference measurements. 

 

Weight and height measurements became the basis for evaluating the children’s nutritional status 

and the mid-upper arm circumference measure became the basis for evaluating the nutritional status 

of the elderly, 60 years and above.  Epi info software was used to evaluate the nutritional status.  The 

rest of the analysis was conducted in MicroSoft Access and the Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS). 

 

 



  

 

 

2. Findings 

 

2.1 Socio-economic Characteristics 

 

2.1.1 Household Size 

 

The average household size for the survey population is 4.2 persons.  Male-headed households are 

larger with an average of 4.7 persons against 3.2 persons of female-headed households. Urban 

households are smaller (4.1 persons) than rural households (4.9 persons). Refugee households 

constitute a smaller population with an average of 3.4 persons per household.  

 

Table 1 shows the distribution of households by region and gender. Ten percent of the households 

are one-person households.  Female-headed households have a disproportionately high percentage of 

single person (28%). Lori and Aragatsotn have a high proportion of single person households.  

Twenty four percent of households have six or more people.  Gegharkunik has a particularly high 

proportion of households with six or more people.     

 

 

Table 1: Distribution of Household Size by Rural/Urban, Gender of Head and Region 
 

 
Percentage of  Households by Household Size 

One Two 3-5 6-10 10+ Total 

Rural/Urban 
Rural 6% 11% 46% 34% 3% 100% 

Urban 11% 15% 52% 21% 1% 100% 

Gender of    

Head 

Female 28% 19% 39% 13% 1% 100% 

Male 3% 12% 56% 27% 2% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 14% 12% 46% 26% 1% 100% 

Ararat 7% 12% 52% 26% 2% 100% 

Armavir 8% 16% 51% 23% 2% 100% 

Gegharkunik 6% 8% 48% 35% 3% 100% 

Kotaik 9% 15% 52% 22% 1% 100% 

Lori 17% 14% 52% 17% 0% 100% 

Shirak 10% 14% 49% 26% 2% 100% 

Syunik 7% 14% 62% 15% 2% 100% 

Tavush 10% 13% 49% 27% 1% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 7% 17% 47% 28% 1% 100% 

Yerevan 10% 15% 52% 21% 1% 100% 

All Armenia 10% 14% 51% 23% 1% 100% 

 

 

2.1.2 Gender of Household Heads 

 

Women head three out of ten households, nationally.  Female headship is higher in urban areas 

(30%) than rural areas (24%).  Female headship is high in Yerevan, Armavir and Lori and relatively 

low in Vayots Dzor, and Tavush regions. 

 

Female headship is disproportionately high among refugee households; women head 52% of 

households as compared to 29% for the national sample. 



  

 

Table 2: Distribution of Gender of Heads of Households by Rural/ Urban and Region 

 
 Percentage of Households 

by Gender of  the Head 

Female Male 

Total 

Household  

(n= 3,900) 

Rural/Urban 
Rural 24% 76% 100% 

Urban 30% 70% 100% 

Refugee 52% 48% 100% 

Regions 

Aragatsotn 26% 74% 100% 

Ararat 27% 73% 100% 

Armavir 30% 70% 100% 

Gegharkunik 25% 75% 100% 

Kotaik 26% 74% 100% 

Lori 32% 68% 100% 

Shirak 28% 72% 100% 

Syunik 27% 73% 100% 

Tavush 23% 77% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 21% 79% 100% 

Yerevan 32% 68% 100% 

All Armenia 29% 71% 100% 

 

 

2.1.3 Elderly Residents 

 

Table 3 shows the proportion of households that have elderly members, headed by elderly people 

and those that have no elderly members by region and urban/rural. About 47 percent of all 

households in Armenia have an elderly member. Rural areas have a higher proportion of households 

with elderly people than urban households. About 55 percent of all rural households have elderly 

people compared to 44 percent in urban areas. Elderly people head about 23 percent of households. 

Close to 3 out of 10 households are headed by elderly people in rural areas, as compared to one out 

of five for urban households.  Regions that have a high proportion of households headed by elderly 

include Aragatsotn (29%), Tavush (29.3%), Lori (29%) and Shirak (26.3%).  A high proportion of 

single elderly households are found in Aragatsotn and Lori.  

 

About 42% of refugee households have elderly people as compared to 46% for the national average.  

 

 

Table 3: Distribution of Households by Type of Elderly Household 

 
 Type of Household 

Household Headed by 

Elderly Person Household 

with Elderly 

Member 

Household 

without 

Elderly 

Member 

Total 

Households 

( n= 3,900) 
Elderly 

Heads* 

Single 

Elderly 

Households 

Rural/Urban 
Rural 29% 5% 26% 45% 100% 

Urban 21% 7% 23% 56% 100% 



  

Region 

Aragatsotn 29% 11% 22% 49% 100% 

Ararat 23% 4% 19% 58% 100% 

Armavir 21% 6% 23% 56% 100% 

Gegharkunik 20% 3% 25% 55% 100% 

Kotaik 17% 7% 23% 60% 100% 

Lori 29% 12% 17% 54% 100% 

Shirak 26% 8% 24% 49% 100% 

Syunik 18% 5% 23% 60% 100% 

Tavush 29% 8% 22% 49% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 14% 3% 30% 55% 100% 

Yerevan 21% 7% 28% 51% 100% 

All Armenia 23% 7% 23% 54% 100% 

* This percentage includes single elderly households. 

 

 

2.1.4 Employment Status of Primary Breadwinner 

 

Unemployment is high.  About 22 percent of all households have primary breadwinners that have no 

regular employment. Unemployment among primary breadwinners is higher in urban areas (23%) 

than in rural areas (17%).  Regions with a higher than average unemployment rate for primary 

breadwinners are Kotaik and Tavush, with rates of 25 percent.  Others are Lori, Syunik and Armavir.   

 

A high proportion of primary breadwinners are pensioners (30%). Regions that have the highest 

proportion of households headed by pensioners also have the highest proportion of primary 

breadwinners that are pensioners. Aragatsotn, Lori, Shirak and Tavush have a higher than average 

proportion of primary breadwinners that are pensioners (40%). Little difference exists between urban 

and rural households in the proportion of primary breadwinners that are pensioners.  

 

About 24 percent of primary breadwinners work in the formal sector. Nationally, less than 10 

percent of primary breadwinners are farmers.  Farming is a major source of employment for primary 

breadwinners in rural areas (30.5%) and is important in Gergharkunik, Vayots Dzor and Ararat.  

 

2.1.5 Number of Working Household Members 

 

As shown in Table 4, a high proportion of households claimed that they had no household member 

working outside the home (59%). Female-headed households have a higher proportion of families 

with no members working than male-headed households.  Seventy percent of female-headed 

households have no working members compared to 55% in male-headed households. 

 

Refugee households are another group with a high unemployment rate; 75%of households have no 

members working outside home compared to 59% for the national sample. 

 

 A high proportion of households in the rural areas claimed that they had no working member 

compared to urban households. The Survey identified a high proportion of households whose 

primary source of income was pension, an indication that there are very few households with 

members that are in regular employment. The highest proportion of households reporting no 

members working were found in Gegharkunik, Lori and Tavush. 

 



  

 

Table 4: Distribution of Households by Number of Members Working 

 

 
Percentage of Households Reporting Working Members 

None 1 2 3 or more Total  

Rural/Urban  
Rural 71% 21% 6% 2% 100% 

Urban 57% 31% 10% 2% 100% 

Gender 
Female 70% 25% 4% 1% 100% 

Male 55% 31% 12% 2% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 68% 22% 8% 1% 100% 

Ararat 47% 38% 12% 3% 100% 

Armavir 61% 26% 11% 2% 100% 

Gegharkunik 70% 23% 6% 2% 100% 

Kotaik 57% 31% 10% 2% 100% 

Lori 72% 22% 6% 1% 100% 

Shirak 61% 30% 7% 1% 100% 

Syunik 54% 34% 10% 2% 100% 

Tavush 74% 20% 6% 1% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 57% 33% 11% 0% 100% 

Yerevan 51% 35% 13% 2% 100% 

All Armenia 59% 29% 9% 2% 100% 

 

 

 

2.1.6 Access to Land 

 

Out of the 3,900 households interviewed, one in four households had no access to land on which 

crops had been grown in the last three years. About 79% of rural households against 14% of urban 

households have land. Land holdings are generally small.  Forty percent of the rural households have 

land holdings of less than a quarter and only ten percent have holdings larger than a hectare. 

 

A higher proportion of female-headed households have no access to land (82%) compared to male-

headed households (71%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Distribution of Households with Access to Land by Rural/Urban, Gender and Region 



  

 
 Proportion of Households with Access to Land 

No land 

Less 

than 

0.25 ha 

0.25 – 

0.5 ha 

0.5 - 

1 ha 

1 - 

3 ha 

More 

than 

 3 ha 

Total 

(n=3,900

) 

Rural/Urban 
Rural 21% 40% 15% 13% 10% 1% 100% 

Urban 86% 10% 2% 1% 0% 0% 100% 

Gender 
Female 82% 22% 10% 6% 7% 0% 100% 

Male 71% 19% 16% 12% 2% 0% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 55% 22% 10% 6% 7% 0% 100% 

Ararat 51% 19% 16% 12% 2% 0% 100% 

Armavir 63% 20% 6% 9% 3% 0% 100% 

Gegharkunik 42% 45% 4% 4% 4% 5% 100% 

Kotaik 82% 13% 2% 2% 1% 0% 100% 

Lori 84% 10% 1% 2% 3% 0% 100% 

Shirak 95% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 100% 

Syunik 66% 24% 6% 2% 1% 1% 100% 

Tavush 49% 32% 9% 4% 3% 0% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 51% 32% 9% 4% 1% 3% 100% 

Yerevan 95% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

All Armenia 74% 16% 4% 4% 2% 0% 100% 

 
  

2.1.7 Family Members Abroad and Remittances  

 

Emigrating out of the country is a major strategy that households in Armenia adopt to cope with the 

lack of economic opportunities. For households with no stable employment remaining behind, 

remittances from abroad can be a major subsistence strategy contributing to their income. Tables 6 

and 7 show the proportion of households that have relatives abroad and of households receiving 

remittances from relatives. 



  

 

Table 6:  Proportion of Households with Relatives Abroad by Gender of Household Head and  

   Region 

 

 

Proportion of Households with 

Relatives Abroad 

Family Member Abroad Total 

(n=3,900) Yes No 

Gender of Head of 

Household 

Male 14% 86% 100% 

Female 14% 86% 100% 

Regions 

Aragatsotn 22% 78% 100% 

Ararat 15% 85% 100% 

Armavir 15% 85% 100% 

Gegharkunik 13% 87% 100% 

Kotaik 14% 86% 100% 

Lori 11% 89% 100% 

Shirak 17% 83% 100% 

Syunik 8% 92% 100% 

Tavush 13% 87% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 8% 92% 100% 

Yerevan 13% 87% 100% 

All Armenia 14% 86% 100% 

 

 

Fourteen percent of the total households interviewed have close family members abroad. Aragatsotn 

has a particularly high proportion of households with family members abroad while Syunik and 

Vayots Dzor have very low proportions. There is no difference in the proportion of households that 

have relatives abroad by gender of heads. Only half of households with close relatives received 

remittances on a regular basis. Seven percent received remittances compared to 14% percent with  

relatives. Aragaston has higher than average of the proportion of households receiving remittances. 



  

 

Table 7:  Proportion of Households Receiving Remittances by Gender of Household Head and  

   Region 

 

 Percentage of Households Receiving 

Remittances 

Remittances Total 

(n=3,900) No Yes 

Gender of Head of 

Household  

Male 92% 7% 100% 

Female 93% 6% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 88% 12% 100% 

Ararat 95% 6% 100% 

Armavir 92% 9% 100% 

Gegharkunik 96% 4% 100% 

Kotaik 92% 8% 100% 

Lori 95% 5% 100% 

Shirak 90% 10% 100% 

Syunik 93% 7% 100% 

Tavush 96% 4% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 96% 4% 100% 

Yerevan 91% 9% 100% 

Armenia 93% 7% 100% 

 

 

2.1.8 Water and Sanitation 

 

Table 8 shows the various household water sources in Armenia. Ninety seven percent of households use 

piped water for drinking.  About 72 percent of households have piped water within the house, 16 percent 

have piped water within the yard, 9 percent use the public tap water. About 11 percent of households in 

Ararat do not have piped water.  Six percent of the households in Tavush are using water that is not 

considered safe - unprotected springs and dug wells.  Six percent of households in Armavir are using 

sources that were not specified.  These sources are likely to be unsafe water.  

 

During the Survey, households were asked to indicate the type of water source for drinking. It is assumed 

that if a household informed on piped water, that source was not available to them every day on a regular 

basis thus making it difficult for households to ensure use of clean and safe water due to inadequate 

amounts and/or poor water storage. 

 

 



  

 

Table 8: Proportion of Households Using Various Sources of Water by Region 

  

 

Piped water  
Bore 

hole 

Dug well Spring 
Unspecified 

sources 
Total in the 

house 

in the 

Yard 

Public 

Tap 
Protected Unprotected Protected Unprotected 

Aragatsotn 48% 27% 21%    1% 2%  100% 

Ararat 56% 27% 6% 4% 1%   2% 4% 100% 

Armavir 64% 20% 7% 1% 1% 0% 1%  6% 100% 

Gegharkunik 52% 16% 24%  3%  2% 1% 3% 100% 

Kotaik 82% 11% 5% 1%   0%  1% 100% 

Lori 75% 16% 5%    1% 1% 1% 100% 

Shirak 74% 12% 12% 0% 1%  1%  1% 100% 

Syunik 87% 11% 2%       100% 

Tavush 50% 24% 18%    1% 5% 3% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 53% 34% 9% 1%     3% 100% 

Yerevan 88% 7% 4%     0% 1% 100% 

All Armenia 72% 16% 9% 0.5% 0% 0% 0.5% 0.5% 1.5% 100% 

 

Compared to the general population, a high proportion of refugee households living in communal 

centers use water from public taps.  About 25% of households in communal centers use public taps 

compared to 18% for refugees that have integrated into the community.  About 9% of the general 

population draws water from public taps. 

 

 

2.2 Nutritional Status 

 

The height for age indication was used to evaluate the nutritional status of children of 3-59 months. 

Height for age is a measure of linear growth. It is an indicator of long-term nutrition. It is a good 

indicator for measuring access to food.  Z scores of height for age were generated using EPI info. 

Children with a Z-score of height for age of less than –2 are malnourished. Chronic malnutrition or 

stunting is due to long-term inadequate dietary intake, repeated illness or a combination of both.  The 

Centre of Disease Control recommends the cut-offs shown in Table 9 to classify nutrition into low, 

moderate, high and very high rates of malnutrition.  Areas or communities that have a high to very 

high rate require intervention. However, even in areas where the rates are low, intervention is 

required at the household level for the individual child that is malnourished. 



  

 

Table 9: Classification of Malnutrition 

 

 
Classification of Malnutrition 

Low Moderate High Very High 

Stunting level <20 20-29.99 30-39.99 40+ 

 

The Mid-Upper Arm Circumference (MUAC) was used to evaluate the elderly nutritional status.  A 

mid-upper arm circumference of less than 22.5 cm for adult females and less than 23.5 cm for adult 

males is indicative of a poor nutritional status.   

 

2.2.1 Stunting by Regions and Socio-economic Groups  

 

Table 10 shows chronic malnutrition rates by rural/urban, gender of household heads, and region. 

The levels of chronic malnutrition range from 14 percent to 32 percent with an average of 22%. 

These levels are considered moderate but show an increasing trend in the levels of malnutrition since 

the 1998 nutrition survey.  High levels of chronic malnutrition are found in Gergharkunik and 

Syunik. Relatively low stunting levels were observed in Yerevan, Vayots Dzor, Kotaik and Ararat.  

Stunting levels are higher in rural areas (27%) than urban areas (20%). There is no variation in 

chronic malnutrition rates between households headed by men and women. There is no discernible 

pattern in the levels of stunting by distance to an urban center. About 22% of children of less than 5 

years that live within 10 km from the regional center have chronic malnutrition, 30 % for those 10-

25 km, and 13% for distance beyond 25km. 

   

 

Table 10: Distribution of Stunting by Rural/Urban, Gender of Head of Household and Region 

 

 

Percentage of Stunted Children 

Non-stunted Stunted 
Total 

(n=849) 

Rural/Urban  
Rural 72.6% 27.4% 100% 

Urban 79.6% 20.4% 100% 

Gender 
Female 76.5% 23.5% 100% 

Male 78.0% 22.0% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 75.0% 25.0% 100% 

Ararat 80.7% 19.30% 100% 

Armavir 71.6% 28.40% 100% 

Gegharkunik 68.8% 31.20% 100% 

Kotaik 80.6% 19.40% 100% 

Lori 76.1% 23.90% 100% 

Shirak 75.0% 25.00% 100% 

Syunik 67.6% 32.40% 100% 

Tavush 75.0% 25.00% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 83.3% 16.70% 100% 

Yerevan 85.5% 14.50% 100% 

All Armenia  77.70% 22.30% 100% 

 

Table 11 shows the relationship between nutritional status and employment status.  Households that 

have at least one member with stable employment have lower proportion of children that are 

chronically malnourished than those with no member working. 



  

 

 

Table 11: Distribution of Stunting by Employment Status 

 

Employment status Non-stunted Stunted Total 

HH with no stable employment 73.2 26.8 100% (392) 

At least one member working 81.6 18.4 100 (353) 

Total 77.2% 22.8% 100 (745) 

 

2.2.2 Child Care, Health and Nutrition 

Figure.1 Causes of Malnutrition  
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A number of factors are examined to determine the relationship between stunting and care practices. 

The factors examined are based on the conceptual framework of nutrition, which identifies two 

immediate determinants of malnutrition which are inadequate dietary intake and disease.  These in 

turn are affected by underlying causes; care, food security and health (fig 1). 

 

The WHO/UNICEF guidelines advise mothers to exclusively breast-feed children of less than six 

months.  This means that during the first six months of life, a child should receive breast milk only, 

with no additional food, no water or any other fluid.  This ensures that children are not exposed to 

infections through supplementary food items or fluids and ensures that they receive the necessary 

benefits from breast milk. Exclusively breast-feeding and other feeding practices are some of the 

care indicators that influence a child’s nutritional status.  These are examined in the section below. 

 

The sample of children below six months was small and therefore regional tables could not be 

generated. Data in Tables 12-14 show care practices of children below six months of age.  Six 

percent of children were eating solids, 9% were given tea and 14% drinking water. The 1998 

nutrition survey reported an early introduction of water and tea among children of two and three 

months. In addition, semi-solids were introduced at four months of age. 

 

Table 12: Feeding Practices of Children below Six Months 
 

Type of Feeding Practice Percentage of Children 

Eating solids 6.1 % 

Drinking water 14.0 % 

Drinking tea 8.8 % 

 

 

2.2.3 Breast-feeding and Nutritional Status 

 

Table 13: Percentage of Stunted Children of Less than 24 Months by Type of Feeding 

 

 Stunted Non-stunted Total 

Children Breast-Feeding 18.6% 81.4% 100% 

Children NOT Breast-Feeding 21.7% 78.3% 100% 

 

Among the surveyed group of children of less than 24 months of age, a slightly high proportion that 

have stopped breast-feeding are stunted compared to those that are still breast-feeding.   

 

 

2.2.4 Child Illness 

 

Households were asked to indicate whether a child had been ill during the last two weeks of the 

survey. About 31% of children of less than 24 months of age had diarrhea during the two weeks of 

the Survey which is high. The Survey was conducted during the summer (September) when diarrhea 

tends to be higher than during winter. Refugee children had a high prevalence of diarrhea as 

compared to non-refugee children.  About 56 percent of refugee children had diarrhea. The UNICEF 

“Situation Analysis of Children and Women in Armenia, 1998” reported diarrhea rates of 16%. The 

difference in the rates could be attributed to the differences of definition. In the 1998 survey, 

diarrhea was defined as more than three loose starts per day while in the 2000 survey, households 

identified diarrhea based on their own understanding of what diarrhea was. 



  

 

 

2.3 Elderly Nutritional Status, Lifestyle and Health 

   

2.3.1 Nutritional Status of the Elderly 

 

The 2000 Survey evaluated the nutritional status of the elderly people using the mid-upper arm 

circumference  (MUAC).  Altogether 1955 elderly people were measured.  The results show that 7.8 

percent of the elderly population are of poor nutritional status. High levels of malnutrition among the 

elderly were found in Ararat, Shirak and Tavush.   

 

Elderly refugees had lower levels of poor nutritional status.  Only 3 percent of the elderly refugees 

had low MUAC.  

 

Table 14: Percent of Elderly Malnourished People (low MUAC) by Region 

 
Percentage of Malnourished Elderly People  

Malnourished  Normal Total (n=1955) 

Gender 
Male 8.80% 91.20% 100% 

Female 7.20% 92.80% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 3.80% 96.20% 100% 

Ararat 11.90% 88.10% 100% 

Armavir 8.30% 91.70% 100% 

Gegharkunik 4.80% 95.20% 100% 

Kotaik 6.90% 93.10% 100% 

Lori 6.60% 93.40% 100% 

Shirak 16.90% 83.10% 100% 

Syunik 6.90% 93.10% 100% 

Tavush 14.30% 85.70% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 6.90% 93.10% 100% 

Yerevan 6.10% 93.90% 100% 

All Armenia  7.8% 92.2% 100% 

 

 

2.3.2 Use of Alcohol and Smoking among Elderly People 

 

Elderly members of households were asked to indicate whether they had drunk alcohol or coffee or 

had smoked in the last 24 hours.  No attempt was made in the Survey to quantify the number of 

drinks or cigarettes that were smoked.  Based on the 24-hour recall, less than 1%t of (0.7%) the 

elderly population had drunk beer.  Very few elderly people had drunk wine (0.7%). However, a 

slightly higher proportion had drunk hard liquor; 3% of all elderly people had had a drink of 

vodka/cognac.  A higher proportion of elderly men (6.4%) had had a vodka/cognac compared to 

elderly women (0.5%).    About 12% of the elderly had consumed soft drinks. There was no 

difference in the proportion of elderly men and women that had had soft drinks.   About 82% had 

drunk coffee; 87% elderly men had drunk coffee compared to 79% among elderly women.  

 

About 17.3% of elderly people smoked.  Smoking is more common among elderly men than among 

elderly women; 40.5% elderly men smoke compared to 2.3% of elderly women. 

 

Among the refugees, none of the elderly people reported having any of the alcoholic drinks in the 

last 24 hours preceding the Survey.  About 19.5% of elderly refugees smoke.   



  

 

2.3.3 Health-related Problems of the Elderly 

 

Table 15 below shows the proportion of elderly men reporting selected chronic illness.  The results 

are based on self-reporting by the interviewed elderly person. 

   

More than half of elderly people claimed to be suffering from a chronic disease with little difference 

between men and women.  Forty-two percent have heart problems; a higher proportion of elderly 

women (48%) suffer from heart problems compared to elderly men (34%).  About one in three 

elderly people have paradontosis, a condition that makes it difficult for elderly people to eat food 

that is hard to chew.  About 11% have high blood pressure with little difference in the levels 

between men and women. 

 

About 15% of the elderly people suffered from an illness that required hospitalization in the last one 

year.   About 16.3% elderly men were hospitalized compared to 13.4% of the women. Only 21% of 

the elderly people considered themselves to be healthy.  More men (25%) consider themselves 

healthy compared to women (17%).  

 

 

Table 15: Proportion of Elderly Men and Women Reporting Selected Health Problems 

 

Health Problem Elderly Men Elderly Women All Elderly 

Chronic Disease 56.7% 57.7% 57.0% 

TB 3.6% 2.9% 3.2% 

Asthma/Bronchitis 9.6% 7.1% 8.1% 

Diabetes 5.1% 7.7% 6.6% 

Paradontosis 31.4% 32.7% 32.2% 

Heart Problems 33.5% 47.7% 42.1% 

High Blood Pressure 10.5% 11.7% 10.5% 

 

 

2.3.4 Elderly Refugees 

 

A higher proportion of elderly refugees have chronic illness compared to the national sample of 

elderly men; 71 percent have a chronic illness as opposed to 57 percent for the national sample. They 

have higher rates of asthma/bronchitis, heart problems, and paradontosis.  However, elderly refugees 

have lower rates of TB and high blood pressure. About 16 percent were hospitalized in the last one 

year.  Similar to the national sample of elderly people, 20 percent consider themselves healthy. 

 

 

Table 16: Proportion of Elderly Refugees Reporting Selected Health Problems 

 

Health Problem Elderly Refugees (n=113) 

Chronic Disease 70.8% 

TB 0.9% 

Asthma/Bronchitis 15.0% 

Diabetes 8.8% 

Paradontosis 46.0% 

Heart Problems 49.6% 

High Blood Pressure 4.4% 



  

2.4 Food Consumption 

 

This section uses two measurements of food security: number of meals and the food consumption 

pattern. Because it is difficult to collect the quantity of food consumed, the Survey used food 

frequency counts to construct the household food consumption pattern. Households were asked to 

list the number of times they consumed various food items. The more households consume a variety 

of food items frequently enough, the more food secure and likely they are to achieve nutrient 

adequacy. 

 

2.4.1 Number of Meals 

 

About 11% of households had one meal per day, 61% two meals per day and 28% three or more 

meals per day (Table 17). Tavush has a high proportion of households eating one meal a day.  

Households eating one meal are unlikely to be consuming enough calories for their needs; especially 

if there are children within the household. Children should be fed more regularly as they are unlikely 

to receive enough food for their growing needs when fed once or two times. 

 

Female-headed households have twice the rate of households eating one meal per day compared to male-

headed households (Table 18).   Sixteen percent of female-headed households ate on the average one meal 

per day compared to 8% among male-headed households.  Thirty-one percent of male-headed households 

ate three or more meals per day compared to only 22 percent for female-headed households. Households 

headed by single elderly people have more than twice the rate of families eating one meal per day among 

the different types of households. Refugees have the highest proportion of households eating three meals 

per day compared to other groups. About 38 percent eat three meals per day compared to 28 percent for 

the general population. 

 

 

Table 17: Average Number of Meals by Rural/Urban and Region  
 

 

Percentage of Households Receiving an Average 

Number of Meals of: 

One Two Three + Total 

Rural/Urban 
Rural 9.9% 61.3% 28.7% 100% 

Urban 10.7% 61.1% 28.2% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 12.4% 66.0% 21.5% 100% 

Ararat 8.2% 56.7% 35.1% 100% 

Armavir 11.6% 62.4% 25.9% 100% 

Gegharkunik 7.4% 64.9% 27.7% 100% 

Kotaik 12.3% 56.9% 30.7% 100% 

Lori 11.8% 65.2% 23.1% 100% 

Shirak 9.4% 71.1% 19.4% 100% 

Syunik 9.9% 49.5% 40.7% 100% 

Tavush 17.2% 66.7% 16.2% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 13.2% 60.5% 26.3% 100% 

Yerevan 9.3% 57.0% 33.7% 100% 

All Armenia 10.6% 61.1% 28.3% 100% 

 

 

 

 



  

Table 18: Average Number of Meals per Day by Gender of the Head of Household and Elderly 

        Household  

 

 

Percentage of Households Receiving an 

Average Number of Meals of: 

One Two Three + Total 

Gender of Head of 

Household 

Female 16.1% 61.9% 22.0% 100% 

Male 8.4% 60.8% 30.8% 100% 

Refugee households 6.4% 55.7%   37.8%  100% 

Elderly Household 

Household Headed by an Elderly 9.7% 66.0% 24.3% 100% 

Single Elderly 23.4% 64.1% 12.5% 100% 

Household with an Elderly Member 7.9% 63.3% 28.8% 100% 

Household with No Elderly Member 10.3% 58.4% 31.3% 100% 

All Armenia 10.6% 61.1% 28.3% 100% 

 

 

2.4.2 Food Consumption Pattern 

   

 A seven-day food frequency count showed that while 98% of households had consumed bread on a 

daily basis, many were not consuming additional food items that would ensure nutrient adequacy. 

Sugar/sweets/jam and potatoes are the next important food items to bread. These food items are consumed 

on average slightly more than five times a week. 

 

Dairy products, important food items for Armenians and good sources of protein, calcium and 

vitamin A are not consumed by 32 percent of the population (Tables 19 and 19A in the Appendix). 

Even those that reported consumption, did not do so frequently enough. About 37% reported 

consuming a dairy product 1-3 times a week and only 30 % of the population reported an intake of 

4-7 days in a week. On the average, dairy products are consumed two and a half times a week. This 

number of times is insufficient to ensure an adequate supply of calcium especially for growing children. 

Households in Armenia on average eat fresh fruit and vegetables three and a half times per week. 

 

A large number of households are not eating food items that are good sources of iron. Meat is eaten less 

than once in two weeks. More than 80 percent of households had no intake of meat during the week 

preceding the Survey, an indication that they do not consume this important source of iron often enough. 

Households consume no other foods that are rich in iron. UNICEF’s “Situation Analysis of Children and 

Women in Armenia 1998” showed anemia levels of 26% in children of less than fives years and 15% in 

women. Other meat products such as poultry, fish and pork are not consumed regularly. About 90% 

reported no consumption of poultry, fish or pork in seven days.  Legumes are consumed on the average 

once a week with more than half of the households reporting no consumption of legumes in a one-week 

period. 

 

2.4.3 Food Consumption by Gender of Heads 

 

Table 19 below shows the food consumption pattern by various socio-economic groups. Female-headed 

households had lower frequency counts on all food items compared to male-headed households.  On 

average, male-headed households consumed meat twice as often (0.33) as the number of times by female-

headed households (0.17). On average, male-headed households consumed dairy products three times a 

week while female headed households two times a week.  

 



  

 

Table 19: Average Number of Times Food Items are Eaten by Gender, Presence of Young 

     Child and Household Refugee Status 

 

Food Eaten 
Gender of Head 

Children of less 

than Five 
Refugee Status All 

Armenia 
Male Female With Without Refugee Non Refugee 

Bread 6.76 6.60 6.72 6.71 6.51 6.73 6.72 

Rice/pasta/buckwheat 2.47 2.22 2.61 2.36 1.45 2.45 2.40 

Meat (beef, lamb, goat) 0.33 0.17 0.37 0.27 0.07 0.30 0.29 

Poultry 0.22 0.14 0.26 0.19 0.10 0.20 0.20 

Pork 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03 

Fish 0.27 0.20 0.27 0.24 0.17 0.25 0.25 

Cheese/milk/yogurt 2.79 2.01 3.11 2.46 1.49 2.62 2.57 

Eggs 1.80 1.37 1.94 1.62 0.92 1.71 1.67 

Beans/lentils/pulses 1.03 0.88 0.98 0.99 0.56 1.01 0.99 

Potatoes 5.44 5.06 5.51 5.30 5.52 5.32 5.33 

Fresh vegetables 3.57 2.99 3.57 3.37 2.73 3.44 3.41 

Preserved vegetables 0.24 0.10 0.19 0.20 0.01 0.21 0.20 

Fresh fruit 3.31 2.62 3.39 3.06 1.71 3.18 3.11 

Preserved fruit 0.19 0.11 0.12 0.17 0.04 0.17 0.16 

Sugar/sweet/jam 5.57 4.93 5.69 5.33 5.36 5.39 5.38 

Oil/butter 5.89 5.35 6.05 5.67 5.35 5.75 5.73 

Tea/coffee 6.14 5.70 6.25 5.97 6.14 6.01 6.02 

 

 

2.4.4 Food Consumption in Refugee households 

 

The refugee population is even worse off than the general female-headed households. Refugee 

households had the lowest frequency count on all foods. Except for bread, pasta and potatoes, 

refugee households consumed most other food items less than half the number of times in a week. 

They consume meat on average 0.07 times compared to 0.3 times per week for non- refugee 

households. On average, refugee households eat dairy products 1.49 days a week compared to 2.61 

for non-refugee households. Other food items that are consumed very few times are eggs, poultry, 

legumes, vegetables and rice. The only food item that was consumed relatively more frequently by 

refugees is coffee/tea. However, tea and coffee are not classified as food as they hardly provide any 

nutrients. If consumed in large quantities, it may even contribute to a negative nutrient absorption. 

 

2.4.5 Food Consumption in Households with Children 

 

A comparison in food consumption between households with and without children under five years of age 

is provided in Table 19. Households with children have a higher consumption (times/week) of most food 

items compared to households with no children. They consume high-density food items more frequently 

than the overall population.  Their food consumption count is higher for important food items such as 

meat, poultry, fish, dairy products as well as cereals, fresh fruit, oil and butter. The higher consumption by 

this group suggests that households with children are likely to be better off than those with no children. 

They are also likely to be the most economically active among the various households and therefore may 

represent a relatively high-income group.  

 



  

It is worth noting, however, that households with malnourished children consistently had a lower 

intake of most of food items including bread, meat, legumes, vegetables and dairy products than 

households with no malnourished children. Table 19 shows the number of times/week food items are 

eaten in households with malnourished and non-malnourished children. Although there are small 

differences in the number of times the various food items are eaten, the cumulative effect of 

consuming lower than average on all foods may be important.  

 

 

Table 20: Average Number of Times/Week Selected Food Items are Eaten by Stunting  

 

Food Item 
Average Number of the Foods Eaten 

Non-stunted Stunted 

Bread 6.7 6.7 

Total meat 1.0 0.7 

Rice/pasta 2.8 2.6 

Fish 0.3 0.2 

Dairy 3.4 3.1 

Eggs 2.1 1.9 

Pulses 0.9 1.0 

Potatoes 5.7 5.5 

Fresh vegetable 3.8 3.6 

Fresh fruit 3.6 3.4 

Food Index 66.7 62.5 

 

 

The association between the nutritional status and food consumption is further shown in the cross 

tabulation between child nutritional status and the number of meals consumed.  Chronic malnutrition 

declined with the increase of the number of people working in a household. About 27% of children from 

households that had no stable employment were chronically malnourished compared to 18% in 

households that have at least one member working. Households that had no member working had twice 

the rate of families (13.8%) consuming one meal/day compared to those with one member working 

(6.5%) and three times the rate consuming one meal/day compared to households with two members 

working (3.8%). This suggests serious correlation between issues of access to food and malnutrition in 

children. Interventions that will improve access to food by households will be important in addressing 

both food consumption problems and malnutrition. 

 

2.4.6  Regional Variation in the Food Consumption Pattern. 

 

Regional variation in food consumption has also been noted. Shirak had the least consumption of all food 

items combined, followed by Lori and Tavush. These three regions show the lowest frequency count 

especially, on the most important food sources.  They consumed less than average number of times of 

bread, meat, eggs, poultry and dairy products but show higher than average number of times in consuming 

potatoes, fruits, vegetables and legumes. No correlation was evident between food consumption and 

nutrition at the regional level but was evident at the household level and socio-economic status as shown 

in the previous section. 

 

Differences exist in the food consumption pattern between rural and urban households. Urban 

households consumed meat, poultry and fish more frequently than rural households.  However, rural 

households consumed dairy products, eggs, legumes, and fresh vegetables more often. A correlation 

matrix table in the annex provides additional information on the food consumption pattern by 



  

regions. Regions that have a relatively high consumption of bread tend to have a higher and 

significant consumption of meat (beef, lamb, goat) and poultry. Pork, dairy and eggs are high but not 

significantly high. Regions that have a high consumption of legumes have a lower bread 

consumption. However this is not significant being at p<0.05.  Bread and potatoes on the other hand 

are competing products. Regions that have high potato consumption have a significantly lower 

consumption of bread. These regions have significantly lower consumption of poultry, eggs and 

vegetables but have significantly higher fish consumption. Regions that have high potato 

consumption appear to have the least dietary diversity. Regions that have higher potato consumption 

also have a higher proportion of stunted children. However this was not significant at p<0.05. 

Regions that have high potato consumption included Gegharkunik where on the average households 

were consuming potatoes 6.27 days a week. Gegharkunik had the highest proportion of stunted 

children among refugees.  



  

Table 21. Average Number of Times Selected Food Items are Eaten by Rural/Urban   

                 and Region  
 

Food Eaten 

Average Number of Times a Food  is Eaten per Week 

Rural/Urban Regions All 

Armenia Rural Urban Aragatsotn Ararat Armavir Gegharkunik Kotaik Lori Shirak Syunik Tavush Vayots Dzor Yerevan 

Bread 6.64 6.73 6.47 6.88 6.89 6.47 6.76 6.60 6.78 6.84 6.13 6.75 6.83 6.72 

Rice/pasta/buckwheat 2.16 2.46 1.99 2.68 2.68 1.26 2.42 2.44 2.69 2.97 2.17 1.83 2.49 2.40 

Meat (beef, lamb, goat) 0.19 0.31 0.13 0.35 0.25 0.20 0.23 0.14 0.14 0.45 0.14 0.24 0.49 0.29 

Poultry 0.19 0.20 0.08 0.27 0.24 0.14 0.21 0.09 0.16 0.18 0.09 0.18 0.30 0.20 

Pork 0.03 0.34 0.04 0.04 0.4 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.03 

Fish 0.16 0.26 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.51 0.29 0.29 0.19 0.26 0.22 0.07 0.28 0.25 

Dairy 3.31 2.39 2.36 3.01 2.53 3.14 2.44 2.05 2.22 2.62 1.82 2.97 2.81 2.57 

Eggs 2.32 1.52 1.89 2.45 1.90 1.21 1.55 1.37 1.18 1.76 1.55 1.67 1.79 1.67 

Legumes/lentils/pulses 1.37 0.90 1.26 1.02 1.08 0.68 0.92 1.32 0.69 1.29 1.46 0.92 0.80 0.98 

Potatoes 5.23 5.36 5.00 4.72 4.66 6.27 5.32 5.97 5.65 5.27 5.93 4.22 5.13 5.33 

Fresh vegetables 4.05 3.26 3.14 4.52 3.94 2.58 3.55 2.29 2.05 3.90 3.03 3.54 4.09 3.41 

Fresh fruit 3.93 2.92 0.73 3.96 3.48 2.34 3.28 2.43 1.60 3.53 4.24 3.58 3.26 3.11 

Preserved fruit 0.24 0.15 0.67 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.09 0.40 0.09 0.12 0.44 0.03 0.08 0.16 

Sugar/sweet/jam 5.11 5.44 4.48 5.85 5.65 4.86 5.64 4.94 5.20 6.06 4.05 5.39 5.82 5.38 

Oil/butter 5.60 5.76 5.23 5.94 5.72 5.29 5.74 5.65 5.69 5.84 5.20 5.76 6.07 5.73 

Tea/coffee 5.92 6.04 5.53 6.26 6.21 5.71 6.31 5.81 5.61 6.55 5.28 5.92 6.4 6.05 

 

  



  

Table 22 summarizes the food consumption pattern by socio-economic groups.    Each 

food was given a weight that reflects nutrient density; a higher score was attached to 

foods that provided more energy and nutrients and a lower score to food items that 

provided less. Meat and dairy products were given the highest weighting, followed by 

legumes, cereals and lastly vegetables and fruit. The food consumption index is the 

sum of the weights or score that was attached to each food item by frequency of 

consumption during the seven days.  The higher the index, the more likely the 

diversity in the diet and the more likely a household would achieve nutrient adequacy.  

Households that are food secure are likely to have a higher food consumption score 

than those that are not food secure. 

 

The food consumption index was used to select a profile of households to become 

eligible for the WFP food aid program. A number of variables that had a significant 

association with food consumption were selected to define the characteristics of 

households to consider for targeting.  These variables were generated into tables using 

SPSS online analytical processing (OLAP) cubes to select a combination of 

characteristics that had the lowest food consumption index for targeting WFP food 

assistance.   Table 22 summarizes the results of the analysis.  

 

The analysis shows that households that have land have a higher food consumption 

index than households that have no land. Female-headed households have lower 

consumption when land and other factors are held constant. Within each household 

type, food consumption increases with the increase of the number of people working 

in the household. Households that do not receive remittances have a lower 

consumption index than households that receive remittances but with similar 

characteristics. Households that have no access to land are female-headed, have no 

one in the household working, do not receive remittances and have a pensioner in the 

household have the lowest food score (36.1). These households are likely to be the 

most vulnerable to food insecurity based on their profile and food consumption.  This 

group is followed by male-headed households, with no access to land, receiving no 

remittances from relatives, have no member working, and have a pensioner.  Their 

consumption index is 40.62.  Female-headed households that have no access to land, 

have no member working and not receiving remittances and have no pensioner in the 

household have a score of 40.8.  Thus female-headed households without land, no one 

working in the household and receive remittances are to be found among those with 

the lowest food consumption index.  

 

Refugee households were not included in OLAP because the number of households 

was small.  However, their food consumption index was computed separately and was 

established to stand at 38.6.  This index is second lowest among the various socio-

economic groups presented in the Table 22. Only female-headed households that have 

no access to land, have no working member in the household and have pensioners in 

the households, have a lower index than refugees. Thus, refugee households consume 

a diet that does not contain a variety of food items compared to most other households 

and are among the food insecure households. 

 



  

Table 22: Food Consumption Index by Access to Land, Gender of Head of  

      Household, Remittances and Pensioner 

 

 

Number of 

People 

Employed in 

the 

Household 

No Remittances Remittances 

No 

Pensioner 

With 

Pensioner 
No Pensioner With Pensioner 

No Access to 

Land 

Male- 

Headed 

Household 

0 48.2 40.62 56.11 55.71 

1 58.41 47.69 58.82 46.5 

2 64.91 51.09 55.91 . 

3 65.75 60 . . 

4 93.2 . . . 

5 76 . . . 

6 61.5 . . . 

Female- 

Headed 

Household 

0 40.83 36.1 51.56 46.44 

1 53.12 45.96 71.55 55 

2 67.05 . 60 . 

3 70.75   . . 

4 86 . . . 

Access to Land 

Male- 

Headed 

Household 

0 60.17 59.12 50.5 71.58 

1 65.21 73.56 79.89 . 

2 77.07   71.5 151 

3 82 . 105 . 

4 95.4 . . . 

5 82 . . . 

6 95 . . . 

Female- 

Headed 

Household 

0 51.37 54.3 90.67 68.17 

1 67.12 72 . 121 

2 72.67 . . . 

3 72 . . . 

4 . . 99 . 

 

 

2.5 Welfare Programmes - WFP Programme and the PAROS
**

 

 

2.5.1 The PAROS  

 

Table 23 shows the proportion of households that have applied for registration in the 

PAROS, those that have a PAROS certificate and welfare recipients by region and 

rural and urban.  The table shows that a high proportion of households have applied 

for registration in the Government-run Vulnerability Assessment System PAROS 

                                                           
**

 PAROS is a Government-operated poverty assessment system used for relief targeting. PAROS is a 

voluntary and open system for continuous registration of vulnerable households. It was put in place 

through support from the US Agency for International Development in 1995. Under PAROS, 

household or family vulnerability assessment is based on: (i) family composition, including the 

presence of household members belonging to socially vulnerable groups; (ii) household income level  

in money and/or assets; and (iii) place and conditions of residence. Numerical values are assigned to 

each variable and a vulnerability index is calculated for each household.  The higher the index, the 

more vulnerable the family is considered. The predominant groups identified by PAROS are pensioners 

(the majority of whom are women, their life expectancy being greater), and female-headed households.  
 



  

(83%) with little difference in the proportion of households between rural (85%) and 

urban areas (83%). Regions with a relatively low proportion of households that have 

applied for the PAROS are Yerevan, Syunik and Armavir.  Seventy-two percent of 

households  have a PAROS certificate. 

 

About 25% of all households have received welfare assistance through the PAROS in 

2000, with very little difference in the proportion of households between urban areas 

(26%) rural areas (23%).  Shirak has a relatively high proportion of households (44%) 

that have received welfare assistance from the PAROS in 2000.  Armavir and 

Aragatsotn have a lower proportion of welfare recipients.  

 

2.5.2 The PAROS - Gender, Elderly People and Refugees 

 

Table 24 shows a higher proportion of female-headed households (88%) that applied 

for registration in the PAROS than male-headed households (81%). A higher 

proportion of female-headed households have a PAROS certificate.  The PAROS 

targets a higher proportion of female-headed households than male-headed 

households.  About 40% of female-headed households have received welfare 

assistance from the PAROS since the programme began compared to 26% of male-

headed households.  In 2000 (January -September), the PAROS provided assistance to 

36% of female-headed households and 21% of male-headed households.   

 

Households with elderly people have a higher rate of registration than those with no 

elderly people in the household.  The highest proportion of households that have a PAROS 

certificate are single elderly households, with 92% reporting holding a PAROS certificate.  

Single elderly households are the highest rate welfare recipients among all types of 

households.  One out of two single elderly households have received some benefits 

through the PAROS since its inception.  In 2000, about 40% of single elderly households 

received assistance.  Households with no elderly member have the lowest proportion of 

welfare recipients of whom 23% have received welfare assistance compared to 53% 

among single elderly households that have been targeted since the PAROS began.  In 

2000, 18 percent of households with no elderly member received assistance compared to 

35% of households with an elderly member.  

 

A high proportion of refugee households have received benefits from the PAROS; 

50% of refugee households have received welfare benefits from the PAROS in 2000 

compared to 30% for the general population  

 



  

Table 23. Welfare Assistance by Type of Household  

 

Type of Household 
Rural/Urban Region 

All Armenia 
Rural Urban Aragatsotn Ararat Armavir Gegharkunik Kotaik Lori Shirak Syunik Tavush Vayots Dzor Yerevan 

Applied for 

Registration 

with PAROS 

Yes 85% 83% 84% 83% 75% 86% 83% 85% 96% 75% 89% 87% 75% 83% 

No 15% 17% 16% 17% 25% 14% 17% 15% 4% 25% 11% 13% 25% 17% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

With a PAROS 

Certificate 

Yes 70% 73% 77% 68% 58% 75% 68% 95% 88% 65% 76% 75% 67% 72% 

No 30% 27% 23% 32% 42% 25% 32% 5% 12% 35% 24% 25% 33% 28% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Benefited from 

assistance 

through PAROS 

in 2000 

Yes 23% 26% 20% 21% 16% 24% 21% 32% 44% 17% 32% 25% 23% 25% 

No 77% 74% 80% 79% 84% 76% 79% 68% 56% 83% 68% 71% 77% 75% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Who Ever 

benefited from 

WFP assistance 

through PAROS 

Yes 14% 30% 14% 22% 20% 23% 25% 28% 54% 23% 18% 21% 29% 27% 

No 86% 70% 86% 78% 80% 77% 75% 72% 46% 76% 82% 79% 72% 73% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Who Received 

WFP assistance 

through PAROS 

in 2000 

Yes 6% 12% 9% 7% 4% 9% 11% 13% 16% 7% 10% 8% 14% 11% 

No 94% 88% 91% 93% 96% 91% 89% 17% 84% 93% 90% 92% 86% 89% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 



  

 

Table 24: Proportion of Households Registered with PAROS that Have a PAROS  

     Certificate and Benefited from the PAROS by Gender of Household Head,   

     and Type of Household 

 

Type of Household 

Gender Elderly Household 
Household 

with No 

Elderly 

Member 

All 

Armenia Female Male 

Household 

headed by 

Elderly 

Single 

Elderly 

Household 

with 

Elderly 

member 

Applied for 

Registration with 

PAROS 

Yes 88% 81% 93% 95% 88% 78% 83% 

No 11% 19% 10% 5% 12% 22% 17% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

With a PAROS 

Certificate 

Yes 81% 71% 88% 92% 83% 68% 72% 

No 19% 29% 12% 8% 17% 32% 28% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Who Benefited 

from assistance 

through PAROS 

in 2000 

Yes 36% 21% 32% 40% 35% 18% 25% 

No 64% 79% 68% 60% 65% 77% 75% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Who Ever 

Benefited from 

WFP assistance 

through PAROS 

Yes 32% 25% 30% 33% 32% 24% 27% 

No 68% 75% 70% 67% 68% 76% 73% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Who Received 

WFP assistance 

through PAROS 

in 2000 

Yes 13% 11% 10% 10% 13% 10% 11% 

No 87% 89% 90% 90% 87% 90% 89% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 

2.5.3  WFP Programme 

 

WFP utilises the PAROS to identify beneficiaries for the Protracted Relief and Recovery 

Operation. WFP Armenia reached 32 percent of households through the PAROS.  Urban 

households have twice the rate of WFP beneficiaries (30%) compared to rural households 

(14%).  A higher proportion of female-headed households have received WFP food 

assistance through the PAROS than male-headed households. Households with an elderly 

member have the highest proportion of WFP food aid recipients. While single elderly 

households have been targeted, the percentage of elderly households that have received food 

from WFP is not higher than average. Shirak had a disproportionately large proportion of 

WFP food aid recipients; more than one in two households in this region have received food 

assistance from WFP. This region has the highest rate of PAROS welfare beneficiaries. 

Almost 4 out 10 households in Yerevan have received food assistance from WFP.   In 2000, 

13 percent of households received food assistance from WFP through the PAROS.  Twice the 

rate of urban households (12%) received food assistance compared to rural households (6%).  

In 2000, Yerevan had the highest proportion of welfare recipients.   

 

In 2000, 60 percent of the refugee households received food assistance from WFP.    

 



  

 

 

2.5.4 WFP, PAROS, and the Nutritional Status 

 

Table 25 shows the nutritional status of children that are on the PAROS and WFP current 

programmes. 

 

There is little difference in the levels of chronic malnutrition among households that have 

received WFP food assistance in 2000 (22.5%) compared to those that have not received in 

2000 (20.9%).  However, it is worth noting that the highest proportion of children that are 

stunted are among those that have never received any assistance from the WFP.  Twenty 

seven percent of children that have never received assistance from the WFP are stunted. It is 

difficult to determine the impact of WFP assistance, as there was no baseline survey.  

Whether the lower stunting rates among children that have received WFP food assistance is a 

result of improved food security and these would have been higher rates without the 

intervention, cannot be established through this analysis.    

 

Nevertheless, since the WFP food ration distributed was an individual supplementary food 

ration (900 Kcal) which had to be divided between the members of each household (average 

4.2 members per household), it can be assumed that the impact of WFP food assistance was 

not enough to significantly improve the nutritional status of the recipients.  

 

Results of cross-tabulation between nutritional status and the PAROS are similar to those 

found in the tabulation between nutritional status and the WFP Programme. Similar to the 

WFP Programme, the highest proportions of children that are stunted are among those that 

have never received any benefits through the PAROS. Twenty seven percent of children that 

have never received benefits through the PAROS are stunted. The PAROS-based Family 

Benefit System reaches a higher proportion of households than WFP. About 58% of 

households that have received WFP assistance have also received assistance from the Family 

Benefit System during the same year.  

 



  

 

Table 25: Nutritional Status of Children on the WFP Programme in 2000 

  

 
Stunting 

Stunted Non-stunted Total 

Have received assistance from WFP 

through the PAROS in 2000 
22.5% 77.5% 100% 

Have NOT received assistance from 

WFP through the PAROS in 2000 
20.9% 79.1% 100% 

Never received assistance from WFP  27.3% 72.7% 100% 

Total 22.3% 77.7% 100% 

 

 

Very few households with children received relief other than from WFP and PAROS.  

 

2.5.5 Use of WFP Food 

 

Households that received food assistance in 2000 were asked what they did with the food 

they received and whether the amount was adequate.  They were also asked to propose 

changes to the current ration composition.    

 

About 93% of all households that received food from WFP in 2000 ate all the food; 3.9% 

exchanged some of the food for other needs and only 1.7% reported to have sold/given away 

all the food they received. The rest (1.4%) did not respond. 

 

About 90% of households felt that amount of food provided by WFP was not adequate to 

meet their food needs. About 42% proposed no change to the ration; 45% want an increase in 

the amount of wheat flour over vegetable oil; 4.6% prefer an increase in vegetable oil over 

wheat flour; 4.3% wished for some sugar in replacement of some of the wheat or vegetable 

oil. 

 

 

2.6 Coping Mechanisms 

 

As shown in the previous section, in many households, primary breadwinners have no stable 

employment and have few working members.  Households are therefore employing various 

coping mechanisms to meet their food and non-food needs.  One major coping strategy households 

have used is the sale of assets (Table 26). About 61% of households had sold assets to meet food 

needs in the last one year, an indication that they are highly vulnerable to food insecurity.  Among 

those not selling, many had not been doing so because they had depleted their saleable assets. 

Regions where a high percentage of households were registered that had sold assets included 

Tavush, Gegharkunik and Lori. Syunik and Vayots Dzor had a lower percentage of households 

selling assets. 



  

Table 26: Proportions of Households Selling Assets to Meet Food Needs 

  
 Households that Sold  Assets 

in the last one year 

Households that Did NOT 

Sell Assets in the last one year 

Total 

Aragatsotn 55.5% 44.5% 100.0% 

Ararat 55.6% 44.1% 100.0% 

Armavir 58.2% 41.0%  100.0% 

Gegharkunik 71.7% 28.3% 100.0% 

Kotaik 56.7% 43.3% 100.0% 

Lori 71.6% 28.2% 100.0% 

Shirak 63.3% 36.7% 100.0% 

Syunik 48.4% 51.6% 100.0% 

Tavush 73.2% 26.8% 100.0% 

Vayots Dzor 48.7% 51.3% 100.0% 

Yerevan 57.0% 42.5% 100.0% 

All Armenia 60.7% 39.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Households reported changing their food consumption pattern to cope with the difficult economic 

conditions. About 77% of households have changed their food consumption patterns for the worse 

during the last one year. The majority of households (56%) has reduced the number and size of 

meals and is also now eating cheaper foods. Only 23% of households had not changed their food 

consumption in the one-year period. Many households that are switching to cheaper foods and 

reducing the size and number of meals may not be consuming amounts and types of food that are 

likely to provide adequate nutrients for a healthy and active life.  

 

A higher proportion of the rural population have changed their food consumption for the worse  

than urban households.  To what extent this shift in the food consumption pattern is due to the 

current drought (of 2000) is not clear and has not been explored in this analysis. 

 

Tavush and Aragatsotn have relatively high proportions of their households reducing the number 

of meals and switching to cheaper foods compared to other regions.  These regions also showed 

lower than average frequency counts on most foods. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 

Table 27: Proportion of Households Reporting Changes in the Food Consumption Pattern  

     by Region and Rural/Urban. 

  

 

Changes in Food Consumption 

Total 
No 

Eat 

Smaller 

Meals 

Fewer 

Meals 

Eat 

Cheaper 

Meals 

Reduced Meals 

and Substituted by 

Cheaper Food 

Items 

Eat More 

Meals and/or 

Wider 

Variety 

Rural/ Urban 
Rural 17% 7% 4% 8% 64% 0% 100% 

Urban 24% 7% 3% 10% 54% 1% 100% 

Region 

Aragatsotn 6% 8% 2% 8% 74% 1% 100% 

Ararat 27% 4% 4% 13% 52% 0% 100% 

Armavir 31% 6% 4% 10% 49% 0% 100% 

Gegharkunik 14% 7% 1% 8% 70% 0% 100% 

Kotaik 28% 5% 3% 10% 53% 1% 100% 

Lori 13% 16% 5% 8% 58% 0% 100% 

Shirak 24% 8% 4% 8% 56% 0% 100% 

Syunik 23% 4% 4% 7% 60% 2% 100% 

Tavush 6% 10% 3% 8% 74% 0% 100% 

Vayots Dzor 20% 9% 3% 5% 63% 0% 100% 

Yerevan 32% 5% 3% 11% 47% 1% 100% 

 



  

ANNEX 

 

Table 19 A: Proportion of Households Reporting No Consumption of Selected Food  

         Items by Regions 

 
 Regions All 

Armenia  Aragatsotn Ararat Armavir Gegharkunik Kotaik Lori Shirak Syunik Tavush Vayots Dzor Yerevan 

Bread 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rice/pasta 21 14 11 43 17 20 9 7 22 29 14 17 

Meat  90 83 85 87 87     90 89 79 89 87 71 83 

Poultry 94 81 83 89 84 93 86 91 94 87 77 85 

Pork 97 97 98 100 98 97 99 96 98 99 96 97 

Fish 93 91 90 64 79 80 85 86 86 95 78 82 

Cheese/milk/yogurt 35 29 32 31 34 37 33 32 48 24 26 32 

Eggs 31 35 37 54 41 38 37 35 38 38 31 37 

Pulses 48 57 44 69 53 36 52 42 35 57 57 51 

Potatoes 4 6 5 2 3 2 2 2 2 7 2 3 

Fresh vegetables 30 10 12 30 17 31 25 9 25 12 9 18 

Preserved vegetables 83 98 98 98 97 86 95 90 29 99 97 94 

Fresh fruit 26 16 14 33 20 27 34 7 16 12 15 20 

Preserved fruit 80 99 99 98 98 83 95 98 82 99 96 94 

Sugar/sweet/jam 7 4 5 11 9 8 8 1 14 9 5 7 

Oil/butter 3 4 4 7 5 4 3 2 6 7 3 4 

Tea/coffee 7 3 5 4 3 6 8 0 8 5 4 5 

 

 

 

 


