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ABSTRACT 
Achieving food security is crucial for attaining economic development and social stability. Food security can be achieved by guaranteeing 

access to and delivery of secure nutritious food to humans. The concept of “Food Basket” is usually used for several nutritional and 

economic purposes. Since 2005, Egypt has been facing several problems including the outburst of food, fuel, and financial crises. On the 
of January 2011, resulted in escalating international food prices, posed adverse impacts on  thother hand, political changes following the 25

Egypt and affected the purchasing power of low and middle-income categories. The current research investigated to what extent did the 

fluctuations in food prices between 2008/2009 and 2013/2014 affect the costs and nutrients requirement of national food basket models that 
were designed for low and middle-income categories, and if Governmental food subsidy programs were able to mitigate the impacts such 

fluctuations has on these categories. Results revealed that persons who were able to afford the designed food basket models in 2010 could 

only afford three models in 2012, leading to lack of food diversity and shortage in daily nutrient requirements. But in 2014, the improved 
political and security conditions resulted in easing food prices, which allowed the same categories to afford all of the 7 models. Results of 

recalculating the costs of food baskets using subsidized prices revealed that subsidized food items allowed persons belonging to low and 

middle income categories to afford 5 of models rather than only three in 2012; whilst allowed them to afford all of the 7 models in 2014 and 
save some extra money to cover other expenses. Therefore, food subsidy program implemented in Egypt through ration cards helped in 

improving low and middle income categories' accessibility to food in terms of quantity and quality. Accordingly, the research recommended 

expanding food subsidy programs to reach more of the most vulnerable categories, besides including other food items like legumes as 
sources of plant protein, and highly recommended to incorporate the concept of food basket in formulating the policies and plans regarding 

 development of agricultural production and designing food subsidy programs. 
 

KEYWORDS:Food Security, Low and Middle Income Categories, Quantitative and Qualitative Food Basket Models' Evaluation, Food 

Basket Models' Cost, Food Subsidy 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Achieving food security is crucial for attaining economic development and social stability. It is a well-

known fact that food and nutrition security are two closely linked concepts, i.e., it is important to achieve food 

security in order to achieve nutrition security, and vice versa. Food security can be achieved by guaranteeing 

access to secure food, and therefore nutrition security can be achieved through handling food in a clean 

environment, in addition to providing sufficient information that guarantee sound handling and delivery of 

necessary food requirements to each family member. 

http://www.aensiweb.com/aeb.html
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Food basket is an expression that refers to certain food choices based on actual national food consumption 

survey. It is usually used for several nutritional and economic purposes besides serving as an extension manual 

thathelps spread awareness about the types, quantities, and alternatives of food items that must be provided at 

minimum possible costwhile benefiting the health of family membersin the same time and 

preventingmalnutrition diseases.An adequate food basket must satisfy several conditions, the most important of 

which are: (a) it must contain food items available in the local market, and (b) it must be affordable by the 

targeted family-income groups, i.e., it must be within the limits of their purchasing power[1]. 

The successive crises Egypt has been facing since 2005, including the outbreak of avian influenza in [2], 

followed by the outburst of food, fuel, and financial crises between 2007 and 2009, which jointly resulted in 

escalating international food prices, posed adverse impacts on Egypt, which is a net food importer and thus is 

vulnerable to fluctuations in international food prices. Egyptian food observatory [3] indicated that food 

inflation had adverse effect on a large majority of poor Egyptian households that failed to meet their food 

consumption needs, leading to increased prevalence of malnutrition among the vulnerable groups [4]. Political 

changes following the 25th of January 2011resulted in higher food prices, and increases in the prevalence of food 

insecurity from 14% of the population in 2009 to 17.2% in 2011 [5]. Food insecurity in Egypt remains an issue 

of household access to food driven by the purchasing power of households. 

 

Research Problem: 

The research seeks to answer the following questions "To what extent did fluctuations in food prices affect 

low and middle-income categories?", and "Were Governmental food subsidy programs able to mitigate the 

impacts of such fluctuations on these categories?" 

 

Research Objective: 

In 1996, the Rome Declaration on World Food Security and the World Food Summit Plan of Action defined 

food security as existing “when all people at all times have access to sufficient, safe, nutritious food to maintain 

a healthy and active life"[6]. 

Based on that, the research aimed to assess the impact of changes in food prices that took place between 

2008/2009 and 2013/2014 on the purchasing power of low and middle-income categories thus their accessibility 

to sufficient and nutritious diets necessary to maintain a healthy and active life. Moreover, the research aims to 

assess the role food subsidy provided to consumers through ration cards plays in mitigating the impacts of rising 

food prices on vulnerable groups. 

 

Methodology and Sources of Data: 

To achieve the targeted objectives, simple mathematical tools have been applied like averages and 

percentages in order to assess the impact of price fluctuations resulting from global shocks and domestic 

political changes on the costs of 10 food basket models for 10 days, which have been designed by the National 

Nutrition Institute (NNI) in 2010 to satisfy per capita daily nutrient requirements for the population, permit 

diversity, and fall within the purchasing power of different income categories. Purchasing power is defined as 

the value of money, measured by the quantity and quality of products and services it can buy [7]. And since low 

to moderate income categories represent the groups most vulnerable to rising food prices, the research focuses 

on estimating the costs of 7 of the 10 food basket models, these are the models that were designed for the 

mentioned categories, using consumer prices from the Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics 

(CAPMAS) 2010-2013, and subsidized prices from the Ministry of Supply and Internal Trade until August 

2014. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Components of the Recommended Food Basket Models: 

The designed Egyptian Food Basket permits different choices between 38 food items of different plant and 

animal sources available in local markets based on the nutrition value they supply. The recommended weekly 

food basket weights 8 kg, and contains the following types of food groups: 

1. Cereal Products account for 33.5% of the food basket's total weight, and comprise bread, rice, and 

macaroni, i.e., the main sources of energy. The mentioned food items are classified according to importance as 

follows: 

• Baladi Bread is the main food under this group due to its subsidized price. It is consumed by Egyptians 

about 2 or 3 times/day. The basket contains 17.5 bread loafs weighting 1952 grams/week. 

• Rice weights about 600 grams. It is consumed by Egyptian consumers due to preference and 

availability. Rice is usually served at lunch time with cooked vegetables or legumes. 

• Macaroni weights about 125 grams, and is consumed at dinner time. 
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2. Legumes account for 4.29% of the food basket's total weight. Legumes are used as sources of plant 

protein. Types of legumes consumed include broad beans, lentils, and dry beans. It is worth mentioning that 6 of 

the 10 food basket models depend on legumes as an alternative source of protein in the main meal (lunch). 

3. Vegetables and Fruits account for 38.2% of the food basket's total weight. This food group contains 20 

different items according to season. All the models have been designed to contain cooked or fresh vegetables on 

daily bases, and season fruit3 times per week. This group represents an important source of micronutrients, 

especially Vitamin A and Iron. 

Tomatoes, onions, and garlic come on top of the vegetable varieties in this group as they are used in 

cooking and green salad, followed by other vegetables, then dark leafy vegetables as an important and 

affordable source of vitamin A and iron. Per capita share of this group amounts to 435 grams/week, which 

matches WHO international recommendations. 

4. Animal Products, which account for 15.3% of the food basket's total weight, and comprise milk and 

dairy products, eggs, poultry, fish, and red meat as good sources of high value animal protein, iron, and calcium. 

Milk, dairy products, and eggs came on top of this group, with a total weight of 895 grams. Cottage cheese 

and eggs represent the major part of this food group in order to cover the dietary needs of calcium. In addition, 

they have been used as alternative sources of high caloric value animal proteins like red meat, poultry, and fish. 

Red meat, poultry, and fish accounts for one fourth of the animal protein products in the basket, and the 

meals containing these products have been designed to serve either red meat, poultry, or fish once per week. 

Sugar, Oils, and Fats, which account for 8.8% of the food basket's total weight. Oils and fats weight 200 

grams used in cooking and frying, sugar weights 420 grams, whereas molasses and sesame products “Tahina”, 

and “Halawa” weight 90 grams, and have been included in some of the models for containing micronutrients 

like calcium and iron. 

 

Quantitative Evaluation Of The Food Basket: 

The purpose of quantitative evaluation is to ensure that the basket components cover per capita daily needs 

of energy and protein, which have been focused on for the purpose of rationalizing their use to help reduce 

obesity, diabetes, and heart, hypertension, liver and kidney diseases. Based on that, the following quantities of 

energy and protein have been accounted for in the recommended sources of energy and protein: 

• Average quantity of energy from different sources amounts to 2091 calories/person/day, which matches 

the daily requirement of an Egyptian citizen, estimated at 2090 calories/day. 

• Average quantity of protein from different sources amounts to 67.2grams/person/day, which matches 

the daily requirement of an Egyptian citizen, estimated at 65 grams/day. It should be noted that protein’s share 

in total energy obtained from the food basket is about 12.8%, which matches the international recommendations. 

 

Qualitative Evaluation Of The Food Basket: 

The purpose of qualitative evaluation is to measure nutrient density, which is the density of micronutrients 

relative to total energy provided by the recommended food basket components (1000 calorie). Egypt has been 

suffering from high prevalence of Iron Deficiency Anemia (IDA). Vitamin A Deficiency Disorders (VAD) and 

calcium deficiencies are the main micronutrient deficiencies among children, adolescents and deliver mothers. 

The main three micronutrients that have been focused on include vitamin A, iron, and calcium due to the 

emergence of many nutritional problems as a result of deficiency in obtaining such elements, in addition to the 

high prevalence rates of iron-deficiency anemia. As such, the following quantities of micronutrients sources 

have been accounted for in recommended baskets: 

• Average quantity of vitamin A from different sources per food basket is estimated at 893 micrograms 

of retinol equivalent/day, i.e., 427 mcg/retinol/1000 calories, which matches the international recommendations 

of 350-500 mcg/retinol/1000 calories. Average quantity of iron from different sources amounts to 17.2mcg/day, 

i.e., 8.2 mcg/1000 calories, which matches the international recommendations of 5.5-11 mcg/retinol/1000 

calories, especially when obtaining iron from different animal and plant sources. 

• Average quantity of calcium from different sources is estimated at 713mcg/day, i.e., 341mcg/1000 

calories, which matches the international recommendations of 250-400 mcg/1000 calories. 

It can therefore be said that the recommended food baskets are considered quantitatively sufficient to cover 

the daily needs from basic nutrition needs in such a way that avoids excessive consumption; and are also 

qualitatively sufficient to providing the required micronutrients in such a pattern that is balanced with the energy 

requirements in order to avoid malnutrition. 

 

Evolution in Per Capita Daily Income, Total Expenditure, and Expenditure on Food and Drinks: 

The fundamental cause of food insecurity is poverty, which limits access to food. CAPMAS, 2011 reported 

that national poverty rate (the percentage of total population who fall below the national poverty line) has 

increased by nearly 50% in the last 15 years, from 16.7% of the total population in 1999/2000 (around 10.35 

million) to 26.3% in 2012/2013 (around 22 million) [8]. It is worth mentioning that the cost of a nutritionally 
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adequate food basket relative to income is a practical indicator of food security/insecurity, where any increase in 

food prices while income remains stable, or increases at a lower rate, is expected to increase food insecurity [9]. 

Accordingly, estimating the relationship between the cost of purchasing a nutritionally adequate food basket and 

per capita income per day helps satisfy the basic nutritional needs for poor households. 

Data obtained from Household Income, Consumption and Expenditure Survey (HIECS) conducted by 

CAPMAS over the period 2010/2011-2014/15 indicate that daily per capita income increased from LE15.7 in 

2010/2011to LE 28.39in 2014/15, up by 181%; per capita total expenditure increased from LE 13.8to 23.58 per 

day, up by 171%; and per capita expenditure on food and drinks increased from LE 5.51 to 6.22 per day, up 

by147%, as illustrated in Table (1) and Fig (1). 

It can also be noted that the share of daily per capita expenditure on food and drinks in daily income per 

capita, and in daily expenditure per capita, declined from 35% to 29%, and from 39.94% to 34.42% between 

2010/2011 and 2014/2015, respectively. It is also clear that daily per capita share of expenditure on food & 

drinks declines with the increase in daily per capita income and total expenditure. 

 
Table 1: Daily per Capita Income, Total Expenditure, and Expenditure On Food & Drinks Over The Period 2008/2009- 2012/2013 

Year 
Per Capita 
Income 

(LE/Day) 

Per Capita Total 

Expenditure (LE/Day) 

Per Capita Expenditure On Food & Drinks 

Value 
(LE/Day) 

Share in Daily Per 
Capita Income 

Share in Total 
Expenditure 

2010/2011  15.70 13.80 5.51 35% 39.94% 

2012/2013 19.30 16.56 6.22 32% 37.57% 

2014/2015(*) 28.39 23.58 8.12 29% 34.42% 

Change Relative to 

2010/2011 
181% 171% 147% 

  

Source: Calculated based on data obtained from Household Income, Consumption and Expenditure Survey (HIECS) Reports, CAPMAS, 
different Issues.           (*) Unpublished data 

 
Fig. 1: Income &  Expenditure Over The Period 2010/11-2014/15 

 

Such results agree with Engel’s law which states that the poorer a family is the larger the budget share it 

spends on food. In other words, as family income increases, the budget share spent on food declines (Fig.1.2). 

 

 
Fig. 2: Engel Curve For Income & Expenditure Categories Over The Period 2010/11-2014/15 

Fig (1.2): Engel Curve For Income& Expenditure Categories Over The Period 2010/11-2014/15 
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Comparing the Costs of Different Food Groups Included in the Recommended Food Basket Models: 

Table (2) and Figure (2) present a comparison between the costs of different food groups included in the 

seven food basket models during 2010, 2012and 2014. It can be noted that Vegetables & Fruits and Animal 

Protein recorded the highest increases in cost between 2010 and 2012, where they increased by62.79% and 

61.02%, respectively. Sugar & Fats, Milk & Dairy Products and Legumes followed with increases amounting to 

24.21%, 24% and 18.26%, respectively. By contrast, Grains & Cereals declined by 12.91%.  

As regards the change in cost of the food groups between 2012 and 2014, it can be noted that the costs of all 

food groups declined. Animal Protein ranked first by recording a decline that reached 27.39%. Legumes, 

Vegetables & Fruits, Milk & Dairy Products and Sugar & Fats and declined by6.9%, 5.77%,4.44% and3.55%, 

respectively. Grains & Cereals recorded the lowest declines that reached 0.76%. Generally speaking, total cost 

of the food groups increased from LE 26.4/day to LE 35.6/day between2010 and 2012, but then declined to LE 

33/day in 2014. 

 
Table 2: Comparison between the Costs of Different Food Groups Included in the Recommended Food Basket Models (LE/Day) 

Food Group 

Cost  
(LE/day) 

Change between 2010& 
2012 

(%) 

Change between 2012 
&2014 

(%) 2010 2012 2014 

Legumes 3.3 3.9 3.7 18.26 -6.90 

Cereals &Grains  3.7 3.2 3.2 -12.90 -0.76 

Vegetables & Fruits 8.9 14.5 13.6 62.79 -5.77 

Animal Protein 2.7 4.3 3.1 62.02 -27.39 

Milk & Dairy Products 3.2 4.0 3.8 24.00 -4.44 

Sugar & Fats 4.6 5.7 5.5 24.21 -3.55 

Total 26.4 35.6 33.0  

Source: Authors' Calculations based on average market prices. 

 
 

Fig. 2: Comparison between The Costs of Different Food Groups Included in The Designed Food Basket 

Models (LE/Person/Day) 

 

Impact of Changes in Food Prices on The Cost of Food Groups Included in The Designed Food Basket 

Models: 

In order to find out how many of the seven food basket models can members of low to moderate income 

categories afford after the changes in markets prices, per capita daily cost for each model has been recalculated 

using market prices during 2012and 2014,as shown in Table (3) and depicted in Figure (3). 

Comparing the recalculated costs with daily expenditure on food and drinks during2012and 2014indicates 

that, despite the increase in daily per capita expenditure on food and drinks from LE 5.51 in 2010to LE 6.22 in 

2012, persons belonging to low and middle income categories who were able to afford all of the designed food 

basket models in 2010 could only afford three models in 2012.This means that the rise in food prices associated 

with instability in the political and security conditions during 2011 and 2012 resulted in hampering the 

purchasing power of vulnerable categories, leaving them subject to lack of food diversity and inability to cover 

their daily nutrient requirements, which threats human health thus economic performance. 

However, results revealed that the later increase in daily per capita expenditure on food and drinks from LE 

6.22 in 2012 to LE 8.12in 2014, and the easing food prices due to improved political and security conditions 
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after the 30th of June revolution, 2013, allowed persons belonging to low and middle income categories afford 

all of the seven models in 2014. 
 
Table 3: Daily Costs of the Recommended Food Basket Models based on Market Prices and Number of Affordable Models 

Food Basket Model 

Cost  

(LE/Model/Person) 

Difference between Market Cost and Per Capita Expenditure on 

Food & Drinks  
(LE/Model/Person)(*) 

2012 2014 2012 2014 

1 4.84 5.19 1.38 2.92 

2 4.30 3.96 1.92 4.15 

3 7.90 6.74 -1.68 1.37 

4 6.98 6.19 -0.76 1.93 

5 6.62 6.68 -0.40 1.44 

6 6.02 5.70 0.20 2.41 

7 7.28 6.88 -1.06 1.23 

Source: Authors' Calculations based on subsidized food prices. 

(*) Average Per Capita Expenditure on Food & Drinks is LE 5.51 in 2012 and LE 8.12 in 2014 
 

 
Fig. 3: A Comparison between the Market Costs of the Designed Food Basket Models during 2012 and 

2014(LE/Person/Day) 

 

The Role Governmental Food SubsidyPlays in Helping Low and Moderate-Income Categories Afford the 

Designed Food Baskets: 

Where incomes are insufficient, targeted food assistance programs such as feeding programs or food 

subsidies are considered means to ensure access to food. In Egypt, subsidized basic food items are offered to 

around 70 million persons through 18.2 million ration cards. 

The research expanded to identify the impact of Governmental food subsidy on low and moderate-income 

consumers' ability to afford the costs of the food basket models. Table (4) presents a comparison between 

average market prices and the subsidized prices of basic food items during 2012and 2014. 

It is clear that Wheat and Sugar ranked first with differences amounting to 467% and 463% in 2012and 

2014, respectively; Bread ranked second with similar differences amounting to 440%; Vegetable Oil ranked 

third with differences amounting to 318% and 350%, respectively; rice ranked fourth with differences 

amounting to 254% and 233, respectively; tea ranked last with price differences amounting to 200% for the two 

compared years, respectively. It is therefore obvious that the subsidy coverage rate increased with the soaring 

food prices, putting extra burden on Governmental Budget.  

 
Table 4: A Comparison between Average Market Prices and Subsidized Prices of Basic Food Items 

 Food Item 
Average Market Price Subsidized 

Price 

Difference between Market and 

Subsidized Prices 
Change 

2012/13 2013/14 2012/13 2013/14 2012/13 2013/14 

Bread (LE/Loaf) 0.22 0.22 0.05 0.17 0.17 440% 440% 

Wheat Flour (LE/Kg) 2.85 3.5 0.75 2.1 2.75 380% 467% 

Sugar (LE/Kg) 5.84 5.79 1.25 4.59 4.54 467% 463% 

Vegetable Oil (LE/Liter) 9.53 10.5 3 6.53 7.5 318% 350% 

Rice (LE/Kg) 3.81 3.5 1.5 2.31 2 254% 233% 

Tea (LE/kg) 26 26 13 13 13 200% 200% 

Source: 
- Ministry of Supply and Internal Trade (MOSIT) 

- The Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS) 
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Fig. 4:A Comparison between Average Market Prices and Subsidized Prices of Basic Food Items  

 

Results of recalculating the costs of food basket models using subsidized prices are presented in Table (5) 

and depicted in Figures (5.1) & (5.2).It is clear that subsidized prices allowed persons belonging to low and 

middle income categories afford 5 of the seven food basked models rather than only three in 2012; whilst 

allowed them to afford all of the seven food basket models during 2014 and use the saved money to cover other 

expenses, which agrees with the results obtained by Koryem [10]. 

 
Table 5: Daily Costs of the Recommended Food Basket Models based on Subsidized Food Prices and Number of Affordable Models  

Food Basket Model 

Cost 

(LE/Model/Person) 

Difference between Cost and Per Capita Expenditure on Food & 

Drinks  
(LE/Model/Person)(*) 

2012 2014 2012 2014 

1 4.37 4.74 1.85 3.37 

2 4.31 3.82 1.91 4.29 

3 7.09 5.97 -0.87 2.14 

4 6.38 5.64 -0.16 2.47 

5 5.92 6.04 0.30 2.07 

6 5.35 5.10 0.87 3.01 

7 6.09 5.87 0.13 2.24 

Source: Authors' Calculations based on subsidized prices. 
(*)Per Capita Expenditure on Food & Drinks = LE 5.51 in 2012, and = LE 8.12 in 2014 

 
Fig. 5.1: A Comparison between the Costs of the Designed Food Basket Models using Market and Subsidized 

Prices during 2012 (LE/Person/Day) 
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Fig. 5.2: A Comparison between the Costs of the Designed Food Basket Models using Market and Subsidized 

Prices during 2014 (LE/Person/Day) 

 

Impact of Soaring Food Prices on the Nutriotional Status of Low and Moderate-Income Categories: 

Income instability,un-employment andhigherfood pricesresulted in differentcoping strategiesby low and 

moderate-income households whoresorted to buying cheaperfood commodities like cereals and legumes, and 

cancelledexpensive commodities like animal protein and some kinds of vegetables and fruits, besides reducing 

the amount of food intake. Such strategies resulted in transformingtheirdietary pattern to low dietary 

diversity,which increased the chances of the prevalence of malnutrition disease in triple burden concept (under-

nutrition and over-nutrition).Females(preschool, adolescent, pregnant and lactating), and under five children are 

expected tosuffer more from incidences of under and over-nourishment diseases(stunting, wasting, and 

micronutrient deficiencies).Women at child bearing age are expected to suffer breading premature and low 

birthweight infant, leading to increased mortality and morbidity rates. 

From what proceeded, it can be concluded that the Government of Egypt is facing big challenges including 

increased prevalence of food insecurity that rose from 14% in 2009 to 17.2% in 2013, increased rates of poverty 

and unemployment, and hampered purchasing power, which resulted in poor dietary diversity, deteriorating 

health condition, increased prevalence of malnutrition from 29% in 2008 to 31% in 2011, in addition to 

predicting that the prevalence of triple burden malnutrition is to be much higher over last estimates.  

However, food subsidy program implemented in Egypt through ration cards helped in making several food 

basket models affordable to persons belonging to low and middle income categories by providing basic food 

items at subsidized prices, which in turn helped in permitting food diversity and providing better amounts of the 

recommended nutrition requirements. In other words, food subsidy program improved their accessibility to food 

in terms of quantity and quality. Such positive impacts of food subsidy programs reinforce the efforts aiming to 

achieve food security, which enhances the economic performance of the targeted categories and contributes to 

achieving economic development. Implications for policy makersinclude the necessity to set action plans for 

expanding food subsidy programs and other social safety nets to reach more of the most vulnerable 

categories;sponsoring studies that aim to update the designed food baskets so that they comprise nutritious items 

that match the changing food prices and meet the nutrition requirement of the targeted categories;adding other 

food items to the food subsidy program like legumes as sources of plant protein; incorporating the concept of 

food basket in formulating the policies and plans regarding development of agricultural production and 

designing food subsidy programs; andsettingproper strategic policies and plans to control inflation.  
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