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Executive summary 

 This paper uses South African food spending and consumption information to 
develop a conceptual and methodological approach for a food security target for low-
income households. A food security target is a well-defined and measurable goal to 
reduce the numbers of people who lack enough food of the right quality to live 
healthy lives. Why do we need a food security target? Without a food security target, it 
will be difficult to design effective household food policy interventions. Policies and 
programmes designed to reach a food security target must take into account the main 
drivers behind household food insecurity. Food insecurity is normally the outcome of 
multiple and complex forces. What is needed is a range of easily adjustable food 
security targets to anchor and guide effective and efficient policy actions. 

A food security target requires a clear set of baseline indicators. Baseline information 
ought to provide answers to critical questions like: 1) which households are unable to 
access adequate food?; and 2) what are the determinants of their food insecurity 
status? The meaning of food security includes multiple elements. It is technically 
complicated to develop food security indicators for every element of such a multi-
faceted concept; a singular food security indicator which fits all household livelihood 
contexts does not exist. The indicator must often be adjusted for specific household 
livelihood contexts. It must take into account, among other food security 
determinants, household composition, geographic location, wealth generating and 
livelihood activities, institutional dynamics and risks. 

Different categories of food security indicators have their respective strengths and 
limitations: food availability indicators focus on national food supply, yet pay scant 
attention to individual nutritional status; food expenditure and access indicators 
measure the monetary value of food as a proxy for food consumption, but often 
exclude individual nutritional status (or other anthropometric measurements); 
composite indexes incorporate all the available dimensions of food security into a 
single index, but the weights attached to components of the index might misrepresent 
their values in practice. 

Lessons from other studies offer critical insights into food access among South 
African households. Well-established patterns exist for household food expenditure 
by income deciles. Low-income households spend less on food compared to upper 
income households. For example, according to the IES 2005/06, the per capita food 
spending of the bottom 10% was R1,390 compared to R7,200 for the top 10% (per 
year at 2000 constant prices). The share of food expenditure in total household 
spending is higher for low-income households than for higher income households: 
38% for the poorest decile compared to 9% for the richest decile. This overall pattern 
is consistent with other nationally representative surveys of household food 
expenditure, notably the Bureau for Market Research (BMR) and National Income 
Dynamics Study (wave 1). However, the 2005 BMR survey uses the Living Standards 
Measure to classify households and found the poorest LSM-group (LSM-1) to be 
spending 71% of total household spending on food.  Knowing the level of household 
food expenditure is a weak proxy for the extent and depth of household food 
(in)security. It says little about food intake patterns of household members and dietary 
diversity, critical indicators of nutritional status. 
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Existing surveys on the hunger status of South African households report 
considerable variation in their findings. Meanings of hunger, and likewise food 
insecurity, differ. The 2005 National Food Consumption Survey (NFCS), uses a more 
nuanced hunger scale and therefore finds a much higher percentage of the population 
experiencing hunger at roughly similar average incomes to the General Household 
Survey (GHS). More specifically, the GHS indicates that in 2007 10.6% and 12.2% of 
adults and children, respectively, were sometimes or always hungry.  In stark contrast, 
the NFCS of 2005 found that 52% of households experience hunger. It further 
reports that another 33% of households are at risk of hunger, which means that food 
inflation and the loss of income might push them into hunger. 

The proposed methodological approach asks whether a household’s food expenditure 
is enough for a nutritionally adequate food basket. In 2005 the cost of the ‘average 
dietary energy food basket’ (2 053kcal/p/d) was R262.66 per month per person while the 
cost of the ‘below average’ basket (1 554kcal/p/d) was R189.25. It shows that incredibly 
high percentages of rural and urban households report food spending levels below the 
estimated dietary energy costs. Whilst further robustness tests might be helpful to 
validate this finding, the result that 1 in 5 households can afford the average dietary 
energy costs appears consistent with recent surveys that focus on micro-nutrient 
intake. For example, NFCS found that that only 20% of South Africans can be 
considered food secure. Unsurprisingly, as incomes fall a rising proportion of 
households are unable to afford the average nutritionally adequate food basket. Future 
studies need to develop the conceptual and methodological tools for more nuanced 
food security baseline information. More specifically, the need exists to investigate: 
composite indicators for food security targeting, survey tools to improve the 
comprehensiveness and quality of household food security data, capabilities for 
ongoing bottom-up food security monitoring to understand how households cope 
with various livelihood shocks and feasible food security policy interventions. 
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1. Introduction 

South Africa has set itself the overarching target of halving poverty by 2014, and the 
South African Constitution includes a clause affirming the right to food security. To 
help in achieving this target, government adopted an Integrated Food Security 
Strategy (IFSS) in 2002 which explicitly aims to eradicate hunger and nutrition deficits 
among low-income households. This strategy was subsequently translated into the 
Integrated Food Security and Nutrition Programme (IFSNP), with a task team in the 
national Department of Agriculture (DoA) overseeing its implementation (DoA, 
2002; Hart, 2009). The War on Poverty campaign, launched at the height of the food 
price crisis in 2008, also gives priority to food insecurity among low-income 
households. Two broad questions arise from this concern with food insecurity: How 
many low-income households lack enough food of the right quality?  Given more 
accurate knowledge of household food security, what are the implications for policies 
and programmes designed to help hungry people to access food?  

Despite the priority given to food security in official policies, it is surprising that 
South Africa has yet to develop a well defined food security target or, more 
appropriately, a range of targets tailored to the depth and severity of food insecurity, 
particularly among low-income households1. There appears to be a need to set food 
security targets which could produce a more complete understanding of the 
overarching challenge to halve poverty. Measurable goals for food security can guide 
policy interventions with greater efficacy while at the same time raising the efficiency 
of employing fiscal resources to assist poor households in overcoming instances of 
food shortages. This paper is the first step in developing a food security target. It sets 
out conceptual and methodological questions, and makes recommendations for 
identifying a food security target in SA.  This should help guide policy making and 
targeting, and also inform stakeholders more broadly.  

This paper is organised as follows: Section 2 investigates the basic composition of 
food security targets. It underscores the importance of household characteristics and 
contextual determinants of food insecurity. Given the centrality of measurable 
indicators on which to base any food security target, section 3 presents a critical 
evaluation of three classes of food security indicators: food availability, food 
expenditure/consumption and composite food indicators. Section 4 examines 
possible food security targets for low-income households in South Africa. Section 5 
concludes the paper with a few recommendations for further research on food 
security targeting.    

 

                                                      

1 A comprehensive definition of food security includes availability, access and utilisation aspects 
(Swindale & Bilinsky, 2006). A more nuanced definition informs the research of Koc et al. (2007). They 
refer to the five A’s of food security, namely: availability, access, adequacy, acceptability and agency. See 
Hart (2009) for a more comprehensive review. 
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2. Identifying food-insecure households 

It is vital to know who might be ‘food-insecure’, why a person, household or 
community is food-insecure and what needs to be done to lift them to an acceptable 
level of sustainable food security. This involves knowing who to target and what types 
of policy instruments to use to support low-income food-insecure people. But to 
define and quantify a food security target, or more realistically a range of targets, is in 
itself a complex undertaking which becomes increasingly difficult if the target seeks to 
factor in the multiple elements included in basic definitions of food security, that is 
availability, access, adequacy, acceptability and agency.  

A food security target requires some benchmark, generally either households or 
individuals. It is a larger challenge than it may appear to identify the food insecure. 
Collecting precise information for each individual might be impossible or too costly, 
especially in resource-constrained developing countries. A second-best option, which 
is a widespread practice in food security research, is to start from a household-level 
analysis, apply a weight (an adult equivalence (ADEQ) scale) to adjust for its 
composition and in this way derive weighted per capita estimates (Dutta et al., 2006). 
Clearly, the usefulness of this indirect approach to per person food security hinges on 
whether, and how well, food security issues get coverage in nationally representative 
surveys. National surveys typically observe the household unit through one informant, 
and often carry one or a set of questions on food security even if the survey was not 
designed to probe this in any great depth (Aliber, 2009; Labadarios et al., 2009) – a 
methodological concern we return to later. Anyway, the social unit matters especially 
if the objective is to understand the dynamics of intra-household food consumption 
from aggregated household food expenditures, incomes and consumption. One 
approach is to assign each household member a weight based on age and gender. If a 
value of 1 is assigned to every adult male, then households with more children and 
females should have higher economies of scale in consumption because children and 
females are assigned lower weights. Another approach might be to supplement large-
scale surveys with selective purpose-built approaches. If conducted properly, this 
should yield more accurate information about the food security status of children, 
women or the elderly, for example, within a specific household. 

Multiple determinants of household food insecurity exist and must be taken into 
account is the development of indicators for benchmarking targets. Some of the most 
salient causes of food security status that affect the composition of targets are: 

� Household composition: Households vary in terms of size (number of household 
members), age structure (adults and children) and gender (females and males).  

� Wealth and livelihood strategy: This consists of various incomes (wages, social grants, 
etc) and assets (land, livestock, etc.).  

� Geographic location: This refers to the rural and urban locations, whether the 
settlement is largely formal or informal and distance from nearest or frequently 
used food markets. 

� Institutions: markets, the state, social capital/networks 

� Time: whether the food security condition is transitory or chronic 
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� Risk:2 shocks that are weather-related, health-related as well as commodity price 
movements. 

Food security targets ought to be flexible enough in order to adapt them to the 
characteristics of households and their socio-economic and policy contexts. Knowing 
the composition of a food-insecure household is important but the effectiveness of 
carefully tailored interventions will require some understanding of other influential 
factors as well, such as geographic location and exogenous shocks. A well defined 
food security norm is critical to define a food security target. It is common to use a 
nutritional standard (calories consumed and the resulting energy levels) which is then 
translated into a food expenditure basket- often simply referred to as “food poverty 
line”.  

Some elements of food security are difficult to measure, which in turn compounds the 
difficulty of finding one composite indicator. As an example, Coates et al. (2006) 
consider the case of how to measure food access. Whilst food access has become a 
focal point in understanding hunger, this aspect of food security has still to be 
quantified, and a low-cost method of gathering the required data on it has still to be 
developed. What needs to be done, following their advice, is to investigate ways to 
bridge the food security ‘content-to-measure gap’ (Coates et al., 2006), which means 
ensuring that the indicator accurately measures the intended element or set of 
elements. 

Household food security depends substantially on household income and asset (or 
wealth)3 status. A low-income household is more likely to suffer food shortages than a 
wealthier household. Food expenditure comprises a large share in the spending of 
poor households. Low-income households tend to be more vulnerable to food price 
inflation because of the relatively large share of food expenditure in their total 
spending. Moreover, the consumption of an appropriate quantity and quality of food 
is absolutely necessary for human survival, let alone living a healthy life. This 
relationship between a household’s food security status and its purchasing power is far 
from static; it changes over time.(Aliber, 2009; Romer-Lovendal & Knowles, 2006).  
Aliber (2009) shows how high dependency ratios mean that acquiring or losing an 
income earning opportunity can make a household that might have been seen as food 
secure into one that is not.  As a large proportion of new jobs in the SA economy are 
relatively precarious (and especially in the context of a downturn), a household that 
sits so close to the precipice can also be seen as food insecure.  Changes in income, all 
other things remaining equal, can alter the quantity and quality of foods purchased 
and consumed. The ability to buy food, which is the most common way in which 
people gain access to food, is also affected by price movements of food and non-food 

                                                      

2  Risk has evolved into a major cross-cutter as it affects all elements of food insecurity (Webb et al., 
2006). It includes disruptions such as climatic fluctuations, social conflicts and other crises that make 
households more vulnerable to food shortages. 

3  Wealth generally refers to the income and all the assets of a social unit. Based on this definition, a low-
income household is therefore wealth-constrained, a condition which may or may not include asset 
poverty. Alternatively, one could just refer to these households as poor, assuming that the deprivation 
reference is some kind of wealth. 
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items.4 For example, in the face of rapid food inflation one ‘coping strategy’ would be 
for a household to drastically cut back its food purchases and alter its consumption 
patterns (buy a smaller quantity, switch to different types of food, reduce dietary 
diversity etc.).  

                                                      

4  In highlighting the increasing emphasis on ‘access’ in the definition and measurement of food security, 
Webb et al. (2006: 1405S) observe that ‘[p]urchasing power is the key to access, and this varies 
according to market integration, price policies and temporal market conditions’. 
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3. Food security indicators and targeting 

It is essential that a food security target be situated within a broader anti-poverty 
framework. A chief advantage of linking food security targets to poverty is that it 
helps to concentrate attention on the nature of the food shortages that the most 
vulnerable households face.  

Mindful of the complexities in measuring food insecurity raised in section 2, this section 
goes one step further to probe relevant methodological and conceptual challenges 
involved in this effort. The conceptual aspect basically has to do with translating the 
multiple elements of the food security concept into meaningful indicators. It involves 
defining measurable indicators that usually range from food availability through access 
and nutrient intake (Coates et al., 2006). In a sense this is linked to the methodological 
aspect, which specifically seeks to clarify questions such as what kind of information 
(quantitative/qualitative) is required, what is an appropriate strategy to collect the 
required information, and what is an appropriate instrument for gathering this 
information.  

To address these questions, this section offers a comparative overview of the 
strengths and shortcomings of various food security indicators, as set out in Table 1. 
The table displays three types of indicators: food availability, food consumption/ 
access and a composite food security indicator. Although this is not an exhaustive 
map of all food security measures, it gives some sense of frequently used indicators 
for which survey data can be found.  The rest of this section offers a more detailed 
explanation of the strengths and weaknesses of each indicator. It is hoped that this 
overview of what is known about the measurement of food security at the moment 
will meaningfully inform the broader exercise of outlining a food security target, or a 
range of context-specific targets, for typical food-insecure households.  

Table 1 – Mapping food security indicators 

Indicator /measure  Focus  Examples 

Food availability  National or household  
agro-food output/supply 

Food balance sheets 

Food consumption/access Food demand or 
consumption at the 
household level  
(ways in which institutions 
regulate access to food) 

Household expenditure 
models; food expenditure 
ratio; income elasticity  

Composite food security Simultaneously captures 
each dimension in a single 
indicator 

Poverty Hunger Index; 
Rose-Charlton Indicators; 
Food Security Gap Index 
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3.1.  Food availability indicator 

Measuring food security with the aid of a food availability indicator tends to limit the 
focus to food supply, which is usually, but not always, just a tally of aggregate national 
agro-food output (Coates et al., 2006). South Africa has a well established tradition 
and track record in using this approach (Groenewald & Nieuwoudt, 2003). In fact, the 
national Department of Agriculture publishes a Monthly Food Security Bulletin reporting 
on aggregate supply-and-demand data for many winter and summer cereals. In terms 
of content, the Bulletin reports on variables derived from factors that affect the overall 
‘food security’ status of the country. These factors are agro-productive potential – 
measured through agro-ecological information (seasonal variation in rainfall) – and 
changes in capital input use, such as trends in tractor sales; agricultural trade data, 
measured in terms of the volumes and values of imports and exports; and crop 
demand, split between consumption and commercial production (processing and 
animal feedstock). The report also contains food balance sheets for maize, wheat and 
sorghum, compiled in terms of the factors (or variables) already mentioned. Besides 
reporting on statistics for the current month, it usually projects the food balance sheet 
for the following month as well (DoA, 2008).  

Whereas South Africa uses a highly aggregated food availability measure, it is fairly 
common to adapt it in order to compile household or per capita food balance sheets. 
The Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO), for instance, 
uses food balance sheets to calculate the daily per capita dietary energy supplies for 
countries (Gentilini & Webb, 2008). The value and usefulness of this indicator of 
food insecurity is easy to appreciate in the case of developing countries that are unable 
to produce enough agro-foods to meet their total national food requirements. In such 
cases the typical way to augment the available food supply is through food aid. Large 
parts of sub-Saharan Africa, for instance, stand to benefit from ‘considerable increases 
in calorie availability’ to meet national and household food requirements (Haddad et 
al., 1997), partly through food aid but primarily through boosting sustainable agro-
food production. Coates el al. (2006), considering which element of food security to 
measure and how to measure it across different cultural settings, suggest that as 
countries become more developed, ‘food availability’ tends to weaken as a limiting 
factor in achieving food security. This accounts, at least in part, for why the US food 
security measures rank ‘household-level access’ as a priority whilst ‘food availability’ is 
of lesser concern or dropped entirely from food security indicators.  

Despite the popularity of the method of measuring food security in terms of food 
availability and food balance sheets (household and nationwide), this indicator is not 
without some shortcomings. The critical issue is whether food availability conveys 
useful information on other aspects of food security, specifically food quality and 
nutrient intake. Haddad et al. (1997) tested the correlation of food availability with the 
nutritional dimensions of food security (using child nutrition, dietary diversity etc.) 
and found it to be a weak indicator of the nutrient content and quality of food 
consumed. Clearly, food insecurity defined in terms of food availability and access will 
give a different picture about the extent of food insecurity than will a definition based 
on micronutrient intake or actual food consumption (Webb & Thorne-Lyman, 2006).   



centre for poverty, employment and growth  

 HSRC 

14 

3.2.  Food consumption (spending) and access (distribution) 
indicators  

It is now widely recognised that Amartya Sen’s seminal work on food insecurity in the 
1980s (including consideration of hunger and famine) reoriented and expanded 
insights into food security, giving greater prominence to the question of food access 
(Maxwell & Slater, 2003). Some earlier researchers had given marginal and fragmented 
attention to food consumption and nutritional intake issues. But by and large, before 
Sen the most influential research on food security was almost exclusively concerned 
with food availability and production. Naturally, the importance of these supply-side 
issues in the food security debate could not be ignored. The sharp dichotomy between 
supply-side and demand-side perspectives on food security impeded holistic and in-
depth assessments of food insecurity. Virtually all economists had upheld a supply-
side view, in which they focused on national-level food production, availability and 
access. Nutritionists, on the other hand, paid closer attention to food demand or 
consumption at the household level. However, over time the emerging consensus was 
that sufficient agricultural output did not automatically translate into reduced food 
insecurity in the form of either transitory food shortages or chronic hunger (Maxwell 
& Slater, 2003; Webb et al., 2006).  

The debate initiated by Amartya Sen and his co-workers, most notably Jean Dreze, 
demonstrated the inseparable connection of food security with food entitlements. 
This brought to the fore the roles that institutions, markets and states have in food 
trading, and therefore in improving access to food. Although food access is a main 
focus in modern food security debates and prominently influences the meaning 
attached to food security, Webb et al. (2006) have noted with concern that there is no 
precise measurement of ‘access’. Webb and Thorne-Lyman (2006) specifically note 
that food access is ‘embedded in markets, prices and legal systems’. Tracking agro-
food price data is not as complex as trying to find one measurement for the ‘market’ 
or ‘laws’. Access to food, seen in this way, is thus closely tied to the notion of 
institutions, following recent innovative work to apply the analytical tools of new 
institutional economics to farming in poorer economies (Dorward et al., 2005).  

How can the effects of food access and distribution systems on household food 
security be measured? Indicators for food expenditure, consumption and nutrient 
intake and some of their determinants (including proxies) are the main instruments 
used to measure this dimension of food security (Maxwell & Slater, 2003; Webb et al., 
2006). Economists have been using mainly quantitative data on food expenditure 
from surveys, whether purpose-built or nationally representative, to measure food 
access and consumption. A specific criticism of this approach, noted by Webb et al. 
(2006: 1407S), is its reliance on ‘monetary imputation of values and remoteness from 
the de facto experience of poverty’. Direct qualitative assessments, on the other hand, 
investigate ‘how individuals express their own, and their household members’, 
perceptions and responses to insecurity’ (Webb et al., 2006: 1407S). More recently 
there has been a shift towards a more holistic measurement of food security, and 
these measures tend to combine objective and subjective information about 
household experiences of food access and consumption (Maxwell & Slater, 2003). 
Webb et al. (2006) note the slow convergence of the so-called quantitative-objective 
instruments and research based on ‘qualitative-subjective’ assessments. 
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3.3. Composite food security indicator 

Food security consists of multiple components that are all essential to its meaning (see 
Hart, 2009). It might be possible to track a series of indicators that reflect on each of 
these components. However this approach might not enable a composite picture of 
food security status. Technically, constructing a food security target which 
simultaneously captures each dimension in a single indicator, or an index, is more of a 
challenge. Despite this potential obstacle, it is possible to defend the rationale for and 
value of a composite index on the following grounds. Firstly, it allows for a more 
comprehensive measurement of food security. Secondly, it enables a more flexible 
approach to monitoring overall targets and components of interest (which includes 
evaluating the outcomes or consequences of policy interventions). To stimulate 
thinking on the composition and construction of this kind of measure, it is worth 
recalling that the Human Development Index (HDI), the United Nations’ flagship 
index to measure human wellbeing, is a traditional example of a composite index 
which is in widespread usage. The standard HDI incorporates measures of health 
status, educational attainment and income (Foster et al., 2005). Because the HDI rests 
on fairly simple mathematical properties (or methods), it has been possible to adapt it 
and incorporate indicators on environmental quality (‘green HDI’), inequality and so 
forth (Foster et al., 2005; Gentilini & Webb, 2008).  

Gentilini and Webb (2008) draw on the underlying methodology of the HDI to build 
a Poverty and Hunger Index (PHI) as a multidimensional food security index.  The 
PHI relates food security to poverty and tracks nutritional components; it offers a 
measurable breakdown of Millennium Development Goal (MDG)1. It consists of five 
equally weighted components: the proportion of the population living on less than 
US$1/day, the poverty gap, the share of the poorest quintile in national income or 
consumption, under-nourishment and underweight. Composite indices like the PHI 
have shortcomings that relate to ‘the selection of components, their weighting and 
possible compensations across the board, and the loss of fine detail in the aggregation 
process’ (Gentilini & Webb, 2008: 522). 

Using South African data sets, Rose and Charlton (2002) formulated a composite 
measure of food insecurity based on two main elements, namely food expenditure and 
nutrient intake.5 This indicator implies that a food-insecure household is unable to 
access the right quantity of food, through market purchases and own production, as 
well as the right quality in terms of nutritional value.6 Access to food is measured for 

                                                      

5  A variety of data sources were combined to compute food prices and the nutritional value of foods 
consumed. Nutrient information for more than 1 400 food items was obtained from the Medical 
Research Council (MRC) database and then matched with 124 foods reported in the Income and 
Expenditure Survey (IES). In the case of food prices, for instance, it linked foods reported in the IES 
with detailed retail price data reported by Statistics South Africa. Imputed prices were derived for 
home-produced foods and in-kind food donations. The MRC commissioned an in-depth study in 2002 
which connects the nutrient content of the 124 foods reported in the IES 1995. In a way, this MRC 
study translates nutrient content (calories etc.) into monetary values. For further discussions on this, 
see Rose et al. (2002). 

6  The Food Insecurity and Vulnerability Information System (FIVIMS) report cites 2 000 kcal/day as 
the daily required energy intake per capita (Drimie et al 2005). Another study by the MRC estimated 
the average per female adult equivalent at 2 200 kcal/per day (Rose et al., 2002). According to the 
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individual household members. It is then summed to obtain the total household size 
and scaled using an appropriate weight for the gender and age structure of the 
household. It is therefore possible to zoom in on female-headed households and also 
on the number of children in the household. Box 1 is a summary of the framework 
used by Rose and Charlton to identify food-insecure households. 

Both the food expenditure and nutrient intake ratios are straightforward measures of 
the individual and household food security status. The starting point of the Food 
Poverty ratio (FP) is a household Food Cost Plan (FCP), which is the monetary value 
of a nutritionally adequate food basket. This means that households that are identical 
in composition should have the same FCP. But even if households do not differ in 
terms of their composition, it does not follow that the actual amount of food that 
households with the same FCP can afford will be identical. Where actual Household 
Spending (HS) on a nutritional diet falls below the FCP, then such a household is 
food-poor because it is not purchasing enough food. The Low Energy Availability 
(LEA) ratio is derived in similar fashion. Naturally, the main difference in this 
instance is that it starts from the recommended energy norm for all household 
members on a daily basis (see footnote 6 for more information on average South 
African RDA norms).  

Box 1 – Food insecurity based on expenditure and nutrient intake 

Food expenditure Nutritional intake 

Food Poverty indicator (FP) Low Energy Availability indicator (LEA) 

1
HS

FP
FCP

≡ <  

HS = household spending on a  
nutritional diet 

FCP =  cost of a nutritionally  
adequate household food plan 

1
EA

LEA
REA

≡ <  

EA =  energy available from food supplies 

REA = recommended energy intake 

Source: Rose & Charlton, 2002 

With this framework it is possible to identify and group households into four ‘food 
security’ categories:  

� The first category refers to the food-secure household because their food expenditure 
and nutrient indices taken together show no evidence of food poverty and LEA. 
Understanding the characteristics of this group is perhaps more interesting for 
comparative purposes than using it as a national benchmark.  

                                                                                                                                       

MRC research, the actual caloric intake was at 2 480 kcal/per day, suggesting that the average South 
African household had an energy consumption level above the required norm. 
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� The second group would consist of the food-poor households who are unable to 
purchase and produce enough foods to meet their own FCPs.  

� The third group would consist of those with low energy availability. Households in 
the LEA category are defined as those who ‘spend their money on taste, 
convenience and other attributes in food in addition to energy’ (Rose & Charlton, 
2002: 3241).  

� A fourth group, the food-insecure households, comprises those with both food poverty 
and LEA. 

What makes this a composite indicator is the fact that it incorporates multiple 
dimensions of food insecurity into a single ‘index’. Conceptually, it combines 
expenditure and nutritional information to distinguish food-secure from food-
insecure households. It provides a baseline to assess food insecurity and to monitor 
the outcomes of pro-poor food policies. On the other hand, two limitations of this 
Rose-Charlton framework must be noted. Firstly, the subdivision of households based 
on the FP and LEA ratios provides insufficient information on the distribution of 
inter- and intra-household food insecurity. At-risk households that may become food-
insecure as a result of shocks are not identified. Secondly, the relationship of 
household composition to duration of the impact of food insecurity over time is 
unexplored. This relationship is particularly important for food-insecure households 
with children under five, because lack of enough food of the right quality exposes 
such children to longer-term vulnerability. 7 

Aggregate measures of household food insecurity are able to split the food-secure 
from the food-insecure households. But this type of subdivision often ignores 
variation in the degree of food insecurity within and between households. Yet from 
the viewpoint of effective and efficient policy interventions it is crucial to know the 
depth and severity of food insecurity. Towards this end, a measure of food 
deprivation is developed by Dutta et al. (2006) which draws on the traditional 
poverty-gap indices. The main idea behind this unified index of food insecurity is to 
give a fuller picture of the severity of food insecurity and at the same time sidestep 
some of difficulties associated with a coarse subdivision of households. (See Appendix 
1 for an outline of this broader class of food insecurity measures.) To illustrate the 
usefulness of this indicator, Dutt et al. (2006) use survey data generated through the 
Core Food Security Module (CFSM) which is part of a number of national surveys in 
the USA. The CFSM consists of 18 questions and allows for the classification of 
households into three categories: food-secure, food-insecure without hunger and 
food-insecure with hunger. It takes into account household demographic variables, 
including the number of children. Different values are assigned for the food security 
benchmark ( )e  based on the composition of the household. Higher food insecurity 

scores are assigned to households experiencing more severe levels of food insecurity.  

                                                      

7 This last shortcoming, however, probably relates mainly to the fact that the Income and Expenditure 
Survey (IES) is conducted every five years (it is not a longitudinal panel data set tracking the same 
household over time), coupled with the fact that other nationally comparable food and nutrition surveys 
do not exist. 
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In summary, different classes of food security indicators exist and these tend to 
measure specific dimensions of food security, especially food availability and food 
expenditure/consumption. While potentially more meaningful, constructing 
composite indices that simultaneously measure a number of dimensions in a single 
indicator or index are more challenging.  
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4. Comparing food security targets 

The overarching goal of this paper is to bring together information to describe and 
outline sets of adjustable food security benchmarks. Up to this point, our discussion 
has looked at how a food security target might be defined, formulated, and 
monitored.  The aim is to specify sustainable measurable indicators and well defined 
methods. Typical indicators measure narrowly defined aspects of food security (see 
Table 1), but more recently thinking has evolved to consider composite indices that 
simultaneously estimate a set of individual components of food security. The 
preceding discussions also made a few cursory references to methodological issues, 
insofar as these throw some light on the data requirements for construction of 
meaningful and measurable indicators.  

Sifting through the available information, what definitive statements are possible on 
food security targets for South Africa? To answer this question, the next section starts 
with a comparative assessment of the findings of a cross-section of empirical studies 
in order to extract key pieces of information for constructing food security targets. 
The final section uses a food expenditure approach to outline targets for the poorest 
40% of South Africans. 

4.1. Comparing findings of empirical food security studies 

The findings of various empirical studies are set out in Tables 2 and 3. In the previous 
sections we explained in broad terms the analytical framework that underpins the 
information reported in these tables. Besides the column summarizing lessons from 
each study, each table has columns for:  

� Content of food security indicators: the predominant focus is on food consumption and 
access and less so on composite indicators. 

� Underlying data/survey: describes the data collection instrument and gives a sense of 
the suitability of this tool for gather meaningful information on food security. 

� Food spending share: a percentage indicating the weight of food expenditure in the 
overall household spending basket. For the food-insecure household it gives a 
ballpark estimate of the ‘shortfall to afford a basic food-secure basket’.  

� Household food security status: expresses the percentage of households below the food 
consumption/expenditure threshold. If this measure is derived from the 
conversion of recommended nutrient intake into food costs, it can be used to 
illustrate the ‘household food insecurity gap’ – in other words, to indicate what 
percentage of households lacks the means to meet their basic food cost plans and 
what kind of support they need to be food-secure. 

The Office of the President released its Development Indicators in 2008, giving a 
snapshot of the extent and depth of poverty based on three money-metric poverty-
lines (The Presidency, 2008). At the lowest poverty-line, set at R250 per person per 
month, 23% of the population lived in poverty in 2005.  This figure almost doubles to 
45% if the poverty line shifts up to R367. When the poverty-line is lifted to R462 per 
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person per month, the percentage of people in poverty rises only slightly to 48%.8 
Measuring poverty with the aid of these three lines conveys crucial insights into 
inequality among the poor, and the implications for targeted pro-poor policy 
interventions. If the lowest poverty-line is taken to show a condition of ultra-poverty, 
then it means that almost half of the poor population are ultra-poor. Moreover, below 
the R462 line there is enormous inequality among the poor, with a high proportion 
vulnerable to sliding into extreme destitution. This skewed distribution of poverty 
must be taken into account in developing a food security target.  

                                                      

8  The Human Development Report reports the provincial spread of ultra-poverty. The three provinces that 
host the highest percentage of ultra-poor people are: Limpopo (34%), Kwazulu-Natal (33%) and 
Eastern Cape (29%). In terms of geographic breakdown, it is clear that ultra-poverty remains 
concentrated in provinces that embrace the former homelands (The Presidency, 2008). 
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Table 2 – Measures potentially used in food security analysis, in respect 
of poor households 

Content of food 
security indicator 
(Author)  

Underlying 
data/survey 
period 

Food spending 
share (%) 

Household food 
security status  
(% of households 
falling below food 
security threshold) 

Lessons for food security 
target 

Food expenditure 
shares  

(Aliber, 2009) 

IES 2005/06  Poorest 10% spend 
37% of total spending 
on food; approx. 
R1 100 per household 
per month; restricted 
dietary diversity 

Ranges up to lower 
40% of sample 

IES probably under-estimates 
addition of own production to 
household food security (e.g. 
meat); similarly, local informal 
trade in locally produced agro-
foods; households eat less diverse diets  

Hunger Scale 
proxy 

(Aliber, 2009)  

GHS 2002–
2007 

Per capita food 
spending 2006/07  
for hungry person:  
R117–R155 

Hunger scale proxy; 
for 2007  
children (12.2%) 
and adults (10.6%) 
experienced hunger  

Profiles hungry households in 
terms of location, dwelling and 
employment; access to social 
grants affects movements in and 
out of hunger, especially for 
children  

Household food 
production 

(Aliber, 2009) 

 

LFS 2000–
2007 

Farm as main or  
extra food supply 

4 million people  

(2.5 million 
households);  

Farm to supply main or extra 
source of food; own production 
perhaps makes up gap in meat 
consumption  

Hunger Scale 
Index  

(Labadarios et al., 
2008)  

National 
Food 
Consumption 
Survey 2005 

Food insufficiency 
and insecurity due to 
constrained resources; 
monthly income 
<R1 000 (55%); spent 
lowest amount of 
money weekly on 
food 

51.6% experienced 
hunger; 33.0% at 
risk of hunger 

Department of Health research; 
sampled 2 894 households drawn 
from 2001 Census; Hunger Scale 
Index comprising 8 questions 
probing aspects of hunger  

Food spending 
and prices  

(NAMC, 2008) 

Quarterly 
FPM 
(2008, 3rd Q) 

Per capita basic food 
basket cost R344 per 
month  

No explicit 
indicator  

Focus on food expenditure; 

Rural food inflation relatively 
higher making basic food basket 
more expensive 

Food inflation falls 
disproportionately more on low-
income households  

Elasticity of food 
spending  

(Dunne & Edkins, 
2008) 

SARB Food 
Spending 
Surveys 
(1970–2002) 

High income and 
price elasticity of 
demand for food 

No explicit 
indicator 

Rising sensitivity of household 
food spending to income and 
price fluctuations; inadequate 
decomposition of food 
consumption responsiveness to 
food price shifts  

Composite Food 
Security Indicator 
(Rose & Charlton, 
2002) 

IES 1995, 
Food prices, 
MRC Energy 
Index 

Food-insecure 
(35.2%); monthly per 
capita food spending 
R61.60 (R114.00,  
2007 rands) 

National (38.7%) 

Rural (54.0%) 

Urban (26.5%) 

Low per capita income; low 
expenditure on food; poor level 
of dietary diversity 
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Energy 
requirement and 
HIV stages 
(MICRO STUDY) 

(Ladzani, 2009) 

North West 
Case Study 
2005–2007 

Low-cost basic 
nutritional food 
basket = R645.52 

for household with 2 
adults and 2 children 

No explicit 
indicator  

Excludes monetary value for self-
provisioned fruits and vegetables 
(no meat) 

For infected persons energy 
intake increase for adults (20–
30%) and children (50–100%) 
above asymptomatic persons; 
protein intake for adults 12–15% 
of total energy intake  

Food spending 
and rural poverty 
(MICRO STUDY) 

(Fraser et al., 
2003)  

Once-off 
village-level 
case studies 
in 1999 
(Eastern 
Cape)  

R476.30/AE/month 
poverty-line = food 
spending (25%); 

R238.18/AE/month 
poverty-line = food 
spending (>50%) 

No explicit 
indicator  

Purpose-built and small sample 
size; ultra-poor often go without 
food; piecework to supply 
children with food 

 

Table 3 – Measures potentially used in food security analysis, in respect 
of upper-income households  

Study focus 
(Author)  

Data/survey 
period  

Food spending 
share (%) 

Household food 
security status 
(%)  

Lessons for food security target  

Food 
expenditure 
shares  

(Aliber, 2009) 

IES 2005/06 Wealthiest 10% 
spend 7% of total 
spending on 
food; >R7 000 
per person per 
year; diverse diets 

No explicit 
indicator  

 

 

IES probably underestimates addition 
of own production to household 
food security (e.g. meat); similarly, 
local informal trade in locally 
produced agro-foods; households eat 
diverse diets  

Hunger Scale 
proxy 

(Aliber, 2009)  

GHS 2002–2007 Per capita food 
spending 
2006/07 persons 
not hungry:   
R256 

Hunger scale 
proxy (>85.4%) 
never hungry; 
(74.4% panel 
sample in 
2006/07 
transition matrix)  

Profiles hungry households in terms 
of location, dwelling and 
employment; access to social grants 
affects movements in and out of 
hunger, especially for children  

Hunger Scale 
Index  

(Labadarios et 
al., 2008) 

 

National Food 
Consumption 
Survey 2005 

Food 
insufficiency and 
insecurity due to 
constrained 
resources 

 

20% of 
households  
food secure 

Study commission for Department of 
Health; sampled 2 894 households 
drawn from 2001 Census; Hunger 
Scale Index comprising 8 questions 
probing aspects of hunger  

Composite Food 
Security 
Indicator  

(Rose & 
Charlton, 2002) 

 

IES 1995,  
Food prices, 
MRC Energy 
Index 

Food-secure 
(30.3%); per 
capita food 
spending R324. 
(R600, 2007 
rands)  

National (41.5%) 

Rural (30.1%)  

Urban (50.5%) 

Highest per capita income; highest 
expenditure on food; highest degree 
of dietary diversity 
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Composite Food 
Security 
Indicator  

(Rose & 
Charlton, 2002) 

IES 1995,  
Food prices, 
MRC Energy 
Index 

Low Energy 
Availability 
(25.9%); per 
capita food 
spending R163.30 
(R302.20, 2007 
rands)  

National (15.9%) 

Rural (7.8%) 

Urban (22.2%) 

Middle-income households; relatively 
high per capita income; relatively high 
degree of dietary diversity 

 

Reading vertically down the first left-hand column in Tables 2 and 3, we see that 
research tends to describe food security status of households with a single indicator or 
a collection of separate indicators (for example as in Aliber, 2009). The exception is of 
course Rose and Charlton (2002), who measured food security with a composite index 
as discussed above. There is an almost exclusive concern with household food 
expenditure (which is used in most cases as a proxy for food consumption and rarely 
based on nutritional recommendations). This appears to be an unavoidable restriction 
flowing from the scope and content of existing national surveys. One study offers an 
in-depth examination of food availability from household farming and thus helps to 
reflect on its contribution to food security (Aliber, 2009). While Fraser et al. (2003) 
observed household own food production as a coping strategy in their 1999 village-
level case study, they did not estimate the full impact of such farming activities on 
food security. Subjective experiences of hunger also feature in some cases, but 
because of the different hunger scales used, hunger is measured in different ways. The 
limited scale question in the General Household Survey (GHS), for instance, places 
the emphasis on the quantity of food whilst the National Food Consumption Survey 
(NFCS) also incorporates food quality, nutrient intake and anthropometric data for 
children in the sample (Labadarios et al., 2008).   

In the light of what existing indicators seek to measure, what are possible reasons for 
the non-use of available composite food security indicators? Two related reasons 
come to mind. A composite index might be adding only marginal value to the 
measurement of food security. A second reason turns on the design of existing 
nationally representative surveys. Questions or modules in these surveys inadequately 
probe elements of food security that go beyond aggregate household food 
expenditure or (restricted) hunger proxies. 

Some South African surveys include questions or modules on aspects of food 
security, such as food expenditure and hunger among adults and children. Labadarios 
et al. (2009) and Aliber (2009) evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of nationally 
representative and purpose-built surveys to measure and monitor the food security 
status of low-income households. What the evidence suggests is that the IES, GHS 
and Labour Force Survey (LFS) are the most representative surveys in terms of 
sample size, allowing for statistically significant and meaningful district-level analyses 
to guide the setting of policy targets. However, each survey probes a different 
dimension of food security (food expenditure, hunger and household food 
production) yielding ‘indicators or measures’ that give a poor holistic measure of food 
insecurity and are not easily comparable across the different surveys (Aliber, 2009).  

As a case in point, consider the existing hunger scale question in the GHS: its 
emphasis is on the quantity of food consumed and it fails to probe food quality and 
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coping strategies. One way to overcome the limitations of this hunger-scale question 
is to enhance the GHS with the 8-question Hunger Scale Index in the NFCS, which 
gives a much richer picture of the severity and depth of hunger. In Table 2 we report 
on two local-level studies that add insightful nuances to the ways in which to gather 
meaningful food security information. One case study explores the variation in the 
coping strategies among ultra-poor households in two rural villages. The other case 
study investigates the food costs to sustain a rural household affected by HIV/AIDS. 
But as in most purposive sampling studies, this raises questions about the non-
representative nature of the sample, which restricts extrapolation beyond the specific 
case. Yet the value addition of purpose-built case studies of well specified locations 
and types of food-insecure households resides precisely in their enrichment of large-
scale surveys. 

We now turn our attention to a synthesis of the information in columns 3 and 4. 
Column 3 (food spending share), firstly, shows the monetary value of food spending 
reported in the sampled studies. The lowest per capita expenditure on food is slightly 
below R120 per month, or R117 based on the GHS 2007.  The IES 2005/06 data 
reveal that in a household of 5, the total spending on food was in the order of R1 100 
(or ±R225 per person) for the poorest decile. Secondly, column 3 further shows the 
weight of this food spending in a household’s total spending basket. The poorest 
income decile spends 37% of their income on food, based on the IES 2005/06. 
Compared to the IES 1995 data, the food spending share for a food-insecure 
household was in the order of 35% based on the Rose-Charlton index – implying a 
fairly stable share for food spending among low-income households over the 10-year 
period. (Although not directly comparable, this amount of spending on food is fairly 
close to R114, which is the inflation-adjusted spending for the average food-insecure 
person based on the Rose-Charlton indicator.)  

Let us consider the per capita food expenditure of ±R225 as a reasonable next step up 
in the ladder of food expenditure cut-off points for low-income persons. This means 
an increase of roughly ±R100 per person above the spending category examined 
above. This helps to characterise another category of ‘food-poor persons’. The 
spending share of households within this category falls within the 35% and 50% range 
of total expenditure. While it is unclear how this food spending share correlates with 
the ultra-poverty status in official reports, the total amount spent on food falls well 
below the per capita cost of a basic food basket pegged at R344 according to the 
National Agricultural Marketing Council (NAMC) Food Price Monitor (FPM) (2008) 
(see also Appendix 2). Interestingly, the evidence reported in table 3 show that the per 
capita food expenditure of the HIV-affect households (±R161.30) covers less than 
half the cost of this NAMC basic food basket. Based on this comparison, it might be 
concluded that the HIV-affected household falls below the transitory hunger cut-off 
point, but is probably vulnerable to a form of ‘chronic hunger’. Moreover, what one 
household considers as its basic food basket clearly differs from the perceptions of 
other households. 

Column 4 (household food security status) shows the percentage (or number) of 
households that fall below a food security threshold and thus correlates with the 
information in column 3. Estimates reported in Table 2 have not been derived from 
an underlying food security benchmark, with the exception of the Rose-Charlton 
percentages based on the 1995 IES. Nevertheless, closer inspection of the data show 
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enlightening patterns about the distribution of households below a food security 
standard. For example, 10% of adults and 12% of children are hungry at the bottom 
end of the income distribution according to the GHS. The 2005 NFCS uses an 
expanded and nuanced hunger scale (besides the methodological complexities alluded 
to above) and shows slightly more than 51% of the population experiencing hunger at 
roughly similar average incomes. This percentage is higher than 39% of food-insecure 
individuals reported in 1995 based on the composite food security indicators of Rose 
and Charlton (but below their 54% for rural areas). However, given the paucity of 
comparative research data sets, we do not know in which direction household-level 
food security moved during the period 1995–2005 – upward or downward? What 
factors can help to explain these anomalies: conceptual, measurement and 
methodological shifts, economic growth, urbanisation, demographic change, food 
inflation, eating habits, access to social grants etc.? Further research is required to 
make sense of some of these puzzles.  

A ‘food-poor’ household generally spends a relatively low amount of expenditure on 
food. Given that spending on food makes up at least a third of total household 
expenditure of the poorest households, then it is reasonable to ask which factors 
besides income prevent these household from spending slightly more on food. Whilst 
South Africa has no official poverty line, evidence across many surveys converge on 
headcount money-metric poverty rates in the order of 40%-60%. The poorest 40% of 
urban households (and the bottom 60% of rural households) has food expenditure 
shares in the 30%-37% range.  Should all these households be considered food 
insecure? However, the amount a household spends on food gives an indirect and 
incomplete picture of household food and nutrition security status. The food 
spending share indicates a household’s food purchasing behaviour, which assumes 
certain knowledge of nutrition and food consumption experience or culture. In terms 
of theory, as explained in section 2, on its own this is a poor indicator of food 
insecurity.  

Our primary purpose is to gain a deeper understanding of the food security status of 
low-income households or persons below the poverty-line, for reasons elaborated 
above. However, this raises questions about the food security status of other sections 
of the population as well. Table 3 basically classifies information in the same way as 
the preceding table. The key difference is that it summarises the food security status 
of the ‘upper-income households’. As stated earlier, columns 3 and 4 reveal the key 
pieces of relevant information. Two salient messages can be summarised from the 
available evidence: Firstly, the absolute amount of spending on food is higher, but the 
share of the total spending basket is lower than that for low-income households. This 
result is consistent with international evidence. Secondly, although upper income 
households do not experience hunger, as to be expected, no definitive statement is 
possible on precisely how many households fall into this category. In the GHS, this 
category overlaps with all other households who never experienced hunger- which is 
of course not a statement on the nutritional status of these households. Furthermore, 
no consistent pattern exists on how much they spend on food- amounts vary from 
R256 per person per month in the 2007 GHS to roughly R580 according to the 
2005/06 IES. Nevertheless, higher income households have the highest likelihood of 
being food secure. If we assume that all of them are food secure, then they make up 
merely 20% of South Africans based on to the 2005 NFCS. Although not directly 
comparable, it is interesting to note that the composite Rose-Charlton index, 



centre for poverty, employment and growth  

 HSRC 

26 

combining the 1995 IES and other datasets, found 30% of South Africans to be food 
secure. These anomalies could be the result of conflicting ways in which measuring 
tools define and calculate who is and is not food secure.   
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5. A Household ‘Food Poverty’ target for South 
Africa  

As explained in section 2, a food security target requires at least two pieces of 
information: a food consumption norm or standard and data on actual food 
consumption. In this section we use the 2005/06 IES and alternative food baskets to 
identify (a) the number of households below a specified "food cost basket line" and 
(b) gaps between actual household food expenditure and the cost of its basic food 
basket.  

5.1. Food consumption standard 

A food security target must start from what people must eat for sustenance of the 
human body. The way to figure out the amount of food a person needs to live a 
healthy life is to estimate the nutrient content of food consumed. A standard measure 
of food adequacy is the kilocalories because this gives the amount of energy gained 
from food consumed. The following table presents the energy values for foods based 
on the NAMC food basket- which is a common list of what the average South 
African consumer buys per month. Foods marked with an asterisk (*) have been 
added for several reasons: non-availability of detailed information on some products 
in the basket therefore the inclusion of alternatives (different types of maize and beef, 
for example); anecdotal information suggests that sugar and bread flour are common 
foods consumed in South Africa and must therefore be included; allowing for likely 
variation in volumes of included foods. (Details of macro-nutrients for foods appear 
in the appendix and these are based on South Africa’s food composition tables of the 
Medical Research Council.) 

The NAMC basket reports the quantity (or volume) of foods purchased for one 
month. Food composition information for South Africa reported by the MRC was 
used to convert this into daily energy values. This is linked to the MRC database on 
food composition for each 100 g serving. First, we estimate the total monthly energy 
represented by the reported volume of each food item in this basket. This gives the 
total energy value expressed in (kj) which is converted into kilocalories as suggested in 
Temple and Steyn (2009). Dividing this monthly figure by 30 gives the average daily 
kilocalories. We ask a simple question: what does it cost to purchase 2054 kcal as 
compared to the 1,555 kcal per person per day? In previous studies, Steyn and Nel 
computed that the average cost of a basket is in the order of 1990 kcal per person per 
day. This is reported in the Temple and Steyn. It is important to distinguish between 
energy available and the energy consumed.  

Table 4- Food basket energy values (kj and kilocalories) 

Food groups and items Total energy value (kj) Kilocalories (4.18 MJ) 

Cereals & staple grains  Per Month Per Day Per Month Per Day 

Loaf of white bread (700 g)          7,714        257.14     1,845.46        61.52  

Loaf of brown bread (700 g)          7,574        252.47     1,811.97        60.40  



centre for poverty, employment and growth  

 HSRC 

28 

Maize Meal (2.5 kg)*        42,225    1,407.50   10,101.68     336.73  

Super maize meal (5 kg)  -   -   -   -  

Special maize meal (5 kg)        84,450         2,815   20,203.35      673.45  

Rice (2 kg)         10,620            354     2,540.67        84.69  

Bread flour (2.5kg)*        39,100    1,303.34    9,354.07     311.81  

Samp (2.5 kg)*         12,725       424.17    3,044.26     101.48  

Vegetables & beans:     

Tinned butter beans (410 g)          2,194         73.12        524.77        17.50  

Onions (1 kg)          1,920         64.00        459.34        15.32  

Cabbage (1 head)          1,360         45.34        325.36        10.85  

Potatoes (1 kg)          3,250        108.34        777.52        25.92  

Potatoes (10 kg)*        32,500    1,083.34    7,775.12     259.18  

Tomatoes (1 kg)             910         30.34        217.71         7.26  

Beans, Dried (500g)*          7,255       241.84    1,735.65       57.86  

Fruits     

Apples (1 kg)          2,670         89.00        638.76        21.30  

Bananas (1 kg)          3,820        127.34        913.88        30.47  

Oranges (1 kg)           2,280         76.00        545.46        18.19  

Animal protein     

Pilchards in tomato sauce (425 g)          2,257         75.23        539.90        18.00  

Whole fresh chicken (/kg)          6,390        213.00     1,528.71        50.96  

Stewing beef (1 kg)   -   -   -   -  

Beef (chuck) 1kg*          7,370       245.67    1,763.16       58.78  

Hake (500 g)*          3,850       128.34       921.06       30.71  

Dairy & eggs:     

LongLife Milk Full Cream (1 l)          2,080         69.34        497.61        16.59  

Extra large eggs (1.5 dozen)           3,975        132.50        950.96        31.70  

Fresh milk (Full Cream, 1/l)*          2,080         69.34       497.61       16.59  

Fats / oils:     

Sunflower oil (750 ml)        25,500        850.00     6,100.48      203.35  

Brick margarine (500 g)        15,400        513.34     3,684.22      122.81  

Peanut butter (410 g)         10,521        350.69     2,516.89        83.90  

Coffee / tea:     

Instant coffee (750g)*          67.50           2.25         16.15         0.54  

Ricoffy regular (750 g)          67.50           2.25         16.15         0.54  

Black / ceylon tea, tagless (62.5 g)            3.13           0.11           0.75         0.03  

Tea Leaves (250g)*          12.50           0.42           3.00         0.10  

Sugar (2.5 kg)*   42,450.00    1,415.00   10,155.51     338.52  

     

NAMC food basket   194,954.48     6,498.49   46,639.79   1,554.66  

Plus: Samp, Beef, Instant Coffee & Sugar   62,612.50    2,087.09   14,979.08     499.31  

NAMC Basket with alternative foods  257,566.98     8,585.57   61,618.87   2,053.97  

Sources: Own calculations based on NAMC (2008), MRC Electronic Food Composition Tables, 
Temple and Steyn (2009) 

To get a more accurate costing of the NAMC food basket, we have reconstructed in 
table 6 the basket to connect each food item with its available 2000 and 2005 prices. 
The food prices are the average annual prices from Statistics South Africa’s pricing 
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data collected to compile its monthly Consumer Price Index (CPI and CPI-X). It is 
better to use 2005 prices because it is the survey year rather than expressing the R344 
total basket cost reported in the Food Price Monitor of October/November 2008 in 
2000 constant prices. The actually observed or recorded 2000 food prices must be 
used for analysis of the 2000 IES data and we report them here to compare how food 
prices had increased over the 5-year interval. Food pricing information in table 6 is 
linked to the dietary energy information in table 5. Taken together, the two tables 
show the cost of dietary energy (CDE) used in Temple and Steyn (2009). This means 
that in 2005 the cost of the ‘average dietary energy food basket’ (2 053kcal/p/d) was 
R262.66 per month per person while the cost of the ‘below average’ basket 
(1 554kcal/p/d) was R189.25. Nutritionists might consider these conservative under-
estimates of food portion costs for two reasons: the estimates ignore the composition 
of dietary energy and micro/macro nutrients actually consumed. The idea however is 
not to exhaustively estimate how high the costs of actual food composition baskets 
might be, but to demonstrate a high-level approach to a food security baseline using 
available data in the public domain. 

Table 5- Cost of NAMC Food Basket in 2000 and 2005 Prices for each 
item 

Food groups and items 2000 2005 
Cereals & staple grain products    
 Loaf of white bread (700 g) 3.31 4.66 
  Loaf of brown bread (700 g) 2.82 4.06 
Maize Meal (2.5 kg)* 6.2 7.3 
Super maize meal (5 kg) - 12.57  
Special maize meal (5 kg) - 10.53  
Rice (2 kg)  8.48 9.64 
Bread flour (2.5kg)* 10.26 11.98 
Samp (2.5 kg)*  6.68 8.34 
Vegetables & beans:   
 Tinned butter beans (410 g) 3.92 6.14  
Onions (1 kg) 2.96 5.02 
Cabbage (1 head) 2.8 3.98 
Potatoes (1 kg) 3.25 5.00 
Potatoes (10 kg)* 17.16 23.99 
 Tomatoes (1 kg)  2.73 6.86 
Beans, Dried (500g)* 4.01 4.94 
Fruits   
Apples (1 kg) 5.85 7.4 
 Bananas (1 kg) - 4.37 
 Oranges (1 kg)  - 6.94 
Animal protein   
Pilchards in tomato sauce (425 g) 4.43 6.58 
Whole fresh chicken (1kg) 12.08 18.31 
Stewing beef (1 kg)  - - 
Beef chuck (1kg)* 18.45   26.49  
Hake (500 g)* 15.35 38.93 
Dairy & eggs:   
 Long Life Milk Full Cream (1 l) 3.86  6.43  
 Extra large eggs (1.5 dozen)  7.23 16.49 
Fresh milk (Full Cream, 1/l)* 3.27 4.33 
Fats / oils:   
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 Sunflower oil (750 ml) 4.39 7.26 
Brick margarine (500 g) 5.68 7.35 
Peanut butter (410 g)  6.08 9.35 
Coffee / tea:   
Instant coffee (750g)* 14.03 25.84 
Ricoffy regular (750 g)  25.90  
 Black / Ceylon tea, tagless (62.5 g) 3.77 4.41 
Tea Leaves (250g)* 12.19 14.64 
Sugar (2.5 kg)* 9.93 12.74 
   
NAMC food basket 83.64  189.25  
Plus: Samp, Beef, Instant Coffee & Sugar 49.09  73.41  
NAMC Basket with alternative foods 132.73  262.66  

Sources: NAMC (2008), StatsSA 2000, 2005.  

5.2 Use of IES 2005/06 data 

The Income and Expenditure Survey is a large and useful dataset to understand food 
expenditure patterns among different income categories. Statistics South Africa, the 
official national statistical agency, conducts the Income and Expenditure Survey (IES) 
every 5 years. One stated purpose of the survey is to collect detailed expenditure 
information to assist StatsSA to develop weights for its consumer price index (CPI). 
The sample frame of the IES is representative of the South African population 
because it is based on the last census of 2001.  It is thus a reliable information source 
for national and provincial quantitative analyses as well as comparative assessments 
with other datasets based on the same sampling frame (Labadrios et al 2009). In the 
2005/06 survey, respondent households were asked to complete a weekly diary as well 
with the aim to improve the accuracy of income and expenses. 

The IES dataset contains food spending amounts on all major food groups and items 
consumed by South African households (Aliber 2009). For each food item purchased, 
the monetary value of spending is collected but no details that separate the quantity of 
an item from its unit price. Collecting quantities and related prices is not a common 
method of data collection because it makes the surveying process very cumbersome9. 
However, splitting quantity from price has some merit and benefit: it enables one to 
track the actual amount of food flowing into a household and how this might vary 
with price changes. For it is common for people to adjust the quantity and quality of 
food they buy when prices change. This means that the monetary value of food 
expenditure gathered through the IES is one among many proxies to investigate 
household food security. Yet the quantity of food purchased is still a better indicator 
of household food security than the total monetary value of food expenditure. Temple 

                                                      

9 The first wave of the National Income Dynamics Survey (NIDS) and the Bureau for Marketing 
Research (BMR) surveys on household income and expenditure also collect only the monetary value of 
food expenditure for specific items. The Generalized Household Survey (GHS), on the other hand, 
collects total estimated food spending but no information on items or food groups. 
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and Steyn (2009) go a step further by focusing on nutrition attached to volumes of 
food intake. With a focus on dietary health, they report the amount of energy (in 
kilocalories) most commonly consumed in South Africa and the contribution of 
various food items (for each 100 g serving) to this dietary energy. 

Despite improvements in the method of data collection used in IES 2005/06, 
particularly with the aid of the weekly diaries, the table below indicates that 14,578 
households reported zero food expenditure. This percentage of households is about 
0.12% of the 12,6 million households represented in the IES and its influence on the 
overall analysis might thus be considered not very significant. Nonetheless, this offers 
a sense of the quality of IES and opens questions on the possible sources of this 
anomaly in the reported food expenditure figures. It is worth noting, however, that 
the spread of these “zero food spending households” is not just concentrated among 
the bottom income deciles but instead varies across all income deciles. Fewer upper 
income households reported zero food expenditure relative to say the bottom 4 
deciles and it is probably not surprising to find poorer households accessing food 
through donations and maybe some own production. It is unclear why some top 
income deciles reported zero food expenditure. This could be a result of typical 
survey non-response problem or perhaps it captures a more general problem of 
under-reporting of food expenditure in this survey.  

 

Table 6- Households reporting “zero” food expenditure by income 
deciles 

“Zero” food spending households Income Deciles 

N % 

1 1,465 10.05 

2 830 5.69 

3 2,492 17.09 

4 2,228 15.28 

5 2,041 14 

6 1,774 12.17 

7 2,063 14.15 

8 280 1.92 

9 992 6.8 

10 413 2.83 

Total 14,578 100 

Source: IES 2005/06 

If evidence of under-reporting of food expenditure exists, then this is likely to reflect 
in low shares of food spending in overall household expenditure or income. The food 
expenditure information in the following table refers to food items purchased plus the 
costs of foods eaten away from home (in restaurants, hotels and fast-food outlets). 
Table 8 displays the annual per capita food expenditure, income per person and 
household size across income deciles. The monetary values are adjusted for inflation 
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to reflect real amounts in 2000 prices. As expected, per capita food expenditure of a 
low-income household is consistently less than what a higher-income household 
spends- and this gap grows larger over the upper 4 deciles (richest 40%). However, 
when this is expressed as a share of total expenditure or income then the ‘food 
spending share’ for the poor is higher (38%) relative to more affluent households 
(9%).  

Table 7 – Annual per capita and total food expenditure, food 
expenditure share and household size by income deciles (2000 prices)  

Income 
Deciles  

Total 
Expenditure  

Food 
Expenditure  

Food 
Expenditure 
Share 

Average 
Household 
Size 

1     4,075.80    1,387.47          38.6           5.0  
2     4,331.63    1,551.95          37.7           5.3  
3     4,987.26    1,612.25          35.0           4.8  
4     6,099.21    1,926.18          34.1           4.3  
5     7,687.27    2,167.88          31.0           3.8  
6     9,048.60    2,306.12          28.7           3.5  
7   12,511.41    2,722.21          25.1           3.3  
8   20,185.97    3,559.20          20.9           2.9  
9   37,063.06    4,426.56          14.6           2.9  
10   94,379.89    7,207.74           9.3           2.5  

Total   20,032.89    2,886.50          27.5           3.8  

Source: Calculated from StatsSA, IES, 2005 

We conducted a quick analysis of the urban-rural breakdown of these figures and 
found these to be in line with Aliber’s (2009) estimates. Rural households are relatively 
larger with a lower absolute level of per capita food expenditure. Furthermore, the 
average rural household tends to be poorer. (This appears to be consistent with the 
overall pattern that poor families spend a relatively larger share of their income or 
overall household spending on food.  However, it is worth noting that the absolute 
level of food expenditure per person is the lowest in the rural areas (the bottom 3 
deciles). We want to know if households can afford the cost of a basic NAMC food 
basket. Household food expenditure is unevenly distributed within and between rural 
and urban locations. To probe deeper into the food expenditure patterns for specified 
household types (as mentioned in section 2), requires more detailed information about 
the livelihood strategies of households. As an illustrative example, consider the case of 
subsistence farmers. The IES has limited information on subsistence production, 
which means that it tends to underestimate the contribution of own production to 
household food. Aliber (2009) investigates this using several years of Labour Force 
Surveys and suggests that approximately 2.5 million households (representing 4 
million people mainly in the former homelands) farm on small plots to produce extra 
food. 

A food consumption norm or standard is a tool similar to a poverty line. A poverty 
line splits the non-poor from the poor and also measures the degrees or depth of 
destitution – usually measured in terms of income, expenditure, assets, etc. Basic food 
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needs form a building block and starting point for constructing a food security 
baseline. A minimum sustainable level of food security based on nutrient intake 
therefore needs to be established. However, the construction of a universal food 
consumption benchmark is bound to be tricky because it involves a number of 
complex determinants of food security. Furthermore, there are many subjective 
notions of what ought to be included in an adequate food basket.  

Table 9 displays estimates of dietary energy costs per adult equivalent (ADEQ). It 
presents the variation in the costs of two nutrient-based food baskets for different 
household sizes: at levels of average dietary energy and below average dietary energy 
(based on the detailed calculations in section 5.1.). In 2005 the cost of the ‘average 
dietary energy food basket’ (2 053kcal/p/d) was R262,66 per month per person while the 
cost of the ‘below average’ basket (1 554kcal/p/d) was R189,25. The monthly cost of 
each food basket per person and household is reflected. A realistic way to estimate the 
total household consumption is in terms of an adult equivalent scale (or ADEQ). This 
captures the notion that food consumption of an average child up to the 14-18 age 
bracket tends to be lower than what the average adult consumes. A smaller weight is 
therefore allocated to food consumption by children within a household, hence the 
difference between total household size and total adult equivalents. The adult 
equivalent scale thus tracks economies of scale in consumption.  As an illustrative 
example, we show how the adult-children ratio in a family of 5 shifts the adult 
equivalents even if the overall household size does not change according to more 
traditional calculations.  

Table 8 – ADEQ Food Baskets based on Dietary Energy Cost, 2005 
prices  

Dietary Energy Cost Estimates 

Average Dietary 
Energy 

Below Average Dietary 
Energy  

Adult Children HH Size ADEQ 

=2,054kcal/p/d =1,553kcal/p/d 

1 0 1 1 262.66 262.66 189.25 189.25 

0 1 1 0.54 262.66 141.83 189.25 102.20 

1 1 2 1.45 262.66 380.86 189.25 274.41 

2 1 3 2.29 262.66 601.49 189.25 433.38 

2 2 4 2.69 262.66 706.55 189.25 509.08 

2 3 5 3.09 262.66 811.62 189.25 584.78 

3 2 5 3.49 262.66 916.68 189.25 660.48 

Notes: Adult equivalent scale (or ADEQ) captures the notion that food consumption of an 
average child up to the 14-17 age bracket tends to be lower than what the average adult 
consumes. A smaller weight is therefore allocated to food consumption by children within a 
household, hence the difference between total household size and total adult equivalents. The 
adult equivalent scale thus tracks economies of scale in consumption. 

Source: StatsSA IES 2005/06 

Two groups of the households can be distinguished based on this approach to per 
capita food expenditure within the household. Some households spend enough on 
food to enable them to meet the cost their basic food baskets. Other households 
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unfortunately fall below this benchmark. Table 6 is based on IES 2005/06 data and 
separates households into those that can afford the cost an adequate level of dietary 
energy, and those that fall below this threshold: 

• Food spend > dietary energy food cost: this shows the number and percentage of 
households with actual food spending above the estimated cost of dietary 
energy. 

• Food spend < dietary energy food cost: this shows the number and percentage of 
households whose actual food spending fell below the estimated cost of 
dietary energy. 

At the cost of the average dietary energy basket, which was R262 per person per 
month based on 2005 food prices, 81% of households had total food expenditures 
below this dietary energy cost. However, 77% of urban households and slightly more 
than 90% of rural households had food expenditures below the average dietary energy 
basket. The below average dietary energy cost line as it has been constructed here is 
slightly lower R189 per person per month based on 2005 food prices. The percentage 
of households with food expenditures below this cut-off falls to 73% for all 
households, but this is unevenly spread across urban areas (85%) and rural districts 
(67%).  

Which households are able to meet their “dietary energy costs”? Taking all 
households together, 27% can afford the “below average dietary energy cost” whilst 
slightly more than 18% (1 in 5 households) spend enough to buy their “average 
dietary cost”. This means that more households have food spending patterns to meet 
the ‘below average cost of dietary energy’. The picture is not surprising when focusing 
on a rural-urban breakdown of the ability of households to meet their dietary energy 
costs. Interestingly, while this percentage of urban households rises by roughly 10%, 
the rise in the number of rural households is around 5%. In other words, depth of 
food insecurity based on the ‘cost of dietary energy’ is substantially more in rural 
areas. 

Table 9: Number of households above and below ‘basic’ dietary energy 
food costs, urban and rural  

Food spend > dietary energy 
cost 

Food spend < dietary energy 
cost 

 Location 

N % N % 

All households 3 331 670 26.8 9 100 764 73.2 

Urban 2 679 563 33.08 5 420 440 66.92 

Below average 
dietary 
energy 
cost 

Rural 652 107 15.05 3 680 324 84.95 

All households  2 293 886 18.45 10 138 548 81.55 

Urban 1 881 692 23.23 6 218 311 76.77 

Average  
dietary 
energy cost Rural 412 194 9.51 3 920 237 90.49 

Source: Own calculations based on IES 2005/06 (StatsSA 2008) 
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In conclusion, the above results ought to be interpreted with caution. Surprisingly 
high percentages of rural and urban households report food spending levels below the 
estimated dietary energy costs. Some of this could be explained by the data limitations 
discussed above. Additional robustness tests could help to validate these findings. 
However, the 2005 NFCS, despite its small but nationally representative sample size, 
found “one in five households to be food secure” (Labadarios et al 2008:259). Its 
emphasis was on micro-nutrient deficiencies. In this context, the estimates based on 
dietary energy costs reported in table 6 appear more plausible. Moreover, the food 
spending shares of the poorest households vary widely across surveys: 71% in the 
BMR survey, 51% in the NFCS and 38% in the IES. More in-depth work is required 
to find possible nutritionally adequate food expenditure ranges and how these might 
change the percentages of “food poor households”. 
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6. Conclusion 

This paper has developed an initial approach to household food security targets for 
low-income South Africans. A food security target is a measurable goal to reduce 
hunger among low-income people. The broad make-up of such a target needs to 
factor in, among other food security determinants, household composition, 
geographic location, wealth generating and livelihood activities, institutional dynamics 
and risks. A food security target depends heavily on the type of indicators used to 
define and calculate baseline information. Three categories of food security indicators 
exist with their respective strengths and limitations: food availability indicators focus 
on national food supply, yet pay scant attention to individual nutritional status; food 
expenditure and access indicators measure the monetary value of food as a proxy for 
food consumption, but often exclude individual nutritional status (or other 
anthropometric measurements); composite indexes incorporate all the available 
dimensions of food security into a single index, but the weights attached to 
components of the index might misrepresent their values in practice. 

Low-income households spend a relatively larger share of income on food as 
confirmed by our comparative review of South African evidence. On average, the 
poorest 40% of households spend in the 30%-40% range of their total spending or 
income on food. Other nationally representative surveys find higher food spending 
shares among the poorest households: 71% in the BMR survey, 51% in the NFCS 
However, knowing this average spending range does not really tell us whether these 
households are food-insecure or what the nature of this food insecurity might be. 
Data from the IES 2005/06 do not allow for the specification of a complete range of 
food security targets with an accompanying set of policy interventions and what these 
might cost. For example, in the case of food poor households in ‘working poverty’, 
we need better data to test how a higher social wage might reduce the cost of a 
nutritionally adequate basic food basket for low-income households. 

The proposed methodological approach asks whether a household’s food expenditure 
is enough for a nutritionally adequate food basket. It has revealed that incredibly high 
percentages of rural and urban households report food spending levels below the 
estimated dietary energy costs. In 2005 the cost of the ‘average dietary energy food basket’ 
(2 053kcal/p/d) was R262,66 per month per person while the cost of the ‘below average’ 
basket (1 554kcal/p/d) was R189,25. Whilst further robustness tests might be helpful 
to validate this finding, the result that 1 in 5 households can afford the average dietary 
energy costs appears consistent with recent surveys that focus on micro-nutrient 
intake. Future studies need to develop the conceptual and methodological tools for 
more nuanced food security baseline information. More specifically, the need exists to 
investigate: composite indicators for food security targeting, survey tools to improve 
the comprehensiveness and quality of household food security data, capabilities for 
ongoing bottom-up food security monitoring to understand how households cope 
with various livelihood shocks and feasible food security policy interventions. 
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Appendix 1 – The aggregate food insecurity gap 

Dutta et al. (2006) developed and tested a normalised food insecurity indicator (NFII) 
which is based on the broader class of the poverty-gap measures. The degree of food 

insecurity for an individual household ( )id  shows the gap between the food-insecure 

household and the ‘food security benchmark’ ( )e . 

From the above, a class of food insecurity gets developed in the spirit of the familiar 
deprivation indicators: 
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where ( )l i refers to the rank of each household based on the weight assigned to it. 

A main insight from this framework is that it allows for probing the distribution of 
inter- and intra-household food shortages using a single index. More specifically, both 

SG
d and 

SN
d give some sense of the inequality in food deprivation within the food-

insecure household. Although the goal is to figure out food security information that 
will enable the targeting of each individual, existing data sets usually gather 
information from one respondent for the household. Whilst this limitation on the 
social unit is a drawback, it does not prevent the adjustment of the household 
measure to focus on the food security status of vulnerable groups within the 
households, such as children and the elderly.  
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Appendix 2 – Personal communication with 
NAMC senior economist on cost of basic food 
basket 

 

QUESTIONS: 

1. Is there a readily available database on food prices for rural and urban areas? Our 
understanding is that your unit has been tracking price movements in rural areas 
alongside the usual Stats SA CPI information collection. 

2. In the November 2008 issue, the FPM uses R344 as the cost of a basic food 
basket. We want to know: 

2.1.  the methodology used to construct this ‘basic food basket’ (household 
   expenditure model?)  

2.2.  on what basis food items have been included in this ‘basic food basket’. 
   For example: Was the nutrient content of food taken into consideration? 

KINDLY FIND THE ANSWERS TO YOUR QUESTIONS BELOW: 

Response to question 1: 

We source the urban food prices we use in the Food Price Monitor from Stats SA, as 
well as AC Nielsen, based on MoU’s. The latter company supply us with data that 
Stats SA do not gather. All the surveys conducted by Stats SA and AC Nielsen is on a 
monthly basis. The sample frame between the two sources might be different. In fact, 
we suspect that the Stats SA sample is much larger than the AC Nielsen sample, but 
we get prices for different products from each source. If you need data on selected 
items we can supply it to you. With regards to food prices in the rural areas, we do our 
own data collection; Stats SA does the capturing and NAMC the analysis. The data 
can be requested from NAMC. 

Response to question 2: 

The composition of the food basket was based on the items included in the *typical* 
food basket applied by the Food Price Monitoring Committee in 2003. The *typical* 
food basket consisted of the following items:  

STAPLE FOOD PRODUCTS 

� Loaf of white bread (700 g) 

� Loaf of brown bread (700 g) 

� Super maize meal (5 kg) 

� Special maize meal (5 kg) 

� Rice (2 kg)  
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VEGETABLES & BEANS: 

� Tinned butter beans (410 g) 

� Onions (1 kg) 

� Cabbage (1 head) 

� Potatoes (1 kg) 

� Tomatoes (1 kg)  

 FRUIT: 

� Apples (1 kg) 

� Bananas (1 kg) 

� Oranges (1 kg)  

ANIMAL PROTEIN: 

� Pilchards in tomato sauce (425 g) 

� Whole fresh chicken 

� Stewing beef (1 kg)  

DAIRY & EGGS: 

� LongLife Milk Full Cream (1 l) 

� Extra large eggs (1.5 dozen)  

FATS / OILS: 

� Sunflower oil (750 ml) 

� Brick margarine (500 g) 

� Peanut butter (410 g)  

COFFEE / TEA: 

� Ricoffy regular (750 g) 

� Black / ceylon tea – tagless tea bags (62.5 g) 

In order to maintain a nutritional balance, the *typical* food basket was constructed 
to include the following: 

1. all the main food groups (staples, vegetables, beans, fruit, meat, fish, dairy, eggs, 
fats/oils), as well as hot beverages (coffee/tea);  

2. all the main staple food types typically consumed by SA consumers; 

3. the most common food items typically consumed by SA consumers within the 
various food groups. 
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Appendix 3: Food Energy Information 

Table A 3.1. Macro-Nutrient Information of Foods per 100g Serving, 

Food name Food group Protein (g) Carbohydrate (g) Fat (g) Fibre (g) Energy (kj) 

Bread/rolls, white Cereal and cereal products 8.5 49.3 1.8 3.1 1102 

Bread/rolls, whole- wheat Cereal and cereal products 8.3 44.2 2.1 6.6 1082 

Bread/rolls, brown Cereal and cereal products 8.6 44.1 2 6.6 1082 

Wheat flour, brown bread meal Cereal and cereal products 12.6 68.5 1.8 7 1564 

Samp and beans, 1:1 Cereal and cereal products 4.5 20.6 0.3 4.2 509 

       

Maize meal, special, raw (white) Cereal and cereal products 8.9 81.6 2.5 3.4 1689 

Maize meal, special, raw (yellow) Cereal and cereal products 8.9 81.6 2.5 3.4 1689 

Maize meal, cooked crumbly porridge Cereal and cereal products 3.6 33.5 1 1.4 692 

Maize meal, cooked, soft porridge Cereal and cereal products 1.2 11.4 0.3 0.5 234 

Maize meal, cooked, stiff porridge Cereal and cereal products 2.1 19.6 0.6 0.8 405 

 

 

       

Rice, white, cooked, with sun oil Cereal and cereal products 2.6 26.1 5.3 0.4 691 

Rice, white, cooked Cereal and cereal products 2.7 27.5 0.3 0.4 531 

Rice, white, cooked, with butter Cereal and cereal products 2.6 26.1 4.4 0.4 658 

       

Green beans, boiled Vegetables 1.8 2.6 0.2 3.2 137 

Beans, haricot, dried, raw Legumes and legume products 22.3 35.5 1.3 25.2 1459 

Broadbeans, dried, raw Legumes and legume products 26.1 35.4 1.5 22.9 1490 

Beans, dried, canned in tomato sauce 
(baked beans) 

Legumes and legume products 4.8 17.9 0.5 7.7 535 

Beans, sugar, dried, cooked Legumes and legume products 7.1 19.5 0.6 8.2 614 

Beans, sugar, dried, raw Legumes and legume products 16.9 46.2 1.3 19.4 1451 
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Potato, dehydrated, raw Vegetables 8.4 73.9 0.7 7.2 1547 

Potato, frozen, boiled Vegetables 1.4 13.6 0.1 1.3 281 

Potato, frozen, raw Vegetables 1.4 13.6 0.1 1.3 281 

       

Beef, stew, cabbage (fat meat) Meat and meat products 10.8 5.2 12.2 0.8 737 

Beef, stew,vegetable (fat trimmed meat) Meat and meat products 13.4 6.3 6.2 1.1 583 

Beef, stew,vegetable (lean meat) Meat and meat products 13.6 6.3 3.7 1.1 494 

       

Chicken, white meat, frozen, roasted Meat and meat products 29.5 0 3.3 0 692 

Chicken, white meat, frozen, boiled Meat and meat products 30.2 0 3.9 0 639 

Chicken, roasted (dark meat, with skin) Meat and meat products 26 0 15.8 0 1027 

       

Fish, low fat, fried in sun oil Fish and seafood 20.9 0 11.2 0 770 

Fish, low fat, grilled Fish and seafood 23.2 0 1.3 0 443 

Fish, medium fat, battered/crumbed, fried in 
sun oil 

Fish and seafood 22.4 6.1 14 0.2 1006 

Fish, medium fat, fried in sun oil Fish and seafood 25.4 0 14 0 950 

Pilchard in tomato sauce Fish and seafood 18.8 0.7 5.4 0 531 

Sardine, canned in tomato sauce (drained) Fish and seafood 16.4 0.5 12 0.1 733 

       

Egg white, raw Eggs 11.3 1.1 0.1 0 215 

Egg yolk, raw Eggs 16.3 3.6 29.6 0 1434 

Egg, fried in sun oil Eggs 12.5 1.2 15.2 0 795 

       

Cabbage, dehydrated, boiled Vegetables 1.5 3.8 0.2 4 166 

Cabbage, dehydrated, raw Vegetables 13.1 38.9 1.7 28.6 1433 

Cabbage, raw Vegetables 1.5 4.3 0.1 2 136 

       

Tomato, raw Vegetables 0.9 2.9 0.2 1.1 91 

Tomato, sun-dried Vegetables 14.1 43.5 3 12.3 1299 

       

Onion, dehydrated, raw Vegetables 8.3 71.8 1.2 9.1 1561 

Onion, raw Vegetables 0.9 8.7 0.1 1.5 192 
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Potato chips/french fries, fried in sun oil Vegetables 4.3 35.1 14.8 3.5 1277 

Potato, baked in skin (flesh and skin) Vegetables 2.3 22.8 0.1 2.4 471 

Potato, raw (flesh and skin) Vegetables 1.5 15.9 0.1 1.5 325 

Potato, raw (flesh only) Vegetables 1.6 16.6 0.1 1.6 340 

       

Banana, raw (peeled) Fruit 1.3 18.8 0.3 1.7 382 

Apple, average, raw Fruit 0.2 13 0.1 2.3 267 

Apple, dried, raw Fruit 0.9 57.2 0.3 8.7 1147 

Orange, raw (peeled) Fruit 0.8 9.2 0.1 3.2 228 

Orange juice, fresh Fruit 0.7 10.2 0.2 0.2 196 

       

Milk, full fat, fresh Milk and milk products 3.2 4.8 3.4 0 260 

Milk, low fat / 2% fat, fresh Milk and milk products 3.3 4.9 2 0 208 

       

Sugar, white, granulated Sugar, syrups and sweets 0 99.9 0 0 1698 

Tea, brewed Miscellaneous 0 0.3 0 0 5 

Coffee, brewed/ instant Miscellaneous 0.1 0.4 0 0 9 

Cocoa powder Miscellaneous 18.5 11.5 21.7 12.1 1519 

Sources: Medical Research Council, Electronic South African Food Composition Tables 
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