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CHINESE FOOD IMPORT DEMAND ESTIMATION UNDER

TRADE LIBERALIZATION"
Li Guojing' Han Xinru’ Chen Yongfu™*
(1. Institute of Agriculture Resource and Regional Planning Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences Beijing 100081 China;
2. Institute of Agricultural Economics and Development Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences Beijing 100081 China;

3. College of Economics and Management China Agricultural University Beijing 10008 China)

Abstract This article analyzed Chinese food import pattern and used the Rotterdam model to estimate the elasticity
of Chinese food import demand by using the data of Chinese food imports from 1996 to 2016. In the import pattern
the United States Brazil Argentina and countries along the Belt and Road Initiative all accounted for a large
proportion of China’s food imports. The elasticity of spending showed that when the demand for food imports from
China increased the increase in the amount of food imported from Canada were relatively largest with Brazil and
Argentina having the smallest increase. Price elasticity showed that food imports from Brazil and Argentina were
relatively minimally affected by changes in their own prices followed by the United States and Australia. The cross—
price elasticity showed that there was a complementary relationship between the import of United States and
Canadian food and there was a competitive relationship between imported Australia and Brazil and Argentina.
Chinese food imports should take full account of these relationships the sources of food imports transportation
routes and trade channels in order to ensure the safety of food trade.

Keywords food; import demand; market pattern; elasticity; Rotterdam model



