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N, = Y ni = la, xE, (1) 2000—2016
(1) a, L ’
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o (%)
2009
14
2000 29.22 9.41 1280 10.56 11.55 1190 14.55
1.2 2005 25.27 1726 18.02 512 6.18 20.69 7.46
2000 30.57 2260 13.28 2.9 4.96 18.24 7.35
006 29.97 27.15 579 433 614 1462 11.99
Rotterdam
28.00 20.86 1248 4.84 593 1922 8.67
> 2000 27.95 9.76 13.39 10.55 1159 17.05 9.7l
s 2005 2293 17.07 20.47 473 5.55 2490 4.35
2010 29.25 23.31 13.36 2.8 5.86 20.23 5.13
006 30.24 28.64 615 396 665 14.01 10.35
o (2): 26,32 2135 1405 464 612 2160 5.9
w,dlng, = bdinQ + Y c,dlnp, (2) 2000 37.70 13.58 18.00 9.45 10.86 123 9.18
i 2005 37.36 2616 2416 218 353 190 4.69
(2) w, i 2010 39.60 30.30 18.19 1.09 4.10 1.53 520
- ; 2016 36.54 38.08 802 L79 645 214 698
o 3732 30.40 164 262 55 200 5.67
v P J 2000 2456 8.34 1202 7.25 831 3.0l 8.52
. ding, ; dinp, 2005 16.09 14.03 2195 210 2.44 40.42 2.9
b . 2010 21.81 20.44 1101 144 6.64 33.56 5.0
i T 016 2478 2742 6.03 109 6.5 2191 12.24
o dInQ = 3 w,dlng; 19.57 18.37 1446 239 2.07 3446 8.68
b e . (2) 2000 27.30 9.82 1291 16.46 17.19 507 11.25
i ij
2005 26.63 1730 16.07 10.67 11.97 1127 6.09
21):1 Z(,:O,
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2016 o
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o 1,237 (0.210)  -1.409™ (0.418)
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o (
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3
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0.256™ (0.124)  —0. 102 (0.089) 0. 074 (0.108) -0.177° (0.102)
0. 522 (0.187) -0. 035 (0.093) -0.364™ (0. 120) 0. 140 (0. 104)
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0.286 (0.212) 0.240 (0.202) 0.393* (0.158) 0. 688 (0.213)
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Chinese Food Import Demand Based on Nutrition Perspective
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Abstract: Based on Chinese food import data from 2000 to 2016  this paper examined the source distribution of China’s energy and main
energy supply nutrients and estimated the elasticity of import demand for each nutrient. The results indicated that the United States Brazil
Argentina and ASEAN were the main sources of Chinas imports of energy and major nutrients. The expenditure elasticity results showed that the
expenditures of energy and major nutrients in the United States and Argentina were flexible. The self-price elasticity of all nutrition was
negative. Cross—price elasticity results suggested that there were competing or complementary relationships among the main food import countries.
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