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Income Level Aging and Nutrient Intake:

A Study Based on Urban Household Data in Guangdong Province

Li Guojing Chen Yongfu

Abstract: Chinese urban residents face the dual challenge of undernutrition and overnutrition. Based
on the household survey data of Guangdong Province this paper uses the threshold model to carry out
the threshold division of the high and low income samples and further estimate the effect of income
level and aging on nutrient intake. The results show that there is a significant income threshold effect
on nutrient intake in the overall sample. The income elasticities of energy protein and fat demand
below the threshold sample are 0. 816 0. 848 and 0. 840 respectively. When the per capita income
crosses the threshold the corresponding income elasticities decrease to 0. 666 0. 507 and 0.481. The
effect of aging on the nutrient intake of high —income group is negatively significant but the effect on
low — income group is not significant. It can be seen that it is necessary to adopt differentiated
interventions to guide the diet when formulating food and nutrition demand policies at different income
levels. It is necessary to carry out the elderly nutrition monitoring and dietary guidance.

Keywords: Income level; Aging; Nutrient intake; Urban household.
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