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The Situation, Reason and Suggestion of Fruits Export Suffocated in China

LIU Han-cheng'?

(1. Economy and Management College, Huazhong Agricultural Universityy, Wuhan Hubei 430070 Ching 2. Business College, Huanggang
Normal University, Huanggang, Hubei 438000 China)

Abstract; With TBT and SPS bulwark replacing traditional tariff non-tariff bulwark, fruit exports had been frequently
suffocated. How to reply foreign TBT and SPS bulw ark which need us to study in current. This article analyzed the ac-

tuality of fruits export suffocated of China in current and found out the reason, lastly put forw ard many policy measures.

Key words: China; Fruits; Export Suffocated

230



