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Table 1  Change of ecological footprint per capita in Guyuan County from 1997~2006 (hm”/ cap)
0 i L8 M V&9 ST RETE ] b A R
Year Farmland Grassland Forest Water Building land Energy land  Ecological footprint
1997 0.2642 0.7879 0.0002 0.0371 0.0895 0.0053 1.1841
1998 0.6690 0.8006 0.0001 0.0565 0.1377 0.0054 1.6693
1999 0.3650 0.7882 0.0003 0.0679 0.1376 0.0048 1.3638
2000 0.1635 0.8872 0.0001 0. 0686 0.1365 0.0072 1.2630
2001 0.1371 0.7593 0.0002 0.0023 0.1373 0.0056 1.0416
2002 0.2148 0. 8146 0.0001 0.0756 0.1807 0.0056 1.2915
2003 0.4284 0.8075 0. 0001 0. 0860 0.1436 0.0068 1.4724
2004 0.7778 0.7757 0. 0001 0.0873 0.1456 0.0070 1.7934
2005 0. 8045 0.8445 0. 0001 0.0780 0.1466 0.0069 1. 8805
2006 0.9598 0.9043 0. 0001 0.0786 0.1464 0. 0240 2.1132
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Fig-1 Growth of ecological footprint per capita
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Table 2 Change of ecological carrying capacity per capita in Guyuan County from 1997 to 2006 (hmz/ cap)

4 Hrity sl FHh feismichil K AR
Year Farmland Forest Grassland Building land Water Ecological carrying capacity
1997 0.7908 0.0507 0.3138 0.0569 0.0061 1.0721
1998 0.5724 0.0530 0.3137 0.0878 0.0061 0.9091
1999 0.8480 0.0548 0.3135 0.0876 0.0061 1.1528
2000 0.7056 0.0544 0.3545 0.0870 0.0061 1.0628
2001 0.2442 0.0553 0.2910 0.0876 0.0061 0.6021
2002 0.1152 0.0657 0.3016 0.1154 0.0061 0.5315
2003 0.1221 0.0845 0.3099 0.0915 0. 0064 0.5407
2004 0.2642 0.0925 0.2774 0.0926 0. 0064 0.6451
2005 0.6493 0.0927 0.2557 0.0928 0. 0064 0.9653
2006 0.2706 0.0982 0.2668 0.0922 0.0064 0.6461
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Table 3 Change of ecological deficit per capita in

Guyuan County from 1997~2006 (hmZ/cap)

P élszE_ﬂ_I élzjfﬁ(ﬁjj ii‘ﬁﬁ“?
Year Ecnlngcal E?nlogcal ‘ ECOIO-gll(‘,al
footprint carrying capacity deficit
1997 1.1841 1.0721 —0.1120
1998 1.6693 0.9091 —0.7602
1999 1.3638 1.1528 —0.2110
2000 1.2630 1.0628 —0.2003
2001 1.0416 0.6021 —0.4395
2002 1.2915 0.5315 —0.7600
2003 1.4724 0.5407 —0.9317
2004 1.7934 0.6451 —1.1483
2005 1.8805 0.9653 —0.9153
2006 2.1132 0.6461 —1.4671

4 s I

A A A MR AT 2R I A T AR S
F VR L AT b A A5 50 o A R Ee ]
F AR AR A 2 S B AT R SR SR
B, FRERT B 4 B A AERS Bl BTt
0.9291 hm”, HrHbFIECH AR 25 /25053 51 _E 7T 0. 6957
hm” F10. 1164 hm®, 4= 257K 25 /1 43 B S e 7 0. 5202
hm” F10. 0470 hm® | B4 FASHRFEHE HAES
T I B R S T LA b A 25 7R d ™
] AT L X A A 2 B R A S LA
B, R IR B AT R TSR
— R IHEE LA TRA B S R

TG IV 4 o A b SR 4
IKEEHLE R IR . KR B & R b, R
B o B D SR b TS K RIS - iR S S et (i
T H AR R R, A S BB K TTAT 16 R R K
Bt DLORIE M K 3RS R SERT B B o 14 e
PR L GRIERE M IE ), A e 7 S G ) 5 e
*Béj:A

Ao

55— N RBCRAZS A S S, 2
PRE A AR ), WA A 7S R, 06 A 8K
B H S IR e BT A B AR S BT
H A b N TSR 3R — 00K S T R A A
5. BONEERR A BN I R TR &
JRA P RN TR Y S, I SR AR
MEAEHHD, BB SHL S S B R —F
FA S AT D0 A i B X - A A R e i R
T A= 25 R e T R iR

B L LR A ISR B A2 R B



240 TR XAOATTT

521 %

[ 51 7 AP A A — A 2 ) ROBE 1Y R A e 300 3t
DAL A Y B X b K X A LRy o R A A
A BEAN L A AS 5 e, AR PH A IR < AR S ThRE”
EBUYNENPINE MRS D ERAS 3 (el 0
AT B A5 8RR g AR S kb 2, W4 R
PR S U B A AS AR B LI [ AN AT
AT AR SRR I A BB AR SR

HERS R By — DN BN TRIE AT ROV TT i
(EZT AT L R P A — BRI, AR
Y SEIERTFE A BR 2 07 1HT IR 28 AT RE 2 oM A= 25 il
PREGTH AT DA 45

B R EAS RE, FESE R (R
BT RS COREUR A Sk =, AR SOF A X% B o7
et DX 8] B3 &) R ] o 59 5 [ il A T VR (U055
T BRI BTl HERR i A B R T R BUES
TRFHRTREYE: 3N I T R AR S R T Y
SR, [E AT LR B S A BRI A Bk — B 1)
A1 AR AR SR BRAIE 8 DX IR S B A AR L
A JEAEEA T HEH X B G ) BIF TS S W 00 T il A
B IR A= A IR T

HU FERATAE SR BT T, S M A
- R e R ) HERR PR B R R

PSRN B R 123 AR B AN R R 7 R
AT R P AR AT BB ARG 1 A AR 7S
BN KT HESHRT . FRBE TR E N %
FELR G AR A= 7 A fr it

2 F X .

[1] Wackernagel M: Rees W- Our Ecological Footprint : Reducing Human
Impact on the Earth[M]. Gabriola Island, BC, Canada: New society
Publishers, 1996

[2] PR BREW, k&R A2 R BT (1] P E A
[ %R 5 FREE , 2006, 16(6) ,69—78.

[3] Wackernagel M, Moran D, White S, et al- Ecological footprint ac-
counts for advancing sustainability ; measuring human demands on na-
ture[C]// Lawn P Sustainable Development Indicators in Ecological
Economies- USA: Edward Elgar Publishing 2006, 247—267.

(4] X 7% WA, 22 A, 5 RS Rl 7 i Rk R e (J]- A=
AR, 2006, 25(3) , 334—339.

[5] k& thp R BEW ESELHWBS RTEI] £S48
Wt » 2000, (10) ,8—10.

[6] 3 i, B ASEEHRAW([I] HEAD B
VRS FREE, 2004, 14(5) ,45—52.

(7] SBORBE. vl SEURAI T R/ B 28 A 5 5 5
ASIM]- et B Rk 2008, 205.

[8] AW sKKF, BI0YE, 55 KR O AT I X A= 35 2 i 4025
WFSE[T]- W A= 252 4R - 2003, 14(2) , 317—320.

N B E B 2T A R . ASUNEFRA.

Dynamics of ecological footprint of Guyuan County from 1997~2006

WANG Lixiu, MA Li
( College of Resources> Emvironment & Tourism, Capital Normal University - Beijing 100048, China)

Abstract: As a method to measure the effect of environment , ecological footprint can estimate the development con-
dition of a certain region- In this paper, we give an introduction to the concept of ecological footprint and computing mod-
el Then we take Guyuan County as a case study and assess its nature utilization situation from 1997~2006 hy using the
ecological footprint theory - The results show that the ecological footprint of this region increased by 78% from 1.1841
hm” to 21132 hm”, while the ecological carrying capacity decreased by 40% from 1.0721 hm® to 0. 6461 hm” in the 10
years continually - This region has been in ecological deficit and it increased to 1.4671 hm” by 2006. The farmland has
changed from 0. 5266 hm” in ecological surplus to 0. 6892 hm’ in ecological deficit- All of these indicate that this region
is excessively utilized, especially the farmland- In the end this paper gives some suggestions to resolve these problems
and summarizes the weak points of such a model -

Keywords ; ecological footprint ; ecological carrying capacity ; Guyuan County



