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Human- Environment Coor dination Fuctuations of Yangtze River Delta
Bet ween 1996 and 2004

NIU Gao-hua'?, ZHAO Yanwen™® , SHI Yi-chao'
(1. Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210095, China;
2. Instituteof Agricultural Economy, Tianjin Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Tianjin 300192, China; 3. Institue of L and Resource Management, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210098, China)

Abgtract : Ecological footprint isanimportant indicator to eval uate the sustainable use of ecosystem. Based on
the theory of ecological footprint , the ecological footprint and ecological capacity of the Yangtze River Delta
during the period from 1996 to 2004 are calculated and analyzed using the method of variable world average
yield. Results show that the ecological deficits continue to increase, which demonstrates that great human-
environment conflictsexist. The Yangtze River Deltaisin a state of unsustainable development.

Keywor ds: human-environment coordination; ecological footprint; the Yangtze River Delta

William ,
Rees " Wackernagel '
1999 )
2000 [3] [19]
[4—15] ,
, , (FAO)
) (1997 —2005)
[16—8]
, 1996 —2004
:2007-02-14 :2007-12-10
(19805, ( ), , , E mail :niugaohua @ymail . com

(19659, ( ), , , Email : ywzhao @njau. edu.
cn



168 28
1 ’
1996 —2004 (1
1.1 [1,2,20]
( Ec)
Er = Ner = N % (a) = N % (a/ p)
| — Dop—i ’
. FAO
; G —
; @@ —— i ' ’
i N—— ;e —— Er ,
[18]
6
, , 12%
( 1)
1.35 9.68 0.39 —
2.80 1.10 0.20 2.80 0.50 1.10
1.2 GDP GDP
ED(ES) = Er - Ec
: Eo (Es) ( ) 1993
1996 2004
1.3
, 1996 —
2005 ,
, 1996 —2004
X + X



3 11996 —2004 169
4.28 x 10" hm’ ,2004 4 312 hm*
Z 0.083 %
2.1
,1996 —2004 ,
, 23 ,
1996 1.34 1996
x10° hm? 2004 1.99 x 10° hm’ , 1.679 8 hm’ 2004 2.417 6 hm®,
, 6. 00 % 5.38 % ,
, , 0.539 6 hm’ 0.521 0
1996 hm 0.34 %
2 hm?/
1996 0.703 0.042 0.063 0.124 0.027 0.731 1.690
1997 0. 686 0.035 0.064 0.118 0.028 0.790 1.720
1998 0.664 0.039 0.063 0.119 0.027 0.858 1.770
1999 0.682 0.030 0.068 0.131 0.024 0.882 1.817
2000 0.703 0.035 0. 066 0.164 0.024 0.961 1.953
2001 0.673 0.031 0.070 0.142 0.026 0.996 1.938
2002 0.727 0.022 0.075 0.133 0.027 1.143 2.127
2003 0.706 0.022 0.075 0.129 0.061 1.323 2.316
2004 0. 687 0.018 0.072 0.150 0. 060 1.431 2.418
3 hm?/
12 %
1996 0.379 0.049 0.061 0.124 0.000 — 0.074 0.540
1997 0.345 0.049 0.061 0.118 0. 000 — 0. 069 0.504
1998 0.341 0.049 0.061 0.119 0.000 — 0.068 0.501
1999 0.369 0.048 0.060 0.131 0.000 — 0.073 0.536
2000 0.453 0.048 0.059 0.164 0.000 — 0.087 0.637
2001 0.383 0.048 0.059 0.142 0.000 — 0.076 0. 556
2002 0.340 0.048 0.059 0.133 0.000 — 0.070 0.510
2003 0.312 0.048 0.059 0.129 0.000 — 0. 066 0.482
2004 0. 340 0.048 0.059 0.150 0. 000 — 0.072 0.525
2.2 92.42 %, ,
,1996 —2004 ,
( 1 ,
1996 41.63 % : ,
43.25%; 2004 28.41% ,
59. 20 %; , 1996 60. 84 % ,2000
84.86 % , 62.61 %, ,2004
87.61 %, 1996 2004 56.97 %
5.80 x 10" hn? 1.18 x

10° hn? |

5.95 x 10" hn?



170 28
, 2010 0. 448 hm’/ :
, , 10 % , 2010
, 2.28x10° hm*, 2004
14.91 % 2005 —2010
, , , 2010
, 0.389 hm?/ ,
, , , 9% , ,
25 1 o pRBEt 2.4
@ A,
% 20 SR |
g o
S 15 OB 1996 —2004
5 o 7.94 x 10 8.21 x 10",
ﬁ 4.32%0; GDP  1.08 x 10¥ 2.88 x
5 F 10% | 20.73%,
. = 6%( 4)
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1997 —2002
b GDP ,
1 2002
2.3 : 2002 —2004
COP | GDP
( GDP ) , , 2002 10.26 %
2 , 5.02 %
1996 —2004 GDP 4
, 1996 1.239 hm? 2004 o
0.690 hm* 8 a 44.31 %,
6.96 % P
1997 12.26 3.46 2.16
' ’ 1998 9.08 2.52 3.13
1999 8.22 3.55 3.04
2001 , 1.87 hm’ , 2000 11.31 4.73 8.00
s 2001 11.03 3.88 - 0.36
2002 12.72 4.76 10. 26
14 - 2003 19.19 4.87 9.43
w12k 2004 20.81 6.30 5.02
% L6 k 1996 —2004 20.73 4.32 6.00
?é 0.8 f
Bl
R )
R 0.2
0.0 . ! . . . . . ! ) '
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 y
E B ,
2 GDP

2004 1996 —2004 , ,




3 :1996 —2004 171
1996 —2004 ,
0.083 % )
, 50 % ,
0.997 3
2.5 1996 —2004
(1) 1996 —2004
) ) 92.42 %,
[10]
, (2
( 95 :
5 hm?/
1996 1.690 0.540 - 1.150
1997 1.720 0.504 - 1.216
1998 1.770 0.501 - 1.268 (3)
1999 1.817 0.536 -1.281 ’
2000 1.953 0.637 - 1.316 !
2001 1.938 0.556 -1.383
2002 2.127 0.510 - 1.617 ,
2003 2.316 0.482 -1.834 ,
2004 2.418 0.525 - 1.893
1996 —2004 , , ,
1. 150 hm? 1.893 hnt? , 8.07 %
2004
L [ ]
90 %, 2002 94. 69 % [T Wackernagd M, Onisto L , Bello P, et a. Ecological
, Footprint of Nations[ R]. International Council for Lo-
12 % cal Environmental Initiatives, Toronto, [997: 10 —21.
[2] Wackernagel M, Onisto L , Bello P, et a. National nat-
' ural capital accounting with the ecological footprint [J].
[1“9'] Concept Ecological Economic, 1999, 29:375 —390.
’ (3] S [J].
1996 —2004 ’ 3, ,2000,15(6) :630 —636.
3 [4] , , 1998
) 2003 ) 4.8; [3]. ,2000 ,55(5) :607 —616.

1 2 ’

(5]

’ ’ ’



172 28
[J]. ,2001 ,23(2) :164 —169. [13] , . 1990 —2002
[6] , ) . 2 () [J]. . ,2004 ,14(3) :49 —53.
[J]. ,2001 ,56 (5) :599 —610. [14] , , , .
[7] ) , . 1999 [31. ,2005 ,38(4) :746 —
[J]. ,2002 ,39(3) :441 —445. 753.
[8] . : [15] ..
[J1. : , [J]. ,2005 ,19(4) :169 —172.
2004 ,14(5) :53 —57. [16] , .
[9] ) [J]. ,2004 ,13(5) :482 —487.
[J1. . ,2004 ,14(5) :58 — [17] , ..
63. [31. ,2004 ,13(6) :
[10] . 1961 —2001 : 519 —523.
[J]. , 2005 ,25(2) : [18] , , ,
219 —235. [J]. ,2003 ,24(6) :31 —37.
[11] [19] , , , . 1978 —2003
: 1995 [3]. ,2005 ,27(6) :132 —139.
[J31. ,2001 ,21(9) :1484 —493. [20] Wackermagel , Rees W E. Our Ecological Footprint :
[12] Reducing Human Impact on the Earth[ M ]. Gabriola
[J]. ,2004 ,15(5) :827 —832. ISand: New Society Publishers, 1996.
( 132 )
(3) , 26.27 % ,
1950 —980 ,
14.91 %, 1981 —2000
4.25% (4) , [ ]
: , , [1] . [J]. ,1996(3) :17 —
: 3.93x10°t; 1981 19.
[2] , ' - [J1.
' ,1985(3) :10 —21.
4 [3] , .
[3]. ,2003(6) :25 —30.
50 a (4] _
, 5 , ( —
; ; ( ) [R].1984.
) 5 (5] : :
50 a 4.57 [3]. ,2004(2) :67 —71.
x10° t 7.65x10° t; (6] :
7.71x10° t: 816 x 10° [R]. 2003 :87 —92.
t 9.65x10° t; 4.25x L7 ’ [M].
. ,1987.
10 t y 4 ’
[8] , .
' [M]. : ,2003:13 —35.
[9] .
1983 ; [R].1989.
, 20a [10] ,
33.29%, 1950-—4980 [M]. : ,2001:170 —182.



