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The Dynamical Analysis of Ecological
Footprint of Henan Province in 1990 2003

JIAO Shi-xing' ,\WAN G An-zhou?

(1. Department of Geography, Anyang Teachers College, Anyang 455002, China;

2. College of Environment and Planning, Henan University , Kaif eng 475001, China)

Abgtract : Ecological footprint is a kind of quantitatively measuring the extent of humanity’ s use of nature. A comprehensive in-
troduction to the concept of ecological footprint and computer model was given. The authors calculated and anal yzed the ecologi-
cal footprintsof Henan Provincein 1990 2003. The result indicates that the per capita ecological footprint had increased with
arate of 4.37 % per year , while the ecological capacity only 0.77 %. At the same time, the ratio of demand and supply isin-
creased from2.65 1t03.93 1, andtheimbalancetrendisenlarging. The ecological deficit is0.688 hm? per capital in 1990,
and mount continually with the high speed of 4.2 % per year. Above al , it reflects that the regional ecosystem is under great
pressure of human activities with the population increasing and the level of lifeimproving. The regional economic development

of Henan Provinceisfar from sustainable development.
Key words:ecological footprint ;dynamical analyss; Henan Province
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