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He 2% /2 38 (Ecological Footprint)J& i€ B 5% Al
FRe R SR — A EZIE, N E RS AT
Rees 7E 1992 4F 4 i, - fg Ho 1= 2E Wackernagel T
1996 4 it — A 5¢ 3 (Wackernagel et al, 2004a,
2004b). Rees 12 G fig A 25 1 38 Mo by — L9 38
BN AR T B E TR ek R
T HYBAIED” (Rees, 1992), Az 785 /2 iR 8 3o — ¢
XA N5 R e H AR BER I 2% & LA )
W2 2 NS5 A 1) B 500 Pl s 0 A A 7 P - b (B
ologically Productive Area) i K /N, 545 % 1) — &
N B X3 A= 25 7K 28 7 (Ecological Capacity)i#E17
LR, PPAl AN XA S R GE s M, D0 DX BT
2% K MR B 7 15 (Wackernagel, 2009; 354K 4K 55,
2005; A, 2001), XIS H T HMSNIESR
PR PV M RO ) TR E R A B

s HEA:2013-07;1&1THEE: 2013-12,

FE %3S .Q149;G350

XERARIRTE: A

A AERAT EME S R B ST DL 2535 1Y)
IR, PR K E RN (ZE 2, 2006; B ZA4E
4, 2004; B R, 2011; F AR, 2002; fE1E [F 45,
2003).

A 2SR B R T B 4 20 ZAERY K R
BT A T 2 WU OUL R BE 1 45 A B 7 (Herva et
al, 2012; Wilson et al, 2007; H JUH5 %5, 2007b; J71E
4, 2012; 5K I5 104, 2006), BIF5E IR S RERE R
AW e, HiaEE 5200k, b T 2wt 20
Aok E AR A R I ST E X 1992-2012 4F [H bR
R R A S R T AH SOk T Sk AT, LA
S WZ AT AT 58 BRI S 3, S S S
MBI A P 4
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cial Science Citation Index(SSCI)A#iE 2 4 IS T
B K SRIFGE I8 S0, A R T SCHR T i 1 7T S8 450808
KR o A FE T 43 M 04 SCHR B R U8 T 56 [ AR
ST BT (IS X 45 B4l 4 SCIE/SSCI A R 45
I ] BE R 1992-2012 4F, K2 283 4 “ecolog-
ical* footprint*”, Ay 2R B 869 4% .
AR A FERH SCHER T 0, AR A

0 () SCHRME DL | & R R 3 B it 98 $48, JE X L AT
AL Rk 5 M. EE 4 T2 EXCEL
UCINET 6 #l NETDRAW, EXCEL ¥ % ] T ¥ ¥
B BSOS 1T 53 AT s UCINET 6 02 — x4t
23 8 AT R A, Hh 26 B 38 5N 57 K2 Steve 45
ATk, W UCINET 6 544 1T LA SEB S Fiids 2S¢
R TIRE , K EXCEL U4 45 i NETDRAW 1
BEA% 2 4 ; NETDRAW J& UCINET 6 F1) N 1k 4K
F, REEAT —4E 5 —4E B b, BoAA B EDE
b5 7R TRE , DAL i s e I 266 75 55 22 B O R Y
HESEILN

3 EIPRAE S R TS

3.1 XERER

1992-2012 4F, SCIE/SSCI % 4% Jg vh & 18 Ky
“ecological* footprint*” i) SCHkIL 869 jii . Hirp 2L
SCHRZEZY Y 183 682 5, i SCHR SR 1Y) 78.48% 5 43
67 H, i 7.71%; 2 WAB S 650, i 7.48% ; i 4
PEE3S G, o 4.03% 5 LS /D HABSS ISR, an 45
15 HVE B4 e 45 B BRAEGER 1),
32 RER

i 3 73 BT SCIE/SSCI I 53 Y Az 285 2 328 AH 5 3C
BRI R 2R, PR A 2 R 58 05 S i 2R s
T2 EET 102 R 2 PR . EEAFEIGR
Bl2f 5 42 25 2% (Environmental Sciences & Ecology) .
T 5 £ 55 2~ (Business & Economics) ., 1. ¢ (En-
gineering) . 4£ ¥ Z #E 1k S 4B MR 9 (Biodiversity &
Conservation) LA 2 A\ SCHB B % (Geography) i 2327
(Sociology)&5 . HHIAEERL: 5ERENRFER
R, W KA B SCERAT 557 L o BB
64.10%,
3.3 BT

P K HE 25 T 9 869 e STk 3 il K& R T
352 Pl (3 3), TAPER A 25 LB SCHIRATT 10 Fp 2%
R LT 24 ) (Ecological Economics) . {248

b1 ) (Ecological Indicators) . {3 1% 42 72 ) (Journal of
Cleaner Production) . [E| R n] B2 & e 5t A4 2%

2 ) (International Journal of Sustainable Develop-

R11992-2012 F AR BITE LA R
Tab.1 Types of ecological footprint literature
during 1992-2012

PG el i HeA5l/%
& X (Article) 682 78.48
Z5R (Review) 67 7.71
2L 3L (Proceedings Paper) 65 7.48
Y4 BH(Editorial Material) 35 4.03
P {5 (Letter) 7 0.81
F51FE(Book Review) 5 0.58
F54#(Book Chapter) 3 0.35
B 4% H (News Item) 3 0.35
1% (Correction) 2 0.23

R2 192202 FEFBITEXHEZ S RFR
Tab.2 Main subject areas of ecological footprint research
during 1992-2012

W AR Ko LeA1/%
IRl G 557 64.10
Rl 5252 149 17.15
TR 111 12.77
AW A R AR AP 69 7.94
N SCH P 38 437
AR 37 426
BRI SRR 34 3.91
BEEHAR GURIL b 2= R 32 3.68
ARSI AR 30 3.45
EESiik S 27 3.11

R3 1992202 FRR[ESTRIB LB EERE
Tab.3 Major journals having published ecological

footprint research during 1992-2012

A TS %

Ecological Economics 113 14.69
Ecological Indicators 42 5.46
Journal of Cleaner Production 25 3.25
International Journal of Sustainable 23 2.99
Development and World Ecology

Journal of Environmental Management 17 221
Energy Policy 14 1.82
Land Use Policy 12 1.56
PLoS One 11 1.43
Resources Conservation and Recycling 11 1.43
Environmental Science & Technology 10 1.30
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ment and World Ecology) . { ¥ 5% & ¥ ) (Journal of
Environmental Management). { € J5 B K ) (Energy
Policy)% . Hp{(HE LT~ ) (Ecological Econom-
ics) P SCH 22, FLFE 113 555 A 25 2 378 AH 56 SCRik , 20
i R 14.69%

4 RUWEsE T K E PR SR

4.1 LR N=
4.1.1 FEAEE RO H

FF SCIE/SSCI A R &5 W , #7283 EE 4
i1,1992-2012 FE4LH 1714 VVEE S 54 S L A
KT, DIVEH 1) =45 | SCREER(HCP, 95 | B
=20 [ 3CFE) N SERIHEA T GE T, XTHT 10 AR AT
HER , IR 2 & SO (TP) B IR (TCY 2545 bk
XHE# K SCIE LTS (R 4).

A LUE Y, ORI b o SERE A T8 HHET
VEBBIDLIRIE A 225 . (RIS KEBLTER
Wackernagel [ =5 8% 57| SCEEEL L B & SCiE AL 5 |
WK 3 A8 AR | T 00 40008 18 e .25 s Al
1495 % . X 1t H Wackernagel J& 4= 75 J 375 4004 (1Y)
B2 A TR ST S A% O HA
4.1.2 EEHI L CIEL

TEFIT A 1) 869 F SCik v , A 852 F SUHRA 1
FHudik . MHEAEE Mk EAT S8, 1992-2012 4E 4

F4 19922012 F AR BB TG
FEEEEXMESIER
Tab.4 Publications and citations of top 10 authors in

ecological footprint research during 1992-2012

HCP TP AAU TC HCP/TP TCITP
0 - T /% IR
Wackernagel 18 25 10 1495  72.00 59.80

Y&

Lenzen 8 12 5 522 66.67 43.50
Wiedmann 7 9 3 435 77.78 48.33
Barrett 7 8 0 395 87.50 49.38
Haberl 6 9 6 278  66.67 30.89
Monfreda 6 6 1 533 100.00 88.83
Jorgenson 5 16 14 242 31.25 15.13
Erb 5 8 1 284  62.50 35.50
Chen 5 6 3 184  83.33 30.67
York 4 12 6 474 3333 39.50

T AAU: I —1EH K S0 HCPITP: B 8% 5 | SCEE I o Ho 1 5
TCITP: Fa I8 51450 o

A 720 MRS 5 AR R IB T R A5 S
R ICT(TPYXTHT 15 AR A THE Y, R 43 1)
B S | SCRERL(HCP) , B3 1IR(TC), w5 |
SCEE TS HL B (HCPITP), 5 Y5945 5 | 3R (TCITP) %
FEPR(ER5).

HRAE Bk SCR ST, & SR T — AL A HL
a3 g v E R 2E BE S 51 ERF R HEE K % (Univ
British Columbia) #1485 HE 44 K 2% (Univ Siena); #2 9%
E G SCERGE TSI AT E AL R R e K
(Univ Sydney), &3 9 f =855 | CE, AFEHEE
MR 2 e [ 24 78, K2 (Univ York) Fll & & 8 LEH
#1(Redefining Progress)J -4 T H5 , 21k £ 8

r [ R 2 e AR b 5T R A2 SR A
ERMIFBE AT, HRBE s R SCEAL FAS 1AL, D 35
T, AER S 5 | SO B A 1 5 b i R A
SASCE 105, K g s | GO 30 . vt
[ 712 0k & SOk S i R 22 HUR i i T A
Rz .

4.1.3 FEEFEILIENR

FEAT AR, ST AT oAk 2 - 4 UK -
(Wales) . 9% 2% (England) . 754 2% (Scotland) A b %%
/R 2% (Northern Ireland) 4= #B 5 4y % [F (UK) ; T Bl &

RS 1992-2012 F A7 B IHT 5T
EHHE LW 1E SR
Tab.5 Publications and citations of top 15 institutions in

ecological footprint research during 1992-2012

TP HCP TC HCP/TP TIC/TP

bty O R 1% K
rhERERE 35 1 104 286 297
AHIVAIEFE KA 21 8 535 3810 2548
BIHRAN R 2 20 5 233 2500 1165
Ble R 17 9 555 5294 3265
AR R 2% 15 5 283 3333 18.87
e xR 2 15 4 474 2667 31.60
ARSI N7 K2 12 6 514 5000 4283
bR RGN ST K2 12 2 116 16.67 9.67
e AR 11 8 462 7273 42.00
T N 11 5 681 4545 6191
et 11 1 85 9.09 773
NG 10 3 175 3000 17.50
JeHtmRE R 10 3 95  30.00 9.50
R E HH 9 8 718 8889  79.78
BRI ST K2 9 4 444 4444 4933
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b RN ES I RO = Ay ey 3 PO R B P
TS kAT Gt e 8 MER S X S
TSR A H AT

MR B K& SCE (TP Ar#EA T HET , 51 H i 10437
MBS, [FEE) S5 | SCEEL(HCP) a5 1 45
R(TC) AT 5 B SCRRECR (IP) = 85 | SCEET 5 He
Bl (HCPITP) & 485 51 R (TCITP) S5 48 N S
#(F6), FEE(USATEL LG etrh X fEE A,
SR SCEE R 277 5 RS SCEE TR G kG 1
R 25.63 YK, Ml ST & FSCHK 191 f o Sk SCEAR bR
N TR EZ R R E R E s E RS
SR T = (R U L E S5 ) i B B bR
— RS | SCEE LB RN RS YRS IR v e A
2,570 9.41% M 5.62 1K . LU FRERFEI, 7E1%0

6 1992-2012 A7 BT H 5T G
FEERS MR K LFES|ER
Tab.6 Publications and citations of top 10 countries
or regions in ecological footprint research
during 1992-2012

Brp E A — @ B B SR T R S
eSS AT pAE S EE
4.2 EFRE1E
4.2.1 Bk

MR HEAE 2 Hb bl iy 8 (] 58 s b DRI 5T A2 28 2
W E PR G AVEEOL . 25 BT A1 2ok A A —E K 8,
HBIX, WU SR ST SCHR(IP) s VR R A AN [ [ 2K
S X ) 5E SO E PR GAE SCER(CP). LA PRGAE
SCHERER(CP) 2 5 E bR A E E R B (NC) KX E PR &
VESCHR T A7 HE A9 (CPITP) S5 F8 43 B A 25 2 328 [ P
ARSI EE ),

A 25 2 8 1 B A SR ) 4 %o 50 o A L K 4
A7 35 8] 522 B A B s 34, [ B A A SCHREION 1992
A1) 0 R A 8 2012 48 1 42 5, I 850 A 1992
AR TSGR E 2012 4F 1 46 4 5 [ B A SCHk e
WP 5l b T, 78 2004 4E 35 30611 35.48%)5 ,
VAR KRB ETETE 20%~30%
4.2.2 VEEG1E

ST EVEF T, Gt B & SRR AT 20

s | TPHCPTC P HCPITP TCITP HIVEF , iz FH NETDRAW A= iiAE & &1 ¢ & I (18]
- T S/ SR . S/ 2). EIMPERESZAHL AR GAE R BsR s , kA,
XE 277 71 5659 191 2563 2043 OB AV O FR i, R 2 RS . dl st g
S 12134 2487 73 28100 2055 TS5 EROEMEM GRS X5 HAEREE
85 8 478 63 9411 562 e - R .
e R AL BT T I 572 FE R4 1 T 7
WAHT 63 14 966 33 2222 1533 = . (D L Wack 1 Galli 71 Wied By
ek 59 18 1465 34 3051 2483 HL S Taskemhage!, Latll A Tviedimann = .
gr o oas 18 3 2 3150 173 R BT 12 B PR A 2SR BRI 4 . Wack-
WAL 45 9 63 21 2000 13.84 ernagel 5 11 AAEE G L SC23 5, A TR0
| 43 7 465 15 1628 1081 B HBA ; Galli 5 9 iAE# AE & 3R 9/ L ; Wied-
FHEE 41 6 426 28 1463 1039 mann 5 7V VEH S VE R 1155 ;@ H Dietz, Rosa
HE 40 13 837 16 3250 2093 M York = (iEETE A =ML EEM . X =HifE
00 ——- CP (AAEHESCERH) [ 40
45 NC (5 EZHu) . L35
40 CPITP (BRI i 1) /
: - 130
& 35
§ 3090 8D s e e /\_/ B
S . <9
€ 251 o 20 S
S 20 4 N S
p, 15
1 r~ . 10
10 1 L Vol
3 : YN L - v .
. — 0
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
£

1 1992-2012 4FARE 75 e i AF 5% A0k [ s FE i 3

Fig.1 Research collaboration trend in ecological footprint research during 1992-2012
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ook H 9 [ % BOR M 37 K %% (Michigan State
Univ) , #8815 ] 37 < 2% (Washington State Univ) £l
X K24 (Univ Oregon), I THIZ R RIE T &
YEX R KBRS
4.2.3 HPLHEGHE

Xl SCHEEAE T 20 LI AILA IR & & K 1 3C
HRECE I TS T, XSS5 R i it NETDRAW 4%
40 3 I 7 AT AR JS A LA A AR 56 2 (1A
3). KIMPERZSZE AR G SR Mo , BEE
L ) G A O R, S 2, TS

VO FE NS5 A S BT LA EEATE
B3R (D e [E 2 5 R 2E TR 2 Je K2
U A AR AR 5 @) L [ 5 R 37 K2 A
TR N7 R A R X R 2 Az S VR AT BN 7R
ARG, PR 5 [ 3 B M 7 K2 g
KAHN GBS LU K 2 K 5 [F AR 35 (US EPA) &
YE®Y] ;B 32 FE bR 2 kgl M 57 K2 (North Car-
olina State Univ) LA K 2% (Univ Utah)JE i1 5 %5
HIEVERIBN . BREE —A~GAE R AFESE RS Ak,
RPNEA R B E A . TERMES
T & WA A BA P EBC B D), (R R TE 2 K3
Bl N AN ] AT BA 22 1) A BEG R 555 o

4.2.4 EZ/MX A

X A A 25 ST 9 AT K S R T 20 14 [
Ko X 2 6] () A AE A T 9T, 38 3 NETDRAW 4%
PEHEAT AT IRAR S A 1 R R/ X A5 2 2R (L 4).
W IE G AN R [ R/ IX 5 5 K R A VR SCHRREL
B DS H AR FE M X 2R P bR, BT
DL 7. A (] 1) 52/ b DX A T 4% 1) 67 B R T8
) [ bR A VERF AR, 28 AL TAZ O A T
] IR 8 ] A TR Az U Ay, E R
HIEHL X BT A VEM 4 %%

5 WErEH Bt S HIX 2E 5

5.1 XEERBBEESH

R4 1992-2012 4 A= 45 J 305 (R 4F & SC e (TP)
T YR 5 IR (TCITP) M A % St i SCIE/SSCI 3T
ik LU ) 3 A48 b o AT A2 7S R I 9 5 B (L S).
1992 4Dk, AR A AR & SCHE I Ik . M i
SCIE/SSCI Y L] L2k , AR im0 3 E
P, UL A S A ST IR AR B Y T
AR SR SR R EI B B 1R A 2001 4F DO, 2
TR ARG, BT IR B s AR

@ O’Regan

. @:Bastianoni
@Plulselli —

@ Niccolucci

@ Wackernagel

o Dietz

@ York

R
@ Erb @Rosa

o Rees

@ Kissinger

B2 1992-2012 4F AL 75 L il BF 5% A5k 2 SCHRERT 20 i EBEH S 1E R R

Fig.2 Collaboration among top 20 researchers based on number of research papers on ecological footprint during 1992-2012
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@ Ik i e @ 3C [ E IR R
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\\\\O%Eki

® I EHE Lk

PN . @ hERREE

ek ks
O SH L R% @ M R
@ RSBk Sk /////
© IR e Dg st A2
@ il Ay

3 1992-2012 4F A= 25 il iF 7% 4iek 2 SCHT 20 A9 EZH U S 1E LR

Fig.3 Collaboration among top 20 institutions based on number of research papers on ecological footprint during 1992-2012

Ik

TR
El4 1992-2012 4 A= 25 JE A 57 45 & SCE T 20 A BB E R M IX G1EL R

Fig.4 Collaboration among top 20 countries or regions based on number of research papers on ecological footprint
during 1992-2012

2001 4F SCIE/SSCI 1k 5% = 8 4 “ecological * foot- ical, physical, and socioeconomic components of met-
print*” SCHEk 15 5 , HorP il Pickett S G 4E 58 B SCEE ropolitan areas” (Pickett et al, 2001)— SC7E Fr )
“Urban ecological systems: linking terrestrial ecolog- 869 Jim SCHRH B 5 ARk B s, M 316 1K,
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52 ARAREMRREZL
5.2.1 el

O TA)IE e AR B SCHR ) £ 1 i S5 i)
S HTRERE TS B AN S A . it T3 A IF A L
1a] (4N #4 ecological footprint , ecological footprinting
DA K ecological footprints 15 Jf- >4 ecological footprint
), A B ST BRI 43R 1992-2002 4 2003-2012 4F
P B B, A3 B AN TRl B B [ B A 285 2 it 5 P S Y
A o T AR A R I A G ST A A e Y
15 EiA] , AT A& IR 380 B i iF o8 NS 8k
2R T ARIBTBOCHE ) H A A S HET AT

DU AT 5T A AR A 3 . ISR X8O, v
FE 2T 10 43K A A5 X B(Galli et al, 2012), MBF
SR, FE FrA: 25 8 300 1) B AR AR 5% 7 7
AR

53 A 7= 7 (Input-output analysis) FH 45 A /&
1280 A 5T #a #4 Z — (Bicknell et al, 1998; T UH
4 2007a; FRUEAE, 2008), it 5 A
54 R AGE— ks 2N B AR S T 4 b b, ]
PIERAE— AW BT (bR 7 i, A [ R4
i ANIOEE e

B A 75 8 3 4 M 5 7 I A= A B (Life cycle

180 - -0.012
- TP (4R R 3CHE)
LY [— TCITP .
< 10.010

140 - 5 SCI/SSCILL ]
N o
T 120 L0.008 <
S =
t) )
= 100 A =
g £0.006
= 80 [%2)
& \ =

60 1 i LARN F0.004 2

N/ :
40 1 \ I \ / N - ~ ...
\ \ v Ry F0.002
1Y N . e —-
20 \ I v e ST S o
...... ~
() +aaptemye '-’,'.': r r r r r r T . . . . . . ™ om 0
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
AFE AN
A

K5 1992-2012 4R A 25 LB B ST H 4]
Fig.5 Trends of ecological footprint research during 1992-2012

R7 1992-2012 F 475 B R s F E XA S

Tab.7 Important key words in ecological footprint research publication during 1992-2012

bt SNy 1992-2002 4F: 2003-20124F
wHL 4 W HE# WL HE&
Ecological footprint — 315 1 25 1 290 1
Sustainability — 287 2 18 2 269 2
Environment 1 201 3 5 4 196 3
Consumption 52 4 2 9 50 5
Input-output analysis | 47 5 4 5 43 7
Life cycle assessment 1 44 6 0 - 44 6
China 1 31 7 1 22 30 8
Climate change 1 28 8 0 - 28 9
Land use | 26 9 2 9 24 11
Carbon footprint 1 26 9 0 - 26 10
Ecosystem services | 23 11 7 3 16 15
Carrying capacity | 22 12 3 7 19 14
Emergy analysis 1 21 13 1 22 20 12
Bio-capacity 1 21 13 1 22 20 12
International trade 1 14 15 1 22 13 16
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assessment) 7 MTHHZS &, FEIR T 148 A2 245 2 il —
HBFGETHE e BB o 38 5 2% JECRE A 7 it A= A i
AR A 2 R, TTLJORE b a0 I 2 T W0 B dE AT
3 M , R AR O A T P 5 3k I 52 ] (K issing-
er et al, 2010; Zhang et al, 2010; 157 H 5, 2008; £
R4, 2006)

WA= 25 R 3 M SRR 3 M ARSS & A
F F BB {H 7 (Emergy) 24 #f /) EEF #% 7 (Emergetic
Ecological Footprint) , >R FHRE(E FE #% | RE{H % % %5
VES 28, T e Sz Bl DX BUARRAAE: 5 [ B 4 il
A A RIS R BHRE (AT U4, B SR
AT FPE(EEER S, 2007; 445, 2009).

S 4 1A] [#] PR 57 5 (International trade) v 3 19 I
TR, T A R AT S Al R, N
Br 52 T s Wil B A2 25 R TR RS AT TR 2 1207 A TR
N DR SR 2 T ) B 5 T (R AU A, 20085 e %% R
&, 2004; F A4S, 2002; BEHTIRAE, 2008; TR H R
&, 2003; 1471 AE, 2000), 734, Bk 2 7 (Carbon
footprint) . S A% fk(Climate change)~5 87 iT H B
O B e A B e T ] PR A 2SO R AUF S G S A R
SR
5.2.2 WISERER AL

1992-2012 4F, 7 [ Pr A= 25 22 308 F 52 #49 SCIE/
SSCI % H 3Ll 53 329 Ji ¥ L £ 49 73 M Y SCRIR .
HEE— 2 1996 4F & £ AE Ecological Economics %%
& I, H Berg % 5¢ A ) Managing aquaculture for
sustainability in tropical lake Kariba, Zimbabwe —
o FUHZGIFFE R R F 290 4k Xk | ]
PRI . 2003 4%, iy e JR HE LA AU

FEE: 25 /& 378 (Household ecological footprint)i15
MEZE | A 25 230 Y BIF 9T 8 A0 i ATIOWLI 2R BE B> N
JETE WS R H 2 oAb BA W4 /N ka5
RS, 2008; R EGAE, 2006; 1 #HTHAE, 2012),

H AT, PR AR 2SR 0 i A58 RBE AN S 4
BRVEZ A Gy I , U RCERRE R AEAR
X ERRX A NG, SEH T IA N W DAEXT R
RUEE BB 58 0 BB N L, s R IX 52 A~
NI B ) T S A A A ] 5 1Y) ey B T 4
Sk R (E A HAE, 2002).

53 TEMRERNARARER

R i B A S J T = A6 1 [ 2% 1 SR oG S )
B2 5, T ARG XIS s 22 55 . UetEd
et LA, o3 o) 0 1 A SCE AL SRR e
] R b ] SCEREEA T OB R e T, A5 B A [
FHEA AT 1 DR SO R B (5K 8)

TR e B, A A R I R T AR R S ST Y
WA T XA 3 A 58 1Y SCHR O HER (Sus-
tainable Development, Sustainability) H' 4R A I &
o AHE 3 E KRR A BT 25 5, 28 [ i m)
WS RS AT RN R R R, HE5 G
7 it A A e S0 %) 40 B 5 T B O L o [
i ] R A S R N A R ERAR AL AT [ A g
IV [ B 52 iy ad A v 0 A 28 R I B8 A (R R, g ik
EHBOGER A M. TR E e T LA
BRI G  SHEAEB R B SRR BT
TN 50T, BEH 2 AT Cask A1, 7 4 J i B AL 3R
B 52 M AL B AL (STIRPAT Model) 55 J5 1:45 81 T 4%
Zrh EAEE O

*8 XEH. ZEMHERARLGNEEXLBRAER
Tab.8 Research interests in USA, UK and China

ES e HE
i KA A K] R K] BEEUETES
1 Ecological footprint 62 Ecological footprint 31 Ecological footprint 45
2 Sustainability 28 Sustainability 16 China 22
3 Globalization 11 Sustainable development 8 Sustainable development 11
4 Sustainable development 11 Sustainable consumption 7 Bio-capacity 6
5 Environmental sociology 11 Climate change 6 Ecological deficit 6
6 Life cycle analysis 10 Input-output analysis 5 Carrying capacity 5
7 Environmental Kuznets Curve 8 Environment 5 Ecological capacity 5
8 Environment 7 International trade 4 Emergy 5
9 Urbanization 7 International development 4 Input-output analysis 4
10 Consumption 7 Resource use 4 STIRPTA model 3
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Bibliometric analysis of ecological footprint research during 1992-2012

ZHOU Xiaoyan', ZHANG Wenyan', YE Xinyue’, GAN Tian', HAN Xiang'
(1. School of Resources and Environment, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430079, China;
2. Department of Geography, Kent State University, Kent 44240, OH, USA)

Abstract: The term "Ecological Footprint" is used to quantify the pattern of sustainable development in many re-
cent studies. Since this term was coined in 1992, it has gained a growing popularity among scholars and decision
makers all over the world because of its operability and comparability across various places. Based on the SCIE
(Science Citation Index Expanded) and SSCI(Social Science Citation Index) databases, a bibliometric analysis is
conducted on ecological footprint research during 1992-2012. The objective of this study is to identify the status
and research direction of this theme. The collaboration relationship on this theme is detected among authors, re-
search institutions, and countries. In addition, differences in research between China, USA and UK is identified.
Future trend and hot topics are discussed as well. This study should serve as a useful guidance for beginners to
grasp the big picture of this growing literature list while experienced researchers can gain a comprehensive and
in-depth overview of this hot topic to better refine research directions and detect the gaps to fill. Bibliometrics is
employed in this paper to analyze the publication pattern of ecological footprint research. As a research method
used in library and information sciences, bibliometrics has been widely applied to analyze the pattern of litera-
ture and trend of a given topic or subject. It can be used for in-depth reviews of research themes for better guid-
ance for follow-up studies. Based on 869 publications indexed in the SCIE/SSCI databases during 1992-2012,
the bibliometrics depicts the progress of ecological footprint research through the revisit of many studies in this
field. Build upon many review papers on ecological footprint, this bibliometrics-based paper presents a more
comprehensive summary of the term definition, computational models, and case studies. The results reveal that
the most productive and influential scholar in ecological footprint research is Wackernagel M, a Canadian eco-
logical economist. University of British Columbia and University of Sydney are two major research institutions.
Chinese Academy of Sciences and Beijing Normal University are two most influential institutions in this re-
search area in China. USA ranks as the top country in the publications of this topic both qualitatively and quanti-
tatively. China's publications of ecological footprint research follow USA and UK, but the quality should be im-
proved in the future. Despite a relatively smaller size of publications than many other themes, ecological foot-
print research has witnessed a growing trend by paper number and collaboration across countries. Research has
been conducted at multiple scales over the years, with growing interest in analyzing finer-scale patterns and
trend. The list of research methods has become richer and more diverse. The methods such as input-output analy-
sis, life cycle assessment and energy analysis are among the most popular approaches in recent literatures,
though different countries vary in research focus. Climate change, carbon footprint and the transfer of ecological
footprint appear to be the emerging hot topics.

Key words: ecological footprint; SCIE/SSCI databases; bibliometric analysis; future trend



