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Abstract 

 

The ecological footprint is a calculation of the energy used to create the products consumed 

by a person or community. It is also used as a sustainability indicator, though proof indicates 

that it falls short. The assumptions underlying footprint estimates have been widely criticized; 

I provide more proof here that clear economic concepts are not satisfied because both the 

theory and historical facts contradict the basic assumptions. In fact, I contend that the 

footprint arbitrarily implies both zero greenhouse gas emissions, which may not be ideal and 

national borders, which renders it impossible to extrapolate from the average ecological 

footprint. Intensive development may therefore not be taken into consideration in the 

footprint, and so bio-capacity comparisons are erroneous. Using just the footprint 

assumptions then, one might argue that the Planet will support dramatically expanded output, 

but there are essential restrictions that cannot be solved by the footprint, such as land 

erosion. Finally, the lack of connection between the destruction of land and the ecological 

footprint obscures the impact of a broader issue of biodiversity. Better environmental metrics 

will specifically resolve these concerns. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Wackernagel and Rees developed the ecological footprint as a straightforward indicator of 

the sustainability of the consumption of a population. Along with the potential land required 

to sequester the greenhouse gases produced, the footprint transforms all consumption into the 

land used in construction. Although it does a commendable job of condensing a complex 

scope of consumption into a single, intuitive figure, historical evidence undermines it very 

much in debates about the longevity of past, present and potential consumption, which is not 
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just bad economics [1]. Moran et al. used the ecological footprint in a recent paper to 

examine the relationship between growth and environmental effects. They notice a striking 

pattern between an increase in growth and an increase in the footprint of a country. On the 

premise that there is a minimum degree of growth and a minimally sustainable footprint, they 

argue that only one nation, Cuba, can be regarded as optimistic [2]. The authors conclude that 

their research indicates that "minimum conditions can be measured for sustainable 

development," that they have evidence that countries with high wages have not changed their 

consumption to the world's "ecological limits," and that nations are shifting away from 

sustainable development. However, the clear expectations underlying the ecological footprint, 

which has many challenges as a metric of biodiversity, are due to these findings and related 

conclusions by other scholars. A variety of critiques of the ecological footprint exist. Using 

more examples and historical evidence, I will elaborate in this paper on the excellent critiques 

of van den Bergh and Verbruggen, hereinafter referred to as B&V [3]. In recent years, I am 

not aware of any debate about the appropriateness of the ecological footprint, but the 

prominence of the footprint in claims for preservation demands a continued critical appraisal 

of it. I do not attempt a detailed critique of the ecological footprint to base the debate here, 

but I inspire most of the discussion from the paper by Moran et al., whose work well 

highlights the challenges of using the footprint to make claims for sustainability. 

One quick issue with the biological impression noted by B&V is that it is overwhelmed by 

energy as over half of the impression of generally high and center pay countries is because of 

the measure of land important to sequester ozone depleting substances. In extra to the 

quantity of remarks by B&V on this issue, it is essential to take note of that, while a 

significant decrease in ozone harming substance creation is required, it isn't at all obvious 

from a natural, not to mention financial, stance that all ozone harming substances humanity 

produces require to sequestered or dispensed with. This is a particularly significant point 

given that, as per the Global Footprint Network information base utilized by Moran et al., 

humankind is burning-through 25% a bigger number of assets than the bio-capacity of the 

Earth. In the event that for example just half of current ozone harming substance creation is 

resolved ex bet past the economical limit of the Earth, at that point humanity is presently 

inside the constraints of supportability as characterized by the impression. The rest of this 

paper is coordinated as follows. The following segment examines how an impression can 

miss-indicate the current supportability of a framework by discretionarily deciding limits, 

which is particularly dangerous for cross country examinations. Segment 3 investigates the 

part of innovation in ascertaining the impression and how this can likewise prompt 

misdirecting correlations [4]. I contend that the impression can't consider escalated creation, 

thus correlations with bio-capacity are incorrect. I likewise investigate authentic information 

on harvest yields which show an emphasis on concentrated cultivating by makers and alone 

recommend, maybe misleadingly, that a lot bigger creation could be reasonable. In Section 4, 

I look at the dataset utilized by Moran et al. with other supportability markers and find that 

the impression isn't very much corresponded with land corruption, which has bigger 



  

 

 

ISSN: 0374-8588 

Volume 21 Issue 13, December 2019 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1083 

 

ramifications to maintainability than the impression alone. Taking a gander at land utilization 

alone at that point can prompt a misestimate of the supportability of a framework. Segment 5 

is where I contend that the best answer for the issues raised here is to forsake composite 

markers and rather gaze straight toward the two issues generally significant for manageability. 

 

II. PRESENT CONSUMPTION SUSTAINABILITY 

There is a significant issue with the contrast of the present ecological footprint with the real 

geographical area of a territory or community, as B&V and Gordon and Richardson have 

already criticized. Rees, who provides an estimate of the city of Vancouver, Canada, is a 

drastic case, which he claims demands 174 times as much ground as is actually found within 

the city to support it. Although knowing what it takes to maintain a city may be informative, 

it should not come as a surprise to anybody that a city's ecological footprint is substantially 

greater than the limits of the city [5]. This fact derives from one of the most fundamental 

concepts of economics, where, according to comparative advantage, goods would be made. 

People live in cities, including large-scale ones, mainly because they are more effective than 

rural life. The footprints of Benin, Bhutan, Costa Rica and the Netherlands are also viewed by 

van Vuuren and Smeets. In the Netherlands, they find that consumption needs more than 

twice the land found within the Netherlands, while the other countries surveyed show much 

lower rates. Again, this finding should not be shocking when people not only have more 

capital in the Netherlands, but the country has very little space for its population as a whole 

and therefore a considerably higher population density [6]. The boundary defined as the 

country, similar to a town then, is arbitrary. This question cannot be addressed by efforts to 

better calculate a region's footprint by input/output steps and exchange, since there is still an 

arbitrary boundary to be used. 

While practically all public measures could confront a comparable contention with respect to 

the utilization of limits, from a natural point of view chronicled and authoritative limits are 

particularly superfluous. Instead of estimating maintainability of a given region, the 

impression of a locale or country truth be told measures imbalance of assets. For example, the 

distinction in the per capita impression of Canada and Benin is because of the distinction of 

per capita utilization, which is because of the distinction in per capita pay between the two 

countries. Be that as it may, inside Canada we would likewise see comparative enormous 

contrasts, and considering various zones of Vancouver would similarly deliver various 

outcomes. Cross-country correlations of the environmental impression at that point depend on 

limits that are subjective, and hence conceivably aimless [7]. This analysis is obviously 

feasible for any definition that depends on public limits; however it represents a particularly 

significant issue for the issue of relative bio-capacity, where normal utilization inside a 

country is duplicated by total populace and afterward contrasted with the limit of the Earth. 

For instance, Moran et al. use information on utilization that recommends that if everybody 

on the planet were to live in a similar way as the normal American, it would have required 3 

Earths in 1975 and 5 Earths in 2003 to support this utilization. Increasing by the normal 



  

 

 

ISSN: 0374-8588 

Volume 21 Issue 13, December 2019 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1084 

 

impression however misses the fluctuation inside a country thus makes a solid supposition 

about which utilization level to sum up upon. As I examine in the following area, it likewise 

makes a solid suspicion about the all-out bio-capacity of the Earth. 

 

III. TECHNOLOGY'S ROLE IN SUSTAINABILITY 

 In the computation of an environmental impression, the innovation level that is accepted for 

delivering a given item is either a world normal of advancements, called the worldwide 

hectare, or all the more as of late through the info/yield writing, a determined combination 

dependent on exchange information of imported and nearby advances. Since globalization 

has expanded the interrelatedness of creation it is critical to utilize a neighborhood economies 

creation level, however to quantify creation at the source. While this makes for a fascinating 

psychological study, as talked about by B&V and Kitzes et al. furthermore, all around 

perceived by clients of the environmental impression, innovation change makes the 

impression futile for understanding the impact of future development in utilization [8]. For 

example, while people in the creating scene are expanding their utilization quickly and could 

one day arrive at the utilization levels of the created world, the natural impression can't 

answer what this expanded utilization will resemble as it can just portray creation 

development without mechanical advancement. This however proposes that the natural 

impression is pointless for future expectations, yet in addition presents a sensible defect in the 

examination of a utilization level and the bio-capacity of the Earth. Bio-capacity 

examinations, for example, the contention that it would take 5 Earths to support utilization if 

everybody burned-through like Americans, expect that the normal utilization of a territory 

reaches out to the whole total populace, with all creation at the current innovation level [9]. 

However it is notable that this sort of estimation is pointless and halfway. Prior to such a 

development, much innovative advancement would have happened. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

While the ecological footprint provides a clear and understandable calculation of the output 

inputs for a given amount of consumption, the sustainability of consumption that was initially 

meant to be discussed is not addressed. In brief, the ecological footprint critiques that I have 

highlighted here include the subjective assertion that all zero greenhouse gas emissions and 

national limits are presumed. The footprint is simply a measure of injustice, historical proof 

that intense, rather than comprehensive. Expenditure is the key driver of output growth, while 

the footprint is entirely static to me. 
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