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In this paper we examine a growing social movement of individuals and organizations in North America committed to moving society towards sustainable production and consumption. Many participating in this movement may not use or refer to the terms sustainable consumption or green consumerism, yet they play important roles promoting those values, practices and policies. Others are actively engaged in the theoretical and political discourse to define and understand the nature and dynamics of these concepts and their manifestations in economy, culture, politics and personal lifestyle. We will look at a number of these groups and initiatives as well as some of the factors driving them.  

The sustainable production and consumption movement

In North America, the movement for sustainable production and consumption (SPAC) involves a relatively small but growing number of networks, organizations and individuals connected by an understanding and effort to change at least some aspect of the production and consumption system underlying and driving those issues and concerns. Advocacy and adoption of green consumerism is one such approach. While the promotion of sustainable production and consumption
 is usually not described as a social movement, it is nevertheless one of the most important of this new century, linking environmentalism, consumer rights, and economic justice by the focus on common root causes. 

The evolution of this movement reaches into our past, involving changing values and practices of early settlers
 and the indigenous peoples they found here, as well as the slave population unwillingly brought here to help settle and harvest the land. North America is known as the melting pot of peoples and their traditions, and those people’s definition of and efforts to achieve the good life took shape in the institutions, laws and norms now making up North America’s current economic system and culture.  

What we describe today as the sustainable production and consumption movement is especially shaped through the experience during the past 40 years of the social and environmental consequences of our society’s consumption habits, values and beliefs, fed and promoted by a continually growing production, investment, and distribution system. The belief that the natural world has an endless capacity to provide for the expanding modern upscaling appetites of that consumption and production system, along with absorbing its wastes, is one of the pivotal debates and sources of friction among North America’s polarized populations. 

Many of the earlier values and practices of self-sufficiency, frugality and the spiritual over the materialistic were dramatically swept aside by the industrialization of the 19th century
 and its emphasis on buying and selling. Mass production meant lower prices for goods, thus competing with those produced by the household. As the 20th century unfolded, modern consumer society quickly displaced the earlier productive functions of the household and family as shopping malls and suburbs replaced family farms and countryside
. Mass production of goods, characterized by Henry Ford’s introduction in 1909 of the assembly line to automobile manufacturing, provided a flood of increasingly affordable goods and services transforming American standards of living.

After an interlude during World War II when frugality was temporarily equated with patriotism, North American society’s postwar emphasis switched to one focused on the acquisition and use of purchasing power. After the war, consumerism in North America exploded and economic growth became the national mantra, both celebrated by the new medium of television and a thriving advertising industry
. The post-war years also saw the promotion and rapid spread of mass consumer values and habits across the globe, reaching out to both affluent and dispossessed
.  

According to historian Lizabeth Cohen,

Faith in a mass consumption postwar economy hence came to mean much more than the ready availability of goods to buy. Rather, it stood for an elaborate, integrated ideal of economic abundance and democratic political freedom, both equitably distributed, that became almost a national civil religion from the late 1940s into the 1970s.

Yet some voices pointed out the negative consequences of consumerism. In The Hidden Persuaders (1957), Vance Packard exposed the use of motivational research and subliminal manipulation by advertising to induce desire for products they might otherwise not be interested, including political candidates. In The Waste Makers (1960), Packard introduced many Americans to the practice of planned obsolescence used by consumer good producers since the 1920s, profiting from the Throwaway Society’s growing mountains of garbage, litter and useless appliances.

In The Affluent Society (1958), John Kenneth Galbraith claimed advertising’s creation of “false needs” and emphasis on private goods drained away society’s investment in access to public goods such as education, clean air, healthcare and other services. However, it was the environmental disasters of the 1970s and 1980s that especially drew Americans’ attention to the downside of the consumerism they had embraced.

What’s wrong with consuming?

In her 1962 best-seller Silent Spring, Rachel Carson alerted Americans to the health and environmental threats caused by the abuse of pesticides polluting our ecosystems and bodies. In the past century conservationists from George Marsh (Man and Nature, 1864) to Aldo Leopold (A Sand County Almanac, 1949) had raised the flag over environmental abuse, but the wider public was not yet ready. However, by 1970 the first Earth Day celebration attracted 20 million participants, formally launching the environmental movement. Earlier in that year the US government passed the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), later followed by a series of major environmental regulations.

During the 1970s and 1980s, the celebration of consumption and growth now bumped up against a growing public awareness and concern over the environmental and social impacts and failures of industrialization as environmental catastrophes such as Love Canal (1978), Chernobyl (1986), and Exxon Valdez (1989), biodiversity loss, climate change, and the continuing social degradation of racism and poverty threatened to turn the American Dream into a nightmare. 

In 1973, Americans’ attention was suddenly directed to their dependence on Middle Eastern oil fields as the first global energy crisis filled the headlines and cars lined up waiting for gas. This situation aptly illustrated E.F. Schumacher’s warning in Small Is Beautiful that our addiction to fossil fuels and squandering of nonrenewable resources puts us on a collision course. To change this course, "We must thoroughly understand the problem and begin to see the possibility of evolving a new life-style, with new methods of production and new patterns of consumption."
 

In response to pressure to develop a better understanding of the implications of these events, President Carter commissioned the Global 2000 Report analyzing social and environmental trends of the 1960s and 1970s, which concluded:

If present trends continue, the world in 2000 will be more crowded, and more vulnerable to disruption than the world we live in now. Serious stresses involving population, resources, and environment are clearly visible ahead. Despite greater material output, the worlds’ people will be poorer in many ways than they are today.

More than a quarter century later we now see many of the Global 2000 projections have unhappily come true. Yet when the report appeared in 1980, the new President Reagan and his supporters immediately dismissed the report’s findings as “doom and gloom” and proceeded to aggressively dismantle or weaken much of the environmental regulations and policies that had been established in the previous decade. 

In 1984 American consumers were painfully confronted with the tragedy of the Bhopal plant disaster in India, with the responsibility pointing to American chemical company Union Carbide producing pesticides marketed to Indian farms. Ironically, only a year later 135 American workers at a Union Carbide plant in Virginia were hospitalized from a leak of the same poisonous gas as in Bhopal.
 With victims now in the thousands, neither the federal government nor the chemical industry could deny the need for much greater transparency and accountability. In response to public outrage from these disasters, Congress was pressured to pass in 1986 the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act. This legislation gave citizens the right to information about hazardous chemical emissions and discharges by companies. This new information available to consumers and community activists in turn led to the discovery by poor communities of color that their neighborhoods were the frequent sites of hazardous waste dumps. This was one of the major catalysts in the rise of the environmental justice movement.
 With somewhat different perspectives and sensitivities from the traditional environmental movement, the environmental justice movement made the important connection between environment, poverty and social justice.

The Reagan Administration’s disregard for environmental protection led to a backlash of grassroots citizen activism, while membership in the various environmental organizations swelled. Citizen organizations, recognizing the hostility of the federal government to so many of their aims and concerns, put more effort into building alliances, coalitions and campaigns cutting across several different issues and approaches. The business community in turn found itself being painfully pulled in two directions. Public relations was an option but not a solution. Many businesses recognized it was essential to begin greening their operations, or at least show interest in doing so.

To take the lead

At the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development ("Earth Summit"), after a heated debate on the impact of population growth, the conference officially acknowledged that "the unsustainable pattern of consumption and production, particularly in industrialized countries" was the "major cause of the continued deterioration of the global environment."
 The participating heads of state agreed that the industrialized countries were obligated to "take the lead" in the "reorientation of existing production and consumption patterns that have developed in industrial societies and are in turn emulated in much of the world."

Among those industrialized countries, North America especially stands out in its relatively large contribution to global environmental degradation and threats to health.  North America is well known consuming an overly high share of the world’s natural resources as well as producing more than its share of pollution and waste. It’s population of more than a half billion people
 represents slightly more than five percent of the world’s population,
 yet North Americans claim over 31 percent of the world’s private consumption expenditures
 and similar proportions of much of the world’s material and energy wealth. 

	Year 2004
	Oil consumption

(million barrels/day)
	CO2 emissions
(metric tons per capita)

	North America
	25.6
	16.0

	Asia & Oceania
	23.8
	2.7

	Europe
	16.4
	8.0

	Middle East
	5.9
	7.2

	Central & South America
	5.5
	2.4

	Eurasia
	4.1
	8.9

	Africa
	2.9
	1.1

	World
	83.6
	4.2

	Source: Energy Information Administration, U.S. DOE (2007)




The average American uses five times more energy than the average global citizen, ten times more than the average Chinese and 20 times more than the average Indian.
 In 2004, of the 83.6 million barrels of oil a day consumed by the world, North America claimed more than 30 percent, most of this (20.6 M) going to the United States.
 In the global debate on climate change, North America is also criticized for its excessive per capita contribution of CO2  (16 metric tons per person for 2004), far above any other region.

Countless studies have detailed the differences between North American and other regions’ consumption of wood, minerals, meat, grain, cars, and countless other resources as well as the production and export of various types of pollution and wastes, which usually conclude recognizing the disparity of North America’s significantly greater share of consumption and waste.

The ecological footprint
 provides an overall measure of the degree to which a nation is or is not living within its natural resource means. North America’s footprint completely dwarfs those of other regions, including Europe. The ecological footprint is one of the important indicators by which to gauge progress towards sustainable production and consumption patterns. Yet the task of identifying and defining specific policy targets and timetables, not to mention winning sufficient political approval of those targets, remains a major but critical challenge.
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After Rio, many countries established national sustainable development councils, including the United States. Many also developed national sustainable development strategies. In Canada a Commissioner of Environment and Sustainable Development was created in 1995 to oversee development of sustainable development strategies for each of the relevant federal ministries. One of the mandates of the Commissioner is “to encourage the government to be more accountable for greening its policies, operations, and programs.”
 Currently Canada is involved in its “fourth round” of departmental sustainable development strategies for the period 2007-2009.
 In the United States, President Clinton established the President’s Council on Sustainable Development in 1993, which organized public consultations (“town meetings”) around the country between stakeholders and federal agency heads, culminating in the National Town Meeting for a Sustainable America in 1999. Having presented its report with recommendations on national sustainable development policy, the Council then disbanded.

National policy frameworks

Among the tasks identified by Agenda 21 at the 1992 Earth Summit, governments were expected to "develop a domestic policy framework that will encourage a shift to more sustainable patterns of production and consumption."
 Fifteen years after the Earth Summit, only a few have made the effort to develop some kind of action plan on sustainable production and consumption. 
 Neither the US, Canada or Mexico yet have national strategies or policy frameworks addressing sustainable production and consumption objectives. Nevertheless, there have been some efforts to begin national dialogues and attempt to move in the direction of some kind of national frameworks. The European Union’s effort to develop a regional Sustainable Consumption and Production Action Plan in 2007 will hopefully provide a strong impetus to their transatlantic neighbors.

Aside from political and industry resistance to the idea of sustainable production and consumption, given a half century promoting spending, borrowing, and an almost religious ideology of “economic growth,” there remained the challenge of defining what “sustainable production and consumption” is as a policy goal. Economic, sociological and anthropological scholars had for years engaged in theoretical struggles to reach understanding and agreement on the nature of consumption and production without having to add the complex and for many ambiguous concept of “sustainability” to the mix. Nevertheless there was sufficient practical understanding of ecological concepts and principles such as carrying capacity, overshoot, precautionary principle, polluter pays principle, and others to begin the debate on policy with  a mind to the needs of future generations and the balancing of social and environmental priorities along with the economic.

United States

In 1994 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency commissioned the National Research Council to help define "a research agenda on the global environmental impact of U.S. consumption."
 The same year the President's Council on Sustainable Development (PCSD) created the Population and Consumption Task Force chaired by Dianne Dillon-Ridgley (Co-chair, Citizens Network for Sustainable Development) and Timothy Wirth (Under Secretary for Global Affairs, U.S. Department of State).
 The Task Force report recommendations outlined many of the key themes and points of focus now characterizing the various streams of action currently shaping the sustainable production and consumption movement: labeling and certification; life-cycle analysis; government procurement; public education; reduction, reuse and recycling of packaging materials; efficient and clean technologies; reducing harmful subsidies; among other approaches. 

As an overall policy framework, the Taskforce recommendations were for the most part ignored, along with the broader recommendations of the President's Council (the latter closing its doors in 1999). While there appears no recent effort to review those recommendations or to develop a national policy or action framework on production and consumption, the U.S. government continues to participate in the international discussion of the Ten Year Framework for Sustainable Consumption and Production raised at the World Summit on Sustainable Development.

Canada

The Canadian government also admitted they have "no current over-arching regulatory or policy framework that deals with sustainable consumption in Canada," although pointing to "considerable activity...that contributes to the goals of reaching higher levels of sustainable consumption and production."
 In 1996-97, Environment Canada’s National Office of Pollution Prevention was designated as the federal lead for sustainable consumption and production, providing policy advice and technical support in the preparation of Canada’s position at the United Nations Commission for Sustainable Development.
.  Also in May 1997, Environment Canada hosted a workshop on Sustainable Consumption and Production in Ottawa. Acknowledging "the movement towards sustainable consumption is still in its infancy," the background paper commissioned for the workshop reaffirmed that "as a participant at the Earth Summit and a signatory to Agenda 21, the Federal Government has committed to fostering sustainable consumption and production throughout Canada." To meet this commitment, the author pointed out, "the process of designing a sustainable consumption path will likely require coordinating existing activities, identifying constraints to developing the path, and clearly stating what the future path will look like," a process requiring extensive discussion with all stakeholders.

In their report to the World Summit on Sustainable Development, the Canadian delegation highlighted their promotion of pollution prevention, Extended Producer Responsibility, and other approaches, as a response to sustainable production and consumption. Yet in Environment Canada's Sustainable Development Strategy for 2004-2006, there was still no overarching strategy or policy framework for achieving sustainable production and consumption.
 Nevertheless, the government has acknowledged the need to "develop a federal policy on sustainable consumption and production" as a next step.
 However, Environment Canada identifies the promotion of “sustainable consumption and production of natural resources” and for “Canadians to adopt sustainable consumption and production approaches” as objectives in its Sustainable Development Strategy for 2007-2009.
 This is still quite a ways away from a national sustainable production and consumption policy framework or action plan, but it is clearly a step forward.

Different national approaches

In an Environment Canada Policy Research Seminar in 2001, James Meadowcroft explained the differences he saw approaches to sustainability by the US and Canada. In "Implementing Sustainable Development Strategies and Initiatives in High Consumption Societies," he identified three types of government: enthusiastic nations (Netherlands, Norway and Sweden), governments considered cautiously supportive (Canada, Germany, European Union, Japan and the United Kingdom), and the disinterested (United States).
 According to Meadowcroft and Lafferty
, "sustainable development has gone largely unnoticed and non-supported" in the US. Not only has sustainable development had "virtually no significant impact on the operations of the US federal government," they explain, but that the core values associated with sustainability have failed to gain formal political acceptance. Instead, "US environmental policy remains largely frozen in the conservationist, regulation/compliance, industry-versus-environmentalists, and pollution-clean-up patterns that took shape either prior to or during the 1970s."

For those working to raise awareness, understanding and adoption of the values and practices associated with sustainability in general and sustainable production and consumption in particular, such reluctance and resistance presents a serious obstacle and challenge. What is needed to make the transition from disinterested to enthusiastic?

What is needed? 
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Clearly there are many different views about what is needed to move production (P) and consumption (C) patterns towards sustainability (S). Opinions and disagreements within the movement abound. Some believe a consumption perspective needs to override the traditional production perspective.
 Others believe production and consumption should be viewed as two sides of a dynamic, interdependent system.
 Others simply focus on specific, concrete elements within that system, such as some of the initiatives examined in this paper, unconcerned with the terminology used by others to describe their work. In the rest of this paper we will look at some of these different approaches taken in response to what those groups think is needed.

As to developing national policy on production and consumption, observers such as Maurie Cohen find it  “difficult to imagine an American political administration, regardless of party affiliation, embracing a meaningful program to move the country toward alternative modes of consumption. The economic risks are too high and the political payoffs too elusive.” Thus, a national policy framework and action plan cannot be expected to come from the top down; progress towards sustainable production and consumption require “a combination of social activism and targeted resistance.”
 However, there are also other kinds of initiatives and approaches in addition to activism and resistance that contribute to the movement towards sustainable production and consumption. 

Surveying SPAC initiatives

The North American Sustainable Consumption Alliance (NASCA) represents an effort of civil society, academic and governmental representatives from Canada, the United States and Mexico coming together with a common goal to encourage individuals, businesses, institutions and governments to reduce their impact on the environment and society by changing how they consume materials and resources. The alliance, founded in 2001 in Lowell, Massachusetts to facilitate information exchange, communication and outreach and collaborative action around sustainable consumption and production, has organized a series of regional and national workshops on defining common objectives and strategies. 

One project emerging from these workshops was a 2003 regional survey of sustainable production and consumption initiatives taking place in each country. The project involved identifying and developing profiles of a selection of SPAC-oriented initiatives in Canada, the United States and Mexico, followed by creation of a public-access, online database. The goal of the project was to develop a tool to facilitate collaboration and cooperation among organizations in North America promoting sustainable consumption and/or production. The North American Sustainable Consumption and Production Database provides public information about initiatives that can be supported, replicated, or joined.
 In this first phase of the project, partners in the three countries identified a total of 194 initiatives, classifying these according to organization sector, country, organization type (e.g., government, business, academic, or public interest group), as well as focus areas, tools and approaches. 
 Some of the following initiatives are from this survey and database.

Sustainable consumption initiatives

There are many different approaches to sustainable consumption. For some “green consumerism” refers strictly to purchase behavior, to “buying green” and “consuming differently” without necessarily reducing consumption. Others have a more expanded notion of green consumerism, in which consumers are more informed and responsible about addressing their consumption needs, considering the impacts of their decisions and adjusting their household consumption patterns accordingly. This may involve a more or less dramatic change in lifestyle, perhaps a change in values or a deeper understanding of how needs and desires are translated into practices causing no harm. 

Green consumer guides

One of the most direct strategies for changing consumption behavior has been to offer consumers information and advice on specific products and services to buy and use. In 1988 the Council on Economic Priorities published Shopping for a Better World: The Quick and Easy Guide to Socially Responsible Shopping, shortly followed by The Green Consumer: A Guide for the Environmentally Aware (1990) by Joel Makower, John Elkington and Julia Hailes, and in 1999 The Consumer’s Guide to Effective Environmental Choices: Practical Advice from the Union of Concerned Scientists, by Michael Brower. The list goes on and on. For years Co-op America regularly published its annual directory National Green Pages listing environmentally responsible goods and services provided by members of the Co-op America Business Network, who are each required to pass an ethical screening and approval process. Co-op America’s Responsible Shopper program provides the public with research on the social and environmental impact of specific companies, focusing especially on companies that are the subject of consumer and shareholder campaigns.

Who uses these guides? Who are the green consumers who demand or at least prefer 

	Green Gauge segments (Roper Organization)

	True-Blue Greens
	 11%
	Most environmentally active

	Greenback Greens
	   8   
	Most willing to pay highest premium for green products

	Sprouts
	 33
	Fence-sitters who are slowly embracing environmentalism

	Grousers
	 14
	Environmentally disinterested

	Apathetics
	 33
	Least interested.


products and services that cause no harm? Since 1990 the Roper Organization’s Green Gauge Report has segmented and tracked green consumers.
 The Natural Marketing Institute divides the market into five segments. Of these, the LOHAS or Lifestyles of Health and Sustainability segment (16%) is the “most environmentally progressive” and most likely target for green products.

Voluntary simplicity  

The embrace of "simple living" lies at the heart of the voluntary simplicity movement, in which networks, organizations and individuals across the United States, Canada and other regions are involved. Duane Elgin, in his book Voluntary Simplicity (1981), describes this approach celebrating "harmonious and purposeful living."
 "Unpromisingly rooted in an apolitical and consumerist response to social ills," explains Michael Maniate, "the Voluntary Simplicity Movement also sows the seeds of collective challenge to fundamental dysfunctions of industrial society."
 

In his book, Graceful Simplicity, Jerome Segal, one of the founders of The Simplicity Forum, writes about the politics and philosophy of this movement. "We in the United States and in other rich lands have, somewhere along the line, made a wrong turn," he says. "We have lost any semblance of graceful existence, and we sense it, even if we can't articulate it."
 An alliance of simplicity leaders committed to achieving and honoring simple, just and sustainable ways of life, The Simplicity Forum works towards a return of that sense of grace.
 

The Simple Living Network, growing out of the "simplicity circles" first launched by Cecile Andrews in 1989,
 is another initiative putting into practice these values. Small networks in themselves, simplicity circles gathered together people "to help each other simplify their lives." In her 1997 book, The Circle of Simplicity, Andrews estimated that by the end of the century, "15 percent of America's 77 million baby boomers" will have joined the simplicity movement.
 

The Center for a New American Dream is a US-based organization well-known for its mission and programs to "help Americans consume responsibly to protect the environment, enhance quality of life, and promote social justice."
 Their Conscious Consumer program helps members locate the kinds of environmentally and socially responsible products they want to use and support. The Center’s Turn the Tide program challenges individuals to commit to nine simple actions they can take as responsible consumers to have a measurable, positive impact on the environment.
 They also help individuals get themselves off junk mail lists as well as helping organize and advocate for state and national legislation empowering citizens with the right to be free from junk mail.

Right to Know 

Educators, public interest groups and the media can raise consumers' awareness about the dynamics and impacts of their consumption choices and practices. Yet this information is limited without political mechanisms ensuring citizens have a legal right to know about the kinds of pollution and health risks they face in their communities. In particular, Community Right-to-Know laws in the US and those in Canada providing for Pollution Release Transfer Registers offer an important mechanism requiring factories and other corporate entities to make public information on the toxicity of their emissions. Such an important knowledge tool did not arrive as a gift, but was the result of campaigning, lobbying and networking by community, public interest and other groups before and following the 1984 Bhopal tragedy.

In the US, the Working Group on Community Right-to-Know serves a nationwide network of right-to-know advocates and watchdogs, allowing communities to hold corporations accountable for their emissions and waste. In addition, the Right-To-Know Network (RTK NET) provides free access to numerous environmental databases, with information on specific factories and their environmental effects. Other organizations such as the Toxics Use Research Institute (TURI) and INFORM's Community Right to Know More program help to ensure and protect access to right-to-know programs.

Context of consumption
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Consumption behavior and initiatives are best understood when viewed in the context of the broader production and consumption system. Ultimately, investment (I) involves judgments regarding which consumption needs or demands promise the best return on the investment of private or public resources required to meet or respond to that demand. Ultimately it is not consumer demand that is responsible for what is produced and distributed, but the judgment and decisions by those in control of the resources needed to invest in production. Thus investment-based initiatives such as Socially Responsible Investment (SRI), environmentally responsible purchasing, and campaigns for subsidy reform are all important in determining what products and services will ultimately be available for consumption.

Distribution-based initiatives

Closely related to consumption-based initiatives are those aimed at influencing the distribution (D) function. Although not consumption-based per se, distribution involves advertising, marketing, transportation, packaging, pricing, trade and other factors directly shaping consumption decisions and behavior. 

Eco-labeling

In contrast to the persuasive methods of advertising, Consumers Union Guide to Environmental Labels aims to help consumers make more informed choices in the marketplace, and participate more effectively as citizens in important decisions that affect the environment. The purpose of the project is to provide information to consumers, regarding eco-labels, products that carry eco-labels, the organizations that produce eco-labels, and government and private standards for "green" products. 

According to the Sustainable Business Institute, the Seal of Sustainability "honors those businesses and business leaders throughout the world who have proposed or implemented noteworthy sustainable business practices." The Institute defines "sustainability" with regard to actions by business that "in some way enhance ecosystem health or reduce resource consumption, while meeting the broader expectations of society."

Green Seal's Product Standards and Certification Program awards its seal of approval to products that "cause significantly less harm to the environment than similar products." This assures buyers that certified products have been thoroughly tested, work well, and are among the most environmentally responsible ones available.

Fair trade

Fair trade builds an important bridge between consumer and producer. Challenging the current system of unequal relations between small-scale producers in the South and the international trade system, fair trade is "one small avenue toward reclaiming a sense of engagement and empowerment in the modern world," for both producers in the South and consumers in the North. 
 

Fair trade is a global movement involving over a million small-scale producers and workers organized in as many as 3,000 grassroots organizations and their umbrella structures in over 50 countries in the South.
 Most of these umbrella groups have agreed on the definition of fair trade
 as 

a trading partnership, based on dialogue, transparency and respect, that seeks greater equity in international trade. It contributes to sustainable development by offering better trading conditions to, and securing the rights of, marginalized producers and workers -- especially in the South. Fair trade organisations (backed by consumers) are engaged actively in supporting producers, awareness raising and in campaigning for changes in the rules and practice of conventional international trade.
The fair trade system involves four types of organizations: 

· producers – collectives, small farmers, artisans and other workers in Southern countries,

· importers and wholesalers – previously known as Alternative Trading Organizations,

· retailers – "world shops," stores or mail-order catalogs,  including the 7,000 supermarkets in the US and Canada carrying fair trade brands, and

· the fair trade labelling initiatives – which certify the chain of supply to guarantee adherence to fair trade practices; these are coordinated internationally by Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International-FLO. TransFair Canada and TransFair USA are among the 17 national labelling initiatives coordinated by FLO.  

The fair trade concept began in the late 1940s when a number of religious groups began trading with poor and refugee communities, eventually setting up "world stores" to market their handicrafts. In the 1960s and 1970s NGOs, such as Oxfam and others saw the need for fair marketing organizations to provide "alternative trade" support and assistance to southern producers. 

In the 1980s an international system of fair trade certification and labelling was introduced. Products included tea, chocolate, bananas, sugar, honey, and especially coffee. In 1986, Equal Exchange was founded to import fair trade coffee into US markets (consisting of about 150 million coffee drinkers). However, in the past three decades world coffee prices have declined, putting increasing pressure on small Southern coffee producers to find new strategies for selling their harvests. By 2000 the price of coffee had hit a 30-year low, lower than the costs of production, devastating the livelihoods of 25 million coffee producers around the world. Fair trade has been one of the few strategies available to small farmers caught in this crisis.
 

In 1994 nearly 100 wholesalers, retailers and producers operating in North America and committed to alternative trade principles formed the Fair Trade Federation (FTF), an umbrella organization providing networking resources to members and acting as an information clearinghouse on fair trade issues.

In 1997, many of these organizations came together to create the international umbrella Fairtrade Labelling International (FLO), now responsible for setting international fair trade standards. 

In 1998, Transfair USA began certifying fair trade coffee. They describe themselves as "the only independent, third-party certifier of Fair Trade practices in the United States." In their Fair Trade Certification initiative, TransFair works in partnerships with US companies and fair-trade labeling organizations, regularly visiting Fair Trade farmer cooperatives, verifying that they were paid a fair price for certified products.

In 2002, total sales for the fair trade industry in North America were $180 million, an increase of 44% from 2001. The highest proportion of total FTF sales (29%) was from certified fair trade coffee -- an increase of over 50% from the previous year.

Advertising reform

[image: image4.jpg]


We already noted the critique of advertising’s influence during the 1950s by authors such as Vance Packard and John Kenneth Galbraith, warning of the industry’s efforts "to bring into being wants that previously did not exist."
 Since then spending on advertising has skyrocketed. In 1950, US advertising expenditures amounted to $39 billion; by 2005 they climbed to $276 billion.
 Worldwatch researcher Alan During noted that "restraining the excesses of marketers and limiting commercials to their legitimate role of informing consumers will require fundamental reforms in the industry, changes that will not come about without a well-organized grassroots movement." 

Such a movement to reform advertising covers a wide range of issues and groups. Groups such as Consumers Union have since the 1930s been counteracting the persuasive messages of advertising with independent assessments of products and services marketed to consumers, such as through their magazine Consumer Reports. Other more recent efforts have taken a more aggressive approach, such as the Canadian Adbusters, who describe themselves as "a global network of artists, activists, writers, pranksters, students, educators and entrepreneurs” whose aim is “to topple existing power structures and forge a major shift in the way we will live in the 21st century." Their Culture Jammers Network links over 82,000 activists agreeing to participate in this toppling effort.

An important part of the movement to reform advertising focuses on advertising's influence on children. Each year, over $12 billion is spent by advertising targeting the youth market, with children viewing in that year more than 40,000 commercials -- dramatic increases since the 1970s. 
 A number of initiatives and coalitions have emerged to protect children from the destructive impacts of advertising. 

Describing its mission as "to keep the commercial culture within its proper sphere, and to prevent it from exploiting children and subverting the higher values of family, community, environmental integrity and democracy," the nonprofit group Commercial Alert spearheads a campaign promoting The Parents' Bill of Rights. 
 Arguing that "an aggressive commercial culture has invaded the relationship between parents and children," the document calls for a series of government actions to help parents protect their children from harmful advertising campaigns. 

Another initiative, the Campaign for a Commercial-Free Childhood describes itself as "a national coalition of health care professionals, educators, advocacy groups and concerned parents who counter the harmful effects of marketing to children through action, advocacy, education, research, and collaboration."
 One recent action of the campaign is lobbying the US Congress to restore the FTC's authority to regulate advertising to children.

The debate over green consumerism

Recently an emotional debate began following Alex Williams’ New York Times editorial “Buying Into the Green Movement,” which examined some of the criticisms of the 35 million Americans who regularly buy products claiming to be earth-friendly, that too much of the population thinks buying green is an easy way out or simply engaged in “eco-narcissism.”
 The point that should have been made, claimed Alex Steffen of worldchanging.org, is that “there is no combination of purchasing decisions which will make the current affluent American lifestyle sustainable,” that “you can’t shop your way to sustainability.” He added that the most important source of change is “our public lives: our roles as citizens, as change agents within our businesses, as advocates in our communities, as investors and philanthropists, as opinion leaders in general.” 
 

Another contributor to the debate pointed out that “Maybe it’s too late for our baby steps (including more eco-friendly purchasing decisions) to make a difference, but certainly without them we are not going to get the critical mass of people making the political, commercial and individual decisions that will.”
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				ECOLOGICAL FOOTPRINT AND BIOCAPACITY (2006 Edition)

						Population		Total Ecological Footprint2		Included in Total Footprint																Total Biocapacity2		Included in Total Biocapacity								Ecological deficit (-) or reserve (+)4

				2003 data1						Cropland Footprint		Grazing land Footprint		Forest: timber, pulp and paper Footprint		Forest: fuelwood Footprint		Fishing ground Footprint		Carbon Footprint		Nuclear Footprint		Built-up land Footprint3				Cropland		Grazing land		Forest		Fishing grounds

						(millions)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)		(global ha/person)

				World		6,301.5		2.2		0.49		0.15		0.17		0.06		0.15		1.07		0.09		0.08		1.8		0.53		0.27		0.78		0.14		-0.5

				High income countries		955.6		6.4		0.80		0.29		0.71		0.02		0.33		3.58		0.46		0.25		3.3		1.10		0.19		1.48		0.31		-3.1

				Middle income countries		3,011.7		1.9		0.47		0.17		0.11		0.05		0.15		0.85		0.03		0.07		2.1		0.50		0.31		1.05		0.15		0.2

				Low income countries5		2,303.1		0.8		0.34		0.04		0.02		0.08		0.04		0.21		0.006		0.05		0.7		0.31		0.17		0.12		0.05		-0.1

				Africa		846.8		1.1		0.42		0.09		0.05		0.13		0.05		0.26		0.00		0.05		1.3		0.37		0.51		0.27		0.08		0.2

				Algeria		31.8		1.6		0.47		0.10		0.05		0.05		0.02		0.85		0.00		0.04		0.7		0.29		0.35		0.00		0.01		-0.9

				Angola		13.6		1.0		0.44		0.09		0.06		0.05		0.13		0.18		0.00		0.05		3.4		0.24		2.35		0.29		0.44		2.4

				Benin		6.7		0.8		0.57		0.02		0.04		0.00		0.05		0.09		0.00		0.05		0.9		0.64		0.06		0.09		0.04		0.1

				Botswana		1.8		1.6		0.30		0.36		0.06		0.07		0.04		0.66		0.00		0.10		4.5		0.30		3.04		1.11		0.00		3.0

				Burkina Faso		13.0		1.0		0.58		0.13		0.06		0.09		0.01		0.06		0.00		0.06		1.0		0.59		0.23		0.11		0.00		0.0

				Burundi		6.8		0.7		0.31		0.03		0.03		0.24		0.01		0.02		0.00		0.04		0.6		0.28		0.21		0.06		0.01		-0.1

				Cameroon		16.0		0.8		0.39		0.10		0.02		0.12		0.06		0.08		0.00		0.06		1.3		0.59		0.14		0.43		0.07		0.4

				Central African Rep		3.9		0.9		0.34		0.29		0.02		0.10		0.02		0.03		0.00		0.07		3.7		0.61		0.71		2.26		0.00		2.8

				Chad		8.6		1.0		0.49		0.22		0.06		0.15		0.05		0.00		0.00		0.07		2.5		0.48		1.81		0.13		0.05		1.5

				Congo		3.7		0.6		0.25		0.03		0.01		0.06		0.13		0.09		0.00		0.05		7.8		0.20		3.88		3.52		0.15		7.2

				Congo Dem Rep		52.8		0.6		0.17		0.01		0.03		0.26		0.03		0.02		0.00		0.05		1.5		0.16		0.36		0.90		0.02		0.9

				Côte d'Ivoire		16.6		0.7		0.33		0.06		0.04		0.10		0.05		0.11		0.00		0.07		2.0		0.74		0.74		0.40		0.03		1.2

				Egypt		71.9		1.4		0.51		0.01		0.04		0.05		0.11		0.51		0.00		0.12		0.5		0.30		0.00		0.00		0.06		-0.9

				Eritrea		4.1		0.7		0.34		0.09		0.00		0.06		0.05		0.13		0.00		0.04		0.5		0.09		0.30		0.00		0.08		-0.2

				Ethiopia		70.7		0.8		0.28		0.16		0.03		0.26		0.00		0.05		0.00		0.04		0.5		0.23		0.16		0.11		0.00		-0.3

				Gabon		1.3		1.4		0.47		0.05		0.35		0.16		0.29		0.00		0.00		0.06		19.2		0.47		4.80		12.16		1.69		17.8

				Gambia		1.4		1.4		0.67		0.07		0.06		0.09		0.20		0.26		0.00		0.03		0.8		0.33		0.15		0.07		0.25		-0.5

				Ghana		20.9		1.0		0.45		0.02		0.03		0.20		0.17		0.04		0.00		0.05		1.3		0.49		0.34		0.35		0.07		0.3

				Guinea		8.5		0.9		0.37		0.07		0.05		0.27		0.06		0.06		0.00		0.06		2.8		0.28		1.10		0.97		0.35		1.8

				Guinea-Bissau		1.5		0.7		0.32		0.09		0.07		0.06		0.02		0.06		0.00		0.04		2.9		0.37		0.43		0.56		1.49		2.2

				Kenya		32.0		0.8		0.23		0.20		0.04		0.13		0.03		0.15		0.00		0.04		0.7		0.20		0.35		0.04		0.03		-0.2

				Lesotho		1.8		0.8		0.32		0.21		0.00		0.23		0.00		0.01		0.00		0.02		1.1		0.14		0.91		0.00		0.00		0.3

				Liberia		3.4		0.7		0.24		0.01		0.00		0.32		0.04		0.01		0.00		0.06		3.1		0.20		0.83		1.75		0.27		2.4

				Libya		5.6		3.4		0.54		0.17		0.04		0.02		0.08		2.53		0.00		0.04		1.0		0.34		0.27		0.02		0.31		-2.4

				Madagascar		17.4		0.7		0.27		0.11		0.01		0.12		0.08		0.07		0.00		0.06		2.9		0.25		1.16		1.23		0.21		2.2

				Malawi		12.1		0.6		0.32		0.02		0.03		0.08		0.02		0.04		0.00		0.04		0.5		0.27		0.11		0.03		0.02		-0.1

				Mali		13.0		0.8		0.40		0.23		0.02		0.08		0.04		0.01		0.00		0.06		1.3		0.43		0.76		0.03		0.04		0.5

				Mauritania		2.9		1.3		0.36		0.31		0.00		0.11		0.10		0.32		0.00		0.07		5.8		0.17		4.15		0.00		1.37		4.5

				Mauritius		1.2		1.9		0.44		0.07		0.14		0.00		0.28		0.77		0.00		0.17		1.2		0.20		0.00		0.01		0.82		-0.7

				Morocco		30.6		0.9		0.54		0.00		0.04		0.00		0.06		0.23		0.00		0.00		0.8		0.40		0.00		0.11		0.27		-0.1

				Mozambique		18.9		0.6		0.28		0.03		0.02		0.18		0.05		0.03		0.00		0.04		2.1		0.21		1.39		0.40		0.03		1.4

				Namibia		2.0		1.1		0.36		0.06		0.00		0.00		0.26		0.34		0.00		0.12		4.4		0.60		1.98		0.00		1.74		3.3

				Niger		12.0		1.1		0.75		0.11		0.03		0.14		0.00		0.05		0.00		0.03		1.5		0.80		0.67		0.04		0.01		0.4

				Nigeria		124.0		1.2		0.64		0.05		0.05		0.10		0.05		0.22		0.00		0.05		0.9		0.53		0.23		0.09		0.03		-0.2

				Rwanda		8.4		0.7		0.38		0.04		0.04		0.12		0.00		0.03		0.00		0.04		0.5		0.31		0.09		0.08		0.00		-0.1

				Senegal		10.1		1.2		0.48		0.18		0.07		0.10		0.15		0.13		0.00		0.04		0.9		0.33		0.26		0.09		0.14		-0.3

				Sierra Leone		5.0		0.7		0.29		0.03		0.02		0.22		0.08		0.04		0.00		0.05		1.1		0.17		0.46		0.10		0.29		0.4

				Somalia		9.9		0.4		0.01		0.18		0.01		0.21		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.7		0.00		0.63		0.02		0.07		0.3

				South Africa		45.0		2.3		0.38		0.23		0.12		0.05		0.05		1.35		0.06		0.05		2.0		0.53		0.73		0.52		0.21		-0.3

				Sudan		33.6		1.0		0.44		0.23		0.05		0.10		0.01		0.11		0.00		0.07		1.8		0.53		1.07		0.10		0.01		0.8

				Swaziland		1.1		1.1		0.42		0.25		0.05		0.10		0.03		0.23		0.00		0.06		1.1		0.25		0.74		0.00		0.00		-0.1

				Tanzania		37.0		0.7		0.28		0.11		0.04		0.12		0.04		0.05		0.00		0.07		1.3		0.22		0.85		0.11		0.04		0.6

				Togo		4.9		0.9		0.41		0.04		0.03		0.23		0.04		0.08		0.00		0.04		0.8		0.50		0.18		0.05		0.01		-0.1

				Tunisia		9.8		1.5		0.61		0.04		0.08		0.04		0.11		0.65		0.00		0.01		0.8		0.56		0.00		0.02		0.18		-0.8

				Uganda		25.8		1.1		0.53		0.05		0.09		0.28		0.04		0.05		0.00		0.05		0.8		0.47		0.22		0.06		0.04		-0.2

				Zambia		10.8		0.6		0.19		0.07		0.05		0.13		0.04		0.09		0.00		0.05		3.4		0.41		1.99		0.95		0.03		2.8

				Zimbabwe		12.9		0.9		0.28		0.13		0.05		0.13		0.01		0.22		0.00		0.03		0.8		0.19		0.52		0.03		0.01		-0.1

				Asia-Pacific		3,489.4		1.3		0.37		0.07		0.07		0.04		0.15		0.57		0.02		0.06		0.7		0.34		0.08		0.17		0.11		-0.6

				Australia		19.7		6.6		1.17		0.87		0.53		0.03		0.28		3.41		0.00		0.28		12.4		4.26		1.83		3.34		2.73		5.9

				Bangladesh		146.7		0.5		0.25		0.00		0.00		0.04		0.07		0.09		0.00		0.05		0.3		0.19		0.00		0.00		0.06		-0.2

				Cambodia		14.1		0.7		0.24		0.10		0.01		0.14		0.14		0.06		0.00		0.04		0.9		0.32		0.12		0.18		0.21		0.1

				China		1,311.7		1.6		0.40		0.12		0.09		0.03		0.17		0.75		0.01		0.07		0.8		0.34		0.12		0.16		0.09		-0.9

				India		1,065.5		0.8		0.34		0.00		0.02		0.06		0.04		0.26		0.00		0.04		0.4		0.29		0.00		0.02		0.03		-0.4

				Indonesia		219.9		1.1		0.34		0.05		0.05		0.07		0.23		0.26		0.00		0.06		1.0		0.36		0.07		0.26		0.27		-0.0

				Japan		127.7		4.4		0.47		0.09		0.37		0.00		0.52		2.45		0.38		0.07		0.7		0.13		0.00		0.41		0.13		-3.6

				Korea DPRP		22.7		1.4		0.37		0.00		0.05		0.05		0.09		0.84		0.00		0.05		0.7		0.24		0.00		0.29		0.09		-0.8

				Korea Republic		47.7		4.1		0.46		0.06		0.35		0.01		0.63		1.96		0.52		0.05		0.5		0.13		0.00		0.08		0.27		-3.5

				Laos		5.7		0.9		0.32		0.13		0.01		0.21		0.08		0.05		0.00		0.10		1.3		0.33		0.21		0.64		0.07		0.4

				Malaysia		24.4		2.2		0.28		0.06		0.21		0.03		0.58		1.01		0.00		0.09		3.7		0.87		0.02		2.32		0.42		1.5

				Mongolia		2.6		3.1		0.25		1.72		0.12		0.01		0.00		0.93		0.00		0.05		11.8		0.30		11.04		0.45		0.00		8.7

				Myanmar		49.5		0.9		0.50		0.02		0.02		0.15		0.09		0.04		0.00		0.08		1.3		0.57		0.01		0.46		0.20		0.4

				Nepal		25.2		0.7		0.33		0.06		0.04		0.10		0.01		0.09		0.00		0.07		0.5		0.27		0.05		0.08		0.01		-0.2

				New Zealand		3.9		5.9		0.68		1.01		1.30		0.00		1.19		1.60		0.00		0.16		14.9		3.34		4.40		6.59		0.45		9.0

				Pakistan		153.6		0.6		0.27		0.00		0.02		0.03		0.02		0.21		0.00		0.05		0.3		0.24		0.00		0.02		0.03		-0.3

				Papua New Guinea		5.7		2.4		0.99		0.05		0.00		0.19		0.00		1.02		0.00		0.11		2.1		0.29		0.05		0.72		0.91		-0.3

				Philippines		80.0		1.1		0.33		0.03		0.04		0.03		0.35		0.22		0.00		0.05		0.6		0.28		0.02		0.11		0.12		-0.5

				Sri Lanka		19.1		1.0		0.29		0.03		0.02		0.06		0.28		0.27		0.00		0.05		0.4		0.21		0.02		0.04		0.05		-0.6

				Thailand		62.8		1.4		0.30		0.02		0.05		0.06		0.24		0.64		0.00		0.06		1.0		0.57		0.01		0.23		0.13		-0.4

				Vietnam		81.4		0.9		0.32		0.01		0.05		0.05		0.09		0.28		0.00		0.08		0.8		0.40		0.01		0.14		0.16		-0.1

				Latin America		535.2		2.0		0.51		0.41		0.17		0.10		0.09		0.59		0.01		0.09		5.4		0.70		0.96		3.46		0.21		3.4

				Argentina		38.4		2.3		0.60		0.59		0.12		0.02		0.08		0.69		0.04		0.11		5.9		2.28		1.91		1.02		0.53		3.6

				Bolivia		8.8		1.3		0.38		0.43		0.05		0.05		0.01		0.34		0.00		0.08		15.0		0.59		2.89		11.48		0.00		13.7

				Brazil		178.5		2.1		0.55		0.60		0.29		0.15		0.06		0.37		0.02		0.10		9.9		0.86		1.19		7.70		0.09		7.8

				Chile		15.8		2.3		0.48		0.30		0.51		0.16		0.15		0.60		0.00		0.14		5.4		0.51		0.49		2.51		1.73		3.0

				Colombia		44.2		1.3		0.32		0.31		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.42		0.00		0.09		3.6		0.24		1.42		1.83		0.01		2.3

				Costa Rica		4.2		2.0		0.43		0.25		0.35		0.17		0.05		0.64		0.00		0.11		1.5		0.41		0.69		0.24		0.04		-0.5

				Cuba		11.3		1.5		0.62		0.11		0.06		0.03		0.05		0.62		0.00		0.05		0.9		0.52		0.10		0.15		0.04		-0.7

				Dominican Republic		8.7		1.6		0.37		0.19		0.07		0.01		0.34		0.57		0.00		0.05		0.8		0.30		0.25		0.20		0.03		-0.8

				Ecuador		13.0		1.5		0.29		0.34		0.08		0.08		0.09		0.55		0.00		0.06		2.2		0.33		0.40		1.15		0.30		0.7

				El Salvador		6.5		1.4		0.38		0.12		0.11		0.13		0.14		0.46		0.00		0.04		0.6		0.26		0.14		0.09		0.02		-0.8

				Guatemala		12.3		1.3		0.34		0.11		0.04		0.25		0.08		0.40		0.00		0.06		1.3		0.36		0.30		0.53		0.01		-0.0

				Haiti		8.3		0.6		0.32		0.05		0.02		0.05		0.01		0.08		0.00		0.02		0.3		0.14		0.04		0.03		0.03		-0.3

				Honduras		6.9		1.3		0.30		0.17		0.06		0.25		0.01		0.41		0.00		0.07		1.8		0.34		0.28		1.01		0.06		0.5

				Jamaica		2.7		1.7		0.42		0.07		0.16		0.04		0.59		0.41		0.00		0.04		0.5		0.19		0.04		0.11		0.09		-1.3

				Mexico		103.5		2.6		0.69		0.34		0.12		0.07		0.08		1.18		0.02		0.06		1.7		0.50		0.30		0.58		0.24		-0.9

				Nicaragua		5.5		1.2		0.40		0.11		0.01		0.22		0.09		0.29		0.00		0.07		3.5		0.62		1.02		1.74		0.09		2.4

				Panama		3.1		1.9		0.44		0.29		0.04		0.08		0.15		0.83		0.00		0.06		2.5		0.30		0.57		1.50		0.10		0.6

				Paraguay		5.9		1.6		0.60		0.38		0.32		0.20		0.02		0.01		0.00		0.09		5.6		1.24		3.59		0.64		0.02		4.0

				Peru		27.2		0.9		0.39		0.16		0.04		0.05		0.12		0.00		0.00		0.10		3.8		0.33		0.55		2.45		0.39		3.0

				Trinidad and Tobago		1.3		3.1		0.42		0.07		0.18		0.01		0.38		2.08		0.00		0.00		0.4		0.13		0.01		0.04		0.24		-2.7

				Uruguay		3.4		1.9		0.43		0.86		0.05		0.09		0.15		0.22		0.00		0.12		8.0		1.01		5.66		0.71		0.52		6.1

				Venezuela		25.7		2.2		0.35		0.34		0.04		0.03		0.18		1.15		0.00		0.09		2.4		0.25		0.73		1.28		0.04		0.2

				Middle East and Central Asia		346.8		2.2		0.49		0.13		0.07		0.00		0.07		1.35		0.00		0.07		1.0		0.46		0.27		0.11		0.08		-1.2

				Afghanistan		23.9		0.1		0.01		0.04		0.05		0.01		0.00		0.01		0.00		0.00		0.3		0.00		0.27		0.04		0.00		0.2

				Armenia		3.1		1.1		0.44		0.19		0.02		0.00		0.01		0.39		0.00		0.04		0.6		0.27		0.20		0.09		0.00		-0.5

				Azerbaijan		8.4		1.7		0.44		0.09		0.05		0.00		0.00		1.09		0.00		0.07		1.2		0.44		0.25		0.13		0.34		-0.5

				Georgia		5.1		0.8		0.44		0.23		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.07		0.00		0.04		1.2		0.26		0.33		0.58		0.01		0.5

				Iran		68.9		2.4		0.52		0.13		0.04		0.00		0.08		1.52		0.00		0.09		0.8		0.49		0.13		0.01		0.09		-1.6

				Iraq		25.2		0.9		0.10		0.02		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.75		0.00		0.00		0.0		0.00		0.03		0.00		0.00		-0.8

				Israel		6.4		4.6		0.88		0.12		0.29		0.00		0.37		2.88		0.00		0.07		0.4		0.23		0.01		0.04		0.03		-4.2

				Jordan		5.5		1.8		0.49		0.07		0.08		0.01		0.20		0.82		0.00		0.09		0.3		0.14		0.02		0.00		0.00		-1.5

				Kazakhstan		15.4		4.0		0.82		0.30		0.05		0.00		0.02		2.72		0.00		0.05		4.1		1.21		2.19		0.30		0.34		0.1

				Kuwait		2.5		7.3		0.42		0.05		0.12		0.00		0.19		6.38		0.00		0.18		0.3		0.03		0.01		0.00		0.09		-7.0

				Kyrgyzstan		5.1		1.3		0.50		0.34		0.02		0.00		0.00		0.29		0.00		0.10		1.4		0.52		0.74		0.01		0.00		0.1

				Lebanon		3.7		2.9		0.68		0.07		0.18		0.00		0.08		1.85		0.00		0.05		0.3		0.21		0.00		0.00		0.01		-2.6

				Saudi Arabia		24.2		4.6		0.56		0.18		0.11		0.00		0.15		3.43		0.00		0.20		1.0		0.45		0.15		0.00		0.14		-3.7

				Syria		17.8		1.7		0.54		0.14		0.05		0.00		0.03		0.90		0.00		0.07		0.8		0.59		0.13		0.00		0.00		-0.9

				Tajikistan		6.2		0.6		0.26		0.08		0.01		0.00		0.00		0.22		0.00		0.06		0.5		0.31		0.16		0.01		0.00		-0.1

				Turkey		71.3		2.1		0.70		0.13		0.15		0.01		0.06		0.93		0.00		0.08		1.4		0.77		0.12		0.38		0.02		-0.7

				Turkmenistan		4.9		3.5		0.74		0.23		0.01		0.00		0.01		2.39		0.00		0.09		3.6		0.72		2.18		0.02		0.54		0.1

				United Arab Emirates		3.0		11.9		1.27		0.12		0.39		0.00		0.97		9.06		0.00		0.07		0.8		0.14		0.00		0.00		0.62		-11.0

				Uzbekistan		26.1		1.8		0.30		0.19		0.02		0.00		0.00		1.25		0.00		0.07		0.8		0.43		0.23		0.00		0.04		-1.1

				Yemen		20.0		0.8		0.26		0.12		0.01		0.00		0.09		0.31		0.00		0.05		0.4		0.11		0.11		0.00		0.12		-0.5

				North America		325.6		9.4		1.00		0.46		1.20		0.02		0.22		5.50		0.55		0.44		5.7		1.87		0.28		2.68		0.43		-3.7

				Canada		31.5		7.6		1.14		0.40		1.14		0.02		0.15		4.08		0.50		0.18		14.5		3.37		0.26		9.70		1.08		6.9

				United States of America		294.0		9.6		0.98		0.46		1.21		0.03		0.23		5.66		0.56		0.47		4.7		1.71		0.28		1.93		0.36		-4.8

				European Union (EU25)		454.4		4.8		0.80		0.21		0.48		0.02		0.27		2.45		0.44		0.16		2.2		0.82		0.08		1.02		0.12		-2.6

				Austria		8.1		4.9		0.79		0.17		0.85		0.08		0.13		2.82		0.00		0.11		3.4		0.66		0.10		2.59		0.00		-1.5

				Belgium & Luxembourg		10.8		5.6		0.91		0.17		0.32		0.01		0.24		2.75		0.88		0.34		1.2		0.40		0.04		0.41		0.01		-4.4

				Czech Republic		10.2		4.9		0.87		0.15		0.53		0.02		0.17		2.56		0.48		0.13		2.6		0.92		0.02		1.53		0.01		-2.3

				Denmark		5.4		5.8		0.99		0.19		0.90		0.04		0.21		3.17		0.00		0.25		3.5		2.02		0.01		0.45		0.80		-2.2

				Estonia		1.3		6.5		0.83		0.47		1.04		0.27		0.19		3.54		0.00		0.13		5.7		1.06		0.09		4.23		0.21		-0.7

				Finland		5.2		7.6		0.83		0.20		2.02		0.15		0.29		3.07		0.93		0.14		12.0		1.04		0.00		10.68		0.15		4.4

				France		60.1		5.6		0.80		0.33		0.46		0.01		0.33		2.02		1.50		0.17		3.0		1.42		0.14		1.17		0.10		-2.6

				Germany		82.5		4.5		0.73		0.18		0.48		0.01		0.12		2.45		0.41		0.17		1.7		0.66		0.06		0.83		0.03		-2.8

				Greece		11.0		5.0		0.95		0.24		0.29		0.02		0.28		3.17		0.00		0.05		1.4		0.90		0.01		0.26		0.24		-3.6

				Hungary		9.9		3.5		0.78		0.11		0.29		0.05		0.11		1.79		0.24		0.12		2.0		0.96		0.07		0.79		0.01		-1.5

				Ireland		4.0		5.0		0.70		0.33		0.45		0.00		0.24		3.12		0.00		0.12		4.8		1.45		0.96		0.67		1.59		-0.2

				Italy		57.4		4.2		0.71		0.17		0.42		0.02		0.25		2.52		0.00		0.07		1.0		0.51		0.01		0.37		0.05		-3.1

				Latvia		2.3		2.6		0.87		0.91		0.16		0.04		0.10		0.45		0.00		0.06		6.6		2.06		0.20		4.21		0.09		4.0

				Lithuania		3.4		4.4		1.01		0.36		0.32		0.09		0.49		1.00		1.02		0.16		4.2		1.80		0.15		2.10		0.02		-0.2

				Netherlands		16.1		4.4		0.58		0.23		0.32		0.00		0.30		2.78		0.05		0.13		0.8		0.32		0.05		0.11		0.17		-3.6

				Poland		38.6		3.3		0.93		0.09		0.31		0.02		0.03		1.83		0.00		0.07		1.8		0.84		0.08		0.85		0.01		-1.4

				Portugal		10.1		4.2		0.73		0.24		0.31		0.01		0.91		1.96		0.00		0.04		1.6		0.36		0.06		1.06		0.08		-2.6

				Slovakia		5.4		3.2		0.62		0.12		0.23		0.02		0.06		1.39		0.66		0.13		2.8		0.68		0.04		1.90		0.00		-0.5

				Slovenia		2.0		3.4		0.44		0.14		0.58		0.05		0.03		2.10		0.00		0.07		2.8		0.29		0.06		2.41		0.00		-0.6

				Spain		41.1		5.4		1.13		0.11		0.45		0.01		0.71		2.58		0.31		0.05		1.7		1.07		0.04		0.55		0.04		-3.6

				Sweden		8.9		6.1		0.87		0.42		1.58		0.13		0.22		1.06		1.63		0.17		9.6		1.11		0.04		8.15		0.12		3.5

				United Kingdom		59.5		5.6		0.68		0.30		0.46		0.00		0.25		3.21		0.31		0.38		1.6		0.54		0.15		0.19		0.36		-4.0

				Rest of Europe		272.2		3.8		0.74		0.20		0.21		0.05		0.15		2.11		0.22		0.07		4.6		0.98		0.25		3.02		0.26		0.8

				Albania		3.2		1.4		0.50		0.16		0.08		0.01		0.03		0.58		0.00		0.07		0.9		0.42		0.12		0.24		0.05		-0.5

				Belarus		9.9		3.3		0.91		0.23		0.19		0.02		0.11		1.77		0.00		0.08		3.2		0.93		0.32		1.91		0.00		-0.1

				Bosnia Herzegovina		4.2		2.3		0.49		0.06		0.36		0.06		0.04		1.27		0.00		0.06		1.7		0.34		0.26		1.07		0.00		-0.6

				Bulgaria		7.9		3.1		0.75		0.09		0.12		0.06		0.01		1.45		0.50		0.13		2.1		0.79		0.04		1.12		0.04		-1.0

				Croatia		4.4		2.9		0.69		0.04		0.38		0.04		0.06		1.67		0.00		0.07		2.6		0.64		0.34		1.26		0.28		-0.3

				Macedonia		2.1		2.3		0.54		0.11		0.16		0.07		0.05		1.31		0.00		0.08		0.9		0.52		0.24		0.07		0.00		-1.4

				Moldova Republic		4.3		1.3		0.52		0.07		0.05		0.00		0.05		0.55		0.00		0.04		0.8		0.69		0.07		0.01		0.00		-0.5

				Norway		4.5		5.8		0.86		0.29		0.87		0.06		1.63		1.98		0.00		0.15		6.8		0.57		0.03		4.03		2.00		0.9

				Romania		22.3		2.4		0.86		0.09		0.17		0.03		0.02		1.05		0.05		0.10		2.3		0.72		0.01		1.41		0.03		-0.1

				Russia		143.2		4.4		0.76		0.23		0.24		0.06		0.19		2.64		0.22		0.06		6.9		1.15		0.37		4.91		0.40		2.5

				Serbia and Montenegro		10.5		2.3		0.61		0.09		0.14		0.04		0.05		1.29		0.00		0.06		0.8		0.61		0.09		0.00		0.00		-1.5

				Switzerland		7.2		5.1		0.52		0.30		0.44		0.03		0.14		2.77		0.79		0.16		1.5		0.29		0.17		0.92		0.00		-3.6

				Ukraine		48.5		3.2		0.72		0.25		0.06		0.03		0.06		1.66		0.36		0.05		1.7		1.03		0.13		0.47		0.05		-1.5

				Notes

				1Table includes all countries with populations greater than 1 million, except Bhutan, Oman, and Singapore, for which insufficient data were available to calculate the Ecological Footprint and biocapacity figures.

				For countries that were formerly part of Ethiopia PDR, the Soviet Union, former Yugoslavia, or Czechoslovakia 2003 per capita Footprints are compared with the per capita Footprint of the former unified country.

				2Totals may not add up due to rounding.

				3Built-up land is part of both Footprint and biocapacity. Hydro is included in built-up land Footprint. More details can be found by visiting: www.footprintnetwork.org

				4If number for ecological deficit is positive, country has an ecological reserve.

				5High Income Countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium & Luxembourg, Canada, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea Republic, Kuwait, Malta, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Slovenia,

				Middle-Income Countries: Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bolivia, Bosnia Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El

				Low Income Countries: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Rep, Chad, Congo, Congo Dem Rep, Côte d'Ivoire, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, India, Kenya, Korea DPRP, Kyrg

				60.0 = less than 0.05
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				ECOLOGICAL FOOTPRINT AND BIOCAPACITY 2003 (2006 Edition)

						Population		Total Ecological Footprint		Included in Total Footprint																Total Biocapacity		Included in total Biocapacity								Ecological deficit (-) or reserve (+)

				2003 data						Cropland Footprint		Grazing land Footprint		Forest: timber, pulp and paper Footprint		Forest: fuelwood Footprint		Fishing ground Footprint		Carbon Footprint		Nuclear Footprint		Built-up land Footprint				Cropland		Grazing land		Forest		Fishing grounds

						(millions)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)		(global acres/person)

				World		6,301.5		5.5		1.21		0.36		0.43		0.14		0.37		2.64		0.21		0.19		4.4		1.31		0.66		1.92		0.34		-1.1

				High income countries		955.6		15.9		1.98		0.72		1.75		0.04		0.81		8.85		1.15		0.61		8.2		2.72		0.47		3.67		0.76		-7.7

				Middle income countries		3,011.7		4.7		1.16		0.42		0.27		0.12		0.37		2.10		0.07		0.17		5.1		1.24		0.76		2.59		0.36		0.4

				Low income countries		2,303.1		2.0		0.85		0.10		0.06		0.21		0.11		0.52		0.00		0.12		1.7		0.77		0.43		0.29		0.13		-0.2

				Africa		846.8		2.6		1.03		0.23		0.11		0.31		0.12		0.64		0.01		0.13		3.2		0.92		1.25		0.67		0.21		0.6

				Algeria		31.8		3.9		1.17		0.26		0.13		0.12		0.04		2.09		0.00		0.10		1.7		0.71		0.86		0.01		0.02		-2.2

				Angola		13.6		2.5		1.08		0.23		0.14		0.12		0.33		0.45		0.00		0.14		8.3		0.60		5.81		0.72		1.08		5.9

				Benin		6.7		2.0		1.40		0.06		0.09		0.01		0.12		0.22		0.00		0.12		2.2		1.59		0.15		0.21		0.11		0.2

				Botswana		1.8		3.9		0.75		0.88		0.14		0.18		0.09		1.63		0.00		0.24		11.2		0.73		7.50		2.74		0.00		7.3

				Burkina Faso		13.0		2.4		1.42		0.32		0.14		0.23		0.02		0.15		0.00		0.15		2.5		1.45		0.58		0.27		0.01		0.0

				Burundi		6.8		1.7		0.75		0.07		0.08		0.60		0.03		0.05		0.00		0.09		1.5		0.68		0.52		0.14		0.03		-0.2

				Cameroon		16.0		2.1		0.97		0.25		0.06		0.29		0.15		0.20		0.00		0.14		3.2		1.46		0.35		1.07		0.16		1.1

				Central African Rep		3.9		2.2		0.84		0.72		0.04		0.26		0.05		0.07		0.00		0.18		9.0		1.51		1.74		5.59		0.00		6.9

				Chad		8.6		2.5		1.20		0.53		0.15		0.36		0.12		0.01		0.00		0.17		6.3		1.18		4.47		0.32		0.12		3.7

				Congo		3.7		1.5		0.61		0.06		0.03		0.16		0.33		0.21		0.00		0.13		19.3		0.49		9.57		8.70		0.38		17.7

				Congo Dem Rep		52.8		1.4		0.43		0.02		0.09		0.64		0.08		0.04		0.00		0.13		3.7		0.39		0.88		2.23		0.05		2.3

				Côte d'Ivoire		16.6		1.8		0.81		0.14		0.09		0.26		0.12		0.26		0.00		0.17		4.9		1.83		1.84		0.99		0.09		3.1

				Egypt		71.9		3.3		1.27		0.03		0.11		0.11		0.27		1.26		0.00		0.29		1.2		0.74		0.00		0.01		0.14		-2.2

				Eritrea		4.1		1.8		0.83		0.22		0.01		0.15		0.13		0.33		0.00		0.10		1.3		0.22		0.74		0.00		0.20		-0.5

				Ethiopia		70.7		2.0		0.70		0.38		0.07		0.64		0.00		0.12		0.00		0.11		1.3		0.56		0.38		0.27		0.00		-0.7

				Gabon		1.3		3.4		1.17		0.13		0.86		0.40		0.71		0.00		0.00		0.15		47.4		1.15		11.86		30.04		4.18		44.0

				Gambia		1.4		3.4		1.66		0.17		0.14		0.22		0.49		0.63		0.00		0.08		2.1		0.81		0.38		0.18		0.61		-1.3

				Ghana		20.9		2.4		1.12		0.04		0.07		0.49		0.41		0.10		0.00		0.14		3.2		1.21		0.84		0.86		0.17		0.8

				Guinea		8.5		2.3		0.92		0.17		0.12		0.68		0.15		0.14		0.00		0.14		6.8		0.69		2.73		2.39		0.87		4.5

				Guinea-Bissau		1.5		1.6		0.80		0.22		0.16		0.14		0.05		0.15		0.00		0.10		7.2		0.91		1.06		1.39		3.68		5.5

				Kenya		32.0		2.0		0.57		0.48		0.09		0.31		0.08		0.37		0.00		0.10		1.6		0.51		0.85		0.09		0.07		-0.4

				Lesotho		1.8		2.0		0.79		0.52		0.00		0.56		0.00		0.04		0.00		0.05		2.6		0.34		2.25		0.00		0.00		0.7

				Liberia		3.4		1.7		0.60		0.03		0.00		0.79		0.09		0.02		0.00		0.14		7.7		0.51		2.04		4.31		0.67		6.0

				Libya		5.6		8.5		1.34		0.42		0.10		0.05		0.19		6.26		0.00		0.11		2.4		0.83		0.68		0.05		0.77		-6.0

				Madagascar		17.4		1.8		0.67		0.28		0.02		0.30		0.19		0.17		0.00		0.14		7.2		0.61		2.88		3.04		0.52		5.4

				Malawi		12.1		1.4		0.79		0.05		0.08		0.21		0.04		0.10		0.00		0.10		1.1		0.67		0.26		0.07		0.04		-0.2

				Mali		13.0		2.1		1.00		0.57		0.05		0.19		0.10		0.02		0.00		0.15		3.3		1.07		1.87		0.08		0.10		1.2

				Mauritania		2.9		3.1		0.88		0.76		0.01		0.26		0.24		0.79		0.00		0.17		14.2		0.42		10.25		0.01		3.38		11.1

				Mauritius		1.2		4.6		1.08		0.17		0.35		0.00		0.69		1.91		0.00		0.42		3.0		0.50		0.01		0.01		2.02		-1.7

				Morocco		30.6		2.2		1.34		0.01		0.09		0.01		0.15		0.58		0.00		0.01		2.0		1.00		0.00		0.28		0.66		-0.2

				Mozambique		18.9		1.5		0.70		0.06		0.05		0.44		0.12		0.07		0.00		0.11		5.1		0.53		3.43		0.98		0.07		3.6

				Namibia		2.0		2.8		0.89		0.16		0.01		0.00		0.63		0.83		0.00		0.29		11.0		1.48		4.90		0.00		4.31		8.2

				Niger		12.0		2.7		1.86		0.28		0.07		0.35		0.01		0.12		0.00		0.07		3.8		1.97		1.65		0.10		0.02		1.1

				Nigeria		124.0		2.9		1.58		0.12		0.13		0.24		0.12		0.56		0.00		0.12		2.3		1.31		0.56		0.21		0.07		-0.6

				Rwanda		8.4		1.6		0.94		0.09		0.10		0.30		0.01		0.08		0.00		0.11		1.3		0.76		0.21		0.19		0.01		-0.3

				Senegal		10.1		2.9		1.18		0.44		0.17		0.26		0.38		0.33		0.00		0.11		2.1		0.81		0.64		0.23		0.33		-0.7

				Sierra Leone		5.0		1.8		0.71		0.07		0.04		0.54		0.19		0.11		0.00		0.11		2.6		0.42		1.14		0.26		0.72		0.9

				Somalia		9.9		1.0		0.02		0.45		0.02		0.51		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		1.8		0.00		1.57		0.04		0.17		0.8

				South Africa		45.0		5.7		0.94		0.56		0.30		0.13		0.12		3.33		0.14		0.13		5.0		1.30		1.80		1.28		0.51		-0.6

				Sudan		33.6		2.5		1.09		0.57		0.11		0.25		0.02		0.26		0.00		0.16		4.4		1.31		2.65		0.24		0.03		1.9

				Swaziland		1.1		2.8		1.03		0.61		0.12		0.26		0.08		0.57		0.00		0.16		2.6		0.62		1.82		0.00		0.00		-0.2

				Tanzania		37.0		1.7		0.69		0.26		0.10		0.29		0.11		0.13		0.00		0.16		3.2		0.55		2.09		0.27		0.11		1.4

				Togo		4.9		2.1		1.01		0.09		0.08		0.57		0.10		0.21		0.00		0.09		1.9		1.24		0.43		0.14		0.03		-0.2

				Tunisia		9.8		3.8		1.50		0.09		0.19		0.11		0.27		1.60		0.00		0.03		1.9		1.38		0.00		0.05		0.45		-1.9

				Uganda		25.8		2.7		1.32		0.13		0.21		0.68		0.09		0.12		0.00		0.12		2.1		1.15		0.55		0.14		0.11		-0.6

				Zambia		10.8		1.5		0.48		0.17		0.13		0.33		0.09		0.22		0.00		0.12		8.5		1.02		4.91		2.36		0.08		6.9

				Zimbabwe		12.9		2.1		0.70		0.32		0.13		0.31		0.02		0.53		0.00		0.08		1.9		0.47		1.29		0.07		0.01		-0.2

				Asia-Pacific		3,489.4		3.3		0.91		0.16		0.17		0.11		0.37		1.41		0.06		0.14		1.8		0.84		0.19		0.41		0.27		-1.5

				Australia		19.7		16.2		2.88		2.14		1.30		0.08		0.68		8.42		0.00		0.69		30.7		10.51		4.51		8.24		6.73		14.5

				Bangladesh		146.7		1.3		0.63		0.01		0.01		0.09		0.18		0.22		0.00		0.13		0.8		0.48		0.01		0.01		0.15		-0.5

				Cambodia		14.1		1.8		0.60		0.25		0.01		0.33		0.34		0.14		0.00		0.09		2.1		0.79		0.29		0.44		0.52		0.4

				China		1,311.7		4.1		1.00		0.30		0.22		0.07		0.42		1.86		0.02		0.17		1.9		0.84		0.30		0.40		0.23		-2.1

				India		1,065.5		1.9		0.83		0.01		0.04		0.14		0.10		0.63		0.01		0.10		1.0		0.71		0.01		0.05		0.08		-0.9

				Indonesia		219.9		2.6		0.84		0.12		0.12		0.18		0.57		0.65		0.00		0.14		2.5		0.88		0.17		0.63		0.68		-0.1

				Japan		127.7		10.8		1.17		0.21		0.91		0.00		1.29		6.04		0.94		0.18		1.8		0.32		0.01		1.01		0.31		-8.9

				Korea DPRP		22.7		3.6		0.91		0.00		0.12		0.12		0.22		2.07		0.00		0.12		1.7		0.58		0.00		0.72		0.22		-1.9

				Korea Republic		47.7		10.0		1.14		0.15		0.85		0.03		1.56		4.84		1.30		0.14		1.3		0.33		0.00		0.20		0.68		-8.7

				Laos		5.7		2.2		0.78		0.31		0.03		0.52		0.19		0.13		0.00		0.24		3.3		0.80		0.51		1.58		0.18		1.1

				Malaysia		24.4		5.6		0.70		0.15		0.51		0.06		1.43		2.50		0.00		0.21		9.2		2.15		0.04		5.72		1.04		3.6

				Mongolia		2.6		7.6		0.63		4.25		0.30		0.04		0.00		2.29		0.00		0.12		29.2		0.74		27.27		1.10		0.00		21.6

				Myanmar		49.5		2.3		1.23		0.04		0.06		0.38		0.23		0.11		0.00		0.20		3.2		1.42		0.01		1.12		0.48		1.0

				Nepal		25.2		1.7		0.82		0.14		0.09		0.25		0.02		0.23		0.00		0.17		1.2		0.67		0.14		0.20		0.02		-0.5

				New Zealand		3.9		14.7		1.67		2.50		3.21		0.00		2.94		3.94		0.00		0.40		36.9		8.24		10.88		16.27		1.11		22.2

				Pakistan		153.6		1.5		0.66		0.01		0.04		0.08		0.06		0.51		0.01		0.12		0.8		0.60		0.01		0.05		0.07		-0.6

				Papua New Guinea		5.7		5.9		2.46		0.13		0.00		0.48		0.00		2.52		0.00		0.28		5.1		0.71		0.12		1.78		2.24		-0.7

				Philippines		80.0		2.6		0.80		0.08		0.10		0.08		0.88		0.54		0.00		0.11		1.4		0.70		0.05		0.27		0.30		-1.2

				Sri Lanka		19.1		2.5		0.72		0.07		0.06		0.15		0.68		0.67		0.00		0.12		0.9		0.52		0.06		0.11		0.11		-1.5

				Thailand		62.8		3.4		0.73		0.04		0.13		0.16		0.60		1.59		0.00		0.15		2.5		1.41		0.03		0.56		0.32		-0.9

				Vietnam		81.4		2.2		0.79		0.03		0.12		0.13		0.21		0.68		0.00		0.20		2.0		0.99		0.03		0.34		0.41		-0.2

				Latin America		535.2		4.9		1.27		1.01		0.41		0.25		0.21		1.47		0.03		0.21		13.3		1.72		2.37		8.53		0.51		8.5

				Argentina		38.4		5.6		1.48		1.46		0.30		0.05		0.19		1.71		0.10		0.28		14.5		5.64		4.72		2.52		1.32		8.9

				Bolivia		8.8		3.3		0.94		1.06		0.12		0.12		0.03		0.85		0.00		0.19		37.1		1.45		7.13		28.35		0.01		33.8

				Brazil		178.5		5.3		1.35		1.48		0.71		0.38		0.16		0.92		0.04		0.25		24.5		2.12		2.93		19.02		0.23		19.2

				Chile		15.8		5.8		1.19		0.74		1.26		0.40		0.36		1.48		0.00		0.34		13.3		1.27		1.22		6.20		4.26		7.5

				Colombia		44.2		3.2		0.79		0.76		0.11		0.11		0.12		1.05		0.00		0.22		8.9		0.60		3.52		4.53		0.03		5.7

				Costa Rica		4.2		4.9		1.05		0.61		0.86		0.41		0.11		1.59		0.00		0.27		3.7		1.02		1.70		0.58		0.09		-1.2

				Cuba		11.3		3.8		1.53		0.28		0.14		0.08		0.12		1.52		0.00		0.13		2.2		1.29		0.24		0.38		0.11		-1.7

				Dominican Republic		8.7		4.0		0.93		0.47		0.18		0.03		0.84		1.42		0.00		0.12		2.1		0.75		0.61		0.50		0.08		-1.9

				Ecuador		13.0		3.7		0.73		0.84		0.19		0.20		0.22		1.35		0.00		0.14		5.5		0.82		0.99		2.85		0.74		1.8

				El Salvador		6.5		3.4		0.93		0.29		0.28		0.32		0.34		1.14		0.00		0.10		1.4		0.65		0.35		0.23		0.05		-2.0

				Guatemala		12.3		3.2		0.84		0.27		0.11		0.62		0.19		0.99		0.00		0.16		3.1		0.89		0.75		1.31		0.03		-0.0

				Haiti		8.3		1.4		0.79		0.12		0.06		0.12		0.04		0.20		0.00		0.06		0.6		0.35		0.11		0.07		0.06		-0.7

				Honduras		6.9		3.1		0.74		0.41		0.16		0.62		0.03		1.02		0.00		0.16		4.4		0.85		0.70		2.50		0.15		1.2

				Jamaica		2.7		4.3		1.04		0.18		0.41		0.11		1.45		1.02		0.00		0.11		1.2		0.46		0.11		0.27		0.21		-3.2

				Mexico		103.5		6.3		1.70		0.85		0.29		0.18		0.20		2.91		0.06		0.14		4.1		1.24		0.75		1.43		0.59		-2.2

				Nicaragua		5.5		2.9		0.98		0.28		0.02		0.53		0.21		0.72		0.00		0.17		8.7		1.53		2.53		4.30		0.22		5.8

				Panama		3.1		4.7		1.09		0.73		0.10		0.20		0.38		2.05		0.00		0.14		6.2		0.73		1.41		3.70		0.25		1.6

				Paraguay		5.9		4.0		1.49		0.94		0.79		0.49		0.06		0.02		0.00		0.23		13.8		3.07		8.88		1.57		0.05		9.8

				Peru		27.2		2.1		0.96		0.40		0.10		0.13		0.30		0.00		0.00		0.25		9.4		0.83		1.37		6.06		0.97		7.3

				Trinidad and Tobago		1.3		7.7		1.03		0.18		0.43		0.01		0.93		5.14		0.00		0.00		1.1		0.33		0.03		0.10		0.60		-6.7

				Uruguay		3.4		4.8		1.06		2.13		0.13		0.23		0.37		0.55		0.00		0.29		19.8		2.49		13.98		1.76		1.27		15.0

				Venezuela		25.7		5.4		0.86		0.83		0.10		0.07		0.44		2.84		0.00		0.22		5.8		0.63		1.79		3.16		0.10		0.5

				Middle East and Central Asia		346.8		5.4		1.20		0.33		0.18		0.01		0.17		3.34		0.00		0.18		2.4		1.13		0.66		0.28		0.20		-3.0

				Afghanistan		23.9		0.3		0.03		0.09		0.13		0.03		0.00		0.03		0.00		0.00		0.8		0.00		0.66		0.11		0.00		0.5

				Armenia		3.1		2.7		1.09		0.47		0.05		0.01		0.03		0.95		0.00		0.11		1.5		0.66		0.49		0.22		0.01		-1.2

				Azerbaijan		8.4		4.3		1.09		0.22		0.13		0.00		0.01		2.70		0.00		0.17		3.0		1.08		0.61		0.32		0.84		-1.3

				Georgia		5.1		1.9		1.10		0.56		0.00		0.00		0.01		0.16		0.00		0.11		3.1		0.64		0.83		1.44		0.04		1.1

				Iran		68.9		5.9		1.28		0.32		0.09		0.00		0.20		3.76		0.00		0.21		2.0		1.20		0.31		0.03		0.22		-3.9

				Iraq		25.2		2.1		0.24		0.04		0.01		0.00		0.00		1.85		0.00		0.00		0.1		0.00		0.07		0.01		0.01		-2.1

				Israel		6.4		11.4		2.17		0.31		0.72		0.00		0.91		7.11		0.00		0.18		0.9		0.57		0.02		0.11		0.07		-10.5

				Jordan		5.5		4.4		1.21		0.18		0.20		0.02		0.51		2.04		0.00		0.21		0.6		0.34		0.06		0.00		0.00		-3.7

				Kazakhstan		15.4		9.8		2.02		0.74		0.13		0.01		0.05		6.72		0.00		0.13		10.1		2.99		5.40		0.74		0.84		0.3

				Kuwait		2.5		18.1		1.04		0.12		0.29		0.00		0.47		15.76		0.00		0.46		0.8		0.09		0.02		0.00		0.23		-17.3

				Kyrgyzstan		5.1		3.1		1.24		0.84		0.05		0.00		0.01		0.71		0.00		0.24		3.4		1.28		1.83		0.02		0.00		0.3

				Lebanon		3.7		7.2		1.69		0.17		0.43		0.01		0.19		4.56		0.00		0.13		0.7		0.51		0.01		0.00		0.02		-6.5

				Saudi Arabia		24.2		11.5		1.39		0.46		0.28		0.00		0.38		8.46		0.00		0.50		2.3		1.12		0.37		0.00		0.35		-9.1

				Syria		17.8		4.3		1.34		0.34		0.13		0.00		0.08		2.22		0.00		0.17		2.0		1.46		0.33		0.00		0.01		-2.3

				Tajikistan		6.2		1.6		0.65		0.19		0.02		0.00		0.00		0.55		0.00		0.16		1.3		0.77		0.39		0.02		0.00		-0.2

				Turkey		71.3		5.1		1.74		0.32		0.36		0.04		0.14		2.31		0.00		0.20		3.4		1.90		0.30		0.94		0.05		-1.7

				Turkmenistan		4.9		8.6		1.83		0.58		0.02		0.00		0.02		5.89		0.00		0.23		8.8		1.79		5.39		0.05		1.34		0.2

				United Arab Emirates		3.0		29.3		3.13		0.29		0.96		0.00		2.40		22.37		0.00		0.16		2.1		0.36		0.01		0.00		1.54		-27.2

				Uzbekistan		26.1		4.5		0.75		0.47		0.04		0.00		0.00		3.08		0.00		0.17		1.9		1.07		0.58		0.00		0.09		-2.6

				Yemen		20.0		2.1		0.63		0.31		0.03		0.01		0.22		0.77		0.00		0.12		1.0		0.26		0.28		0.00		0.29		-1.1

				North America		325.6		23.2		2.47		1.13		2.97		0.06		0.54		13.60		1.36		1.09		14.0		4.62		0.70		6.62		1.06		-9.2

				Canada		31.5		18.8		2.83		0.99		2.81		0.04		0.36		10.08		1.24		0.45		35.8		8.32		0.65		23.95		2.67		17.0

				United States of America		294.0		23.7		2.43		1.14		2.99		0.06		0.56		13.97		1.38		1.15		11.7		4.23		0.70		4.76		0.89		-12.0

				European Union (EU25)		454.4		11.9		1.98		0.53		1.18		0.05		0.68		6.04		1.08		0.39		5.4		2.03		0.20		2.51		0.30		-6.5

				Austria		8.1		12.2		1.94		0.42		2.10		0.19		0.32		6.96		0.00		0.28		8.5		1.63		0.26		6.39		0.00		-3.8

				Belgium & Luxembourg		10.8		13.9		2.26		0.43		0.78		0.02		0.60		6.78		2.16		0.84		3.0		1.00		0.10		1.01		0.04		-10.9

				Czech Republic		10.2		12.1		2.16		0.38		1.30		0.04		0.42		6.33		1.19		0.32		6.4		2.27		0.05		3.78		0.03		-5.7

				Denmark		5.4		14.2		2.44		0.48		2.23		0.09		0.51		7.84		0.00		0.62		8.7		5.00		0.01		1.12		1.97		-5.5

				Estonia		1.3		16.0		2.05		1.15		2.56		0.66		0.48		8.74		0.00		0.33		14.2		2.63		0.23		10.45		0.52		-1.8

				Finland		5.2		18.9		2.06		0.49		5.00		0.38		0.71		7.59		2.30		0.34		29.6		2.58		0.01		26.39		0.37		10.8

				France		60.1		13.9		1.97		0.81		1.15		0.01		0.82		5.00		3.72		0.43		7.4		3.50		0.34		2.89		0.24		-6.5

				Germany		82.5		11.2		1.81		0.44		1.19		0.04		0.29		6.05		1.01		0.42		4.3		1.63		0.14		2.05		0.07		-6.9

				Greece		11.0		12.4		2.34		0.59		0.72		0.05		0.70		7.84		0.00		0.11		3.6		2.22		0.02		0.65		0.58		-8.8

				Hungary		9.9		8.6		1.93		0.28		0.73		0.11		0.27		4.42		0.59		0.31		4.8		2.38		0.17		1.95		0.03		-3.8

				Ireland		4.0		12.2		1.72		0.81		1.11		0.00		0.59		7.70		0.00		0.30		11.8		3.58		2.37		1.65		3.94		-0.4

				Italy		57.4		10.3		1.75		0.42		1.03		0.05		0.61		6.22		0.00		0.17		2.5		1.27		0.03		0.92		0.13		-7.8

				Latvia		2.3		6.4		2.14		2.25		0.40		0.10		0.24		1.11		0.00		0.15		16.4		5.10		0.50		10.39		0.22		10.0

				Lithuania		3.4		11.0		2.49		0.89		0.78		0.21		1.22		2.46		2.53		0.38		10.4		4.46		0.36		5.20		0.04		-0.5

				Netherlands		16.1		10.8		1.43		0.57		0.78		0.01		0.73		6.87		0.13		0.32		1.9		0.78		0.13		0.27		0.41		-8.9

				Poland		38.6		8.1		2.30		0.23		0.76		0.05		0.08		4.52		0.00		0.17		4.6		2.08		0.19		2.09		0.03		-3.6

				Portugal		10.1		10.4		1.80		0.59		0.76		0.02		2.25		4.83		0.00		0.09		3.9		0.90		0.14		2.62		0.20		-6.5

				Slovakia		5.4		8.0		1.52		0.29		0.57		0.04		0.15		3.42		1.64		0.33		6.8		1.68		0.10		4.70		0.00		-1.2

				Slovenia		2.0		8.4		1.10		0.35		1.42		0.11		0.09		5.19		0.00		0.18		7.0		0.72		0.14		5.94		0.01		-1.4

				Spain		41.1		13.2		2.78		0.28		1.12		0.02		1.75		6.38		0.77		0.13		4.3		2.63		0.10		1.36		0.09		-8.9

				Sweden		8.9		15.0		2.14		1.03		3.90		0.32		0.53		2.62		4.01		0.43		23.7		2.74		0.11		20.12		0.31		8.7

				United Kingdom		59.5		13.8		1.68		0.73		1.13		0.00		0.62		7.93		0.76		0.95		4.0		1.32		0.38		0.46		0.90		-9.8

				Rest of Europe		272.2		9.3		1.84		0.50		0.51		0.12		0.37		5.20		0.54		0.18		11.3		2.42		0.62		7.45		0.64		2.0

				Albania		3.2		3.5		1.25		0.39		0.19		0.02		0.06		1.44		0.00		0.17		2.2		1.03		0.29		0.58		0.13		-1.3

				Belarus		9.9		8.2		2.25		0.58		0.46		0.06		0.28		4.37		0.00		0.20		8.0		2.29		0.78		4.72		0.01		-0.2

				Bosnia Herzegovina		4.2		5.7		1.21		0.14		0.89		0.14		0.10		3.13		0.00		0.15		4.3		0.84		0.64		2.64		0.00		-1.5

				Bulgaria		7.9		7.7		1.85		0.22		0.30		0.14		0.03		3.58		1.25		0.32		5.2		1.95		0.11		2.76		0.10		-2.5

				Croatia		4.4		7.3		1.69		0.09		0.95		0.09		0.15		4.12		0.00		0.18		6.4		1.58		0.84		3.11		0.69		-0.9

				Macedonia		2.1		5.7		1.33		0.28		0.40		0.17		0.13		3.25		0.00		0.19		2.2		1.28		0.60		0.16		0.00		-3.5

				Moldova Republic		4.3		3.1		1.28		0.17		0.13		0.00		0.12		1.35		0.00		0.09		2.0		1.71		0.17		0.02		0.01		-1.1

				Norway		4.5		14.4		2.11		0.73		2.16		0.15		4.03		4.89		0.00		0.37		16.7		1.42		0.06		9.95		4.94		2.3

				Romania		22.3		5.8		2.11		0.22		0.41		0.06		0.04		2.59		0.11		0.26		5.6		1.78		0.04		3.48		0.06		-0.2

				Russia		143.2		10.9		1.89		0.56		0.60		0.16		0.46		6.53		0.54		0.16		17.0		2.84		0.91		12.12		0.98		6.1

				Serbia and Montenegro		10.5		5.6		1.52		0.23		0.35		0.09		0.11		3.20		0.00		0.14		1.9		1.50		0.22		0.00		0.00		-3.8

				Switzerland		7.2		12.7		1.28		0.74		1.08		0.06		0.34		6.85		1.94		0.41		3.8		0.71		0.41		2.28		0.00		-8.9

				Ukraine		48.5		7.9		1.79		0.62		0.15		0.08		0.14		4.10		0.88		0.13		4.3		2.55		0.32		1.17		0.12		-3.6

				Notes

				High Income Countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium & Luxembourg, Canada, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea Republic, Kuwait, Malta, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Slovenia, S

				Middle-Income Countries: Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bolivia, Bosnia Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El

				Low Income Countries: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Rep, Chad, Congo, Congo Dem Rep, Côte d'Ivoire, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, India, Kenya, Korea DPRP, Kyrg

				Table includes all countries with populations greater than 1 million, except Bhutan, Oman, and Singapore, for which insufficient data were available to calculate the Ecological Footprint and biocapacity figures.

				For countries that were formerly part of Ethiopia PDR, the Soviet Union, former Yugoslavia, or Czechoslovakia 2003 per capita Footprints are compared with the per capita Footprint of the former unified country.

				0.0 = less than 0.05

				Totals may not add up due to rounding

				Built-up land is part of both Footprint and biocapacity. Hydro is included in built-up land Footprint. More details can be found by visiting: www.footprintnetwork.org

				If number for ecological deficit is positive, country has an ecological reserve.
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