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Abstract: From the perspective of national hectares, the paper validates the relationship of average biological production
capability between Guangdong Province and the whole China, and revises the equivalence factor and yield factor of
traditional ecological footprint model, to get the more accurate results of ecological footprint and ecological capacity in
Guangdong Province. The results show that a sustained deficit of land ecological supply is presented during the study
period, and the ecological deficit shows an upward trend after a drop. Through the co-integration model of ecological
deficit and income per capital, we find the cumulative effect of ecological deficit is significant, and the extinction effect
of income is lagging behind. Thus, the transformation of economic growth and residents’ consumption patterns still are
the key issues of Guangdong harmonious development.
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