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Empirical Analysis on Sustainability of Foreign Trade for Guangxi
Agricultural Products A Study Based on the Revised Footprint Model

CHEN Guang-chun PAN Zhong-wen” CHEN Yu-ia

( College of Management Guilin University of Technology Guilin 541004 China)

Abstract: Based on the data collected in Guangxi between 2001 and 2008 the paper made an empirical
analysis on the sustainability of foreign trade for Guangxi agricultural products by applying the Revised Foot—
print Model namely Foreign Trade Footprint model. It shows that the development of foreign trade of Guan—
gxi’ s agricultural products is sustainable in 2001 —2007 but less sustainable in 2008. While the Export Val—-
ue Footprint in 2007 of main agricultural products indicates that the export of fruits vegetables and medicinal
materials was sustainable while that of aquatic products and sugar was not. Hence to achieve sustainable de—
velopment for foreign trade of agricultural products the Guangxi government should strengthen the conscious—
ness of sustainability upgrade the agricultural industrialization and additional value of products optimize the
structures of import and export decrease resources consumption and environmental pollution and change the
developing mode for foreign trade.
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