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Abstract: To study the requirement and consumption of natural materials in the process of sustainable development of
economic system, the natural material input of China economic system during 1990 to 2002 was analyzed and calculated
using complexly the techniques of material flow analysis (MFA) and structure decomposition analysis (SDA). China
economic system during 1995 to 1999 realized higher rate development (using domestic producing total value GDP as
index, annual average growth about 10%) based on the maintaining less increase of natural materials consumption (using
direct material input (DMI) as index, annual average growth about 0.58%). In order to realize the dematerialization of
economy development, while maintaining lower growth rate of population, the technological level must be enhanced
vigorously to enhance the resource producing efficiency of economic system.
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Table 1 Indicator accounting framework of MFA in
input side
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Table 2 The MFA physical indicators and other

Socio-economic ones

W@ DMI(10°t) DMC(10°t) P(10° A\) GDP(10°2:7T)

1990 3058 2943 1143 213138
1991 3204 3062 1158 238 232
1992 3431 3271 1172 305 769
1993 3836 3658 1185 435 860
1994 4328 4078 1199 471 696
1995 5084 4767 1211 689 019
1996 5189 4 852 1224 850 890
1997 5254 4850 1236 944 030
1998 5200 4807 1248 970 489
1999 5202 4794 1258 994 380
2000 5493 4967 1267 1092 697
2001 5977 5381 1276 1172838
2002 6 790 6093 1285 1237153
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Table 3 Decomposition analysis for DMI
I 7] (a) DMI P GDP/P DMI/GDP
1990~2002 1.07 1.01 1.15 0.92
1990~1995 1.11 1.01 1.25 0.88
1995~1999 1.01 1.01 1.09 0.92
1999~2002 1.09 1.01 1.07 1.02
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Table 4 Decomposition analysis for DMC

i 7l (a) DMC GDP P/GDP  DMC/P
1990~2002 1.06 1.16 0.87 1.05
1990~1995 1.10 1.26 0.80 1.09
1995~1999 1.00 1.10 0.92 0.99
1999~2002 1.08 1.08 0.94 1.08
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