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Relationship Between Water System Pollution and Socioeconomic Factors
—Taking Eight Water Systems in Zhejiang Province for Example

Geriletu, WANG Bin, LI Zheng-Cai, YANG Xiao-Sheng, WANG Xiao-ming
(Institute o f Subtropical Forestry, Chinese Academy of Forestry, Fuyang, Zhejiang 311400, China)

Abstract: The eight water systems in Zhejiang Province are the main water systems that support the economic
development and ensure the drinking water sources. Currently the eight water systems are polluted to various
extents. The main socioeconomic factors that affect the water systems pollution could be divided into five
types by factor analysis, namely, regional economic development factor, agriculture development factor, ag-
riculture and forestry services factor, fishery development factor, and population density factor. Yongjiang
river ranked first based on the total socioeconomic scores among the eight water systems, followed by Tiaoxi
river, Cao’ e river, Aojiang river, Jiaojiang river, Qiantang river, Oujiang river, and Feiyunjiang river.
Water was polluted at the least when the scores of all the five factors are between —1 and 0. On the other
hand, the total score being above 3 or below — 3 indicated that the water pollution degree was the lowest,
with sort of T, [l and [l water accounting for more than 90%. Water pollution is related to the level of eco-
nomic development, but in a large degree, it is the result of the interaction between economic development
and other factors, and is more closed to the balanced development of the five socioeconomic factors. The wa-
ter pollution degree was positively related with the unit area of first output value in the region where agricul-
ture and forestry are not prominent.
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