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Livelihood adaptability of farmers in key ecological functional areas under multiple
pressures: a case study of Yellow River water source areas of Gannan
ZHAO Xuesan' JIE Yong—ging' HE Xiaofeng”
MU Fangang' SU Huizhen' IAN Hai=ia' XUE Bing’
(1. College of Geography and Environment Science Northwest Normal University Lanzhou Gansu 730070  China;

2. Forest Pest Control Station of Longnan Wudu Gansu 746000 China;
3. Institute of Applied Ecology Chinese Academy of Sciences Shenyang Liaoning 110016 China)

Abstract  Key ecological function areas play a key role in maintaining national and regional ecological security. As the main economic
activity subject and the basic unit of ecological environment protection farmers’ adaptability to livelihood pressure is directly related to
the main function of key ecological function areas. In a case study of Yellow River water supply area of Gannan in the eastern of the
Qinghai-Tibet Plateau based on the household survey data analyzed the livelihood pressure adaptive capacity and adaptation strategy
of the farmers and used multivariate logistic model to analyze the key factors affecting the selection of adaptation strategies. The results
show that: (DNearly 90% of farmers in Yellow River water supply area of Gannan were facing multiple livelihood pressures and the
‘nature + society + finance’ was the most frequent type of pressure faced by rural households. (2The adaptive capacity of farmers in
economic demonstration area was the highest followed by the rehabilitation areas and the lowest in the key conservation area. Farmers
facing the pressure of ‘nature + society’ had the highest adaptive capacity while farmers facing the pressure of ‘nature + social +
finance + policy’ had the lowest adaptive capacity. 3)87.45% of the farmers adopted various adaptation strategies to cope with the
livelihood pressure and most of them selected the ‘expansion + assistance + contraction”. (@The natural capital human capital

social capital the severity of nature pressure and the degree of diversification of livelihood pressure was the key factor affecting the
adaptation strategy. Therefore the government should strengthen ecological and environmental protection reduce the probability of
natural disasters broaden channels for farmers to increase income establish diversified credit mechanism strengthen infrastructure
construction in remote areas improve social security system improve farmers” adaptability to the impact of livelihood pressure and
promote sustainable development of livelihood.

Key words multiple pressure; livelihood adaptability; farmer; adaptation strategy; Yellow River water supply area of Gannan
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