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Abstract: Exploring the relationship between different services has become the focus of 

ecosystem services research in recent years. The agro-ecosystem, which accounts for 

one-third of the global land area, provides lots of services but also disservices, depending on 

resources provided by other systems. In this paper, we explored the agro-ecosystem from 

four aspects: a summary of different indicators in the agro-ecosystem, input and output 

changes with time, relationships between different ecosystem services and disservices, and 

resource contribution to major services, using Luancheng County of North China as the 

study area. We then used emergy analysis to unify all the indicators. The conclusions were 

that the agro-ecosystem maintained provisioning and regulating services but with increasing 

volatility under continued growth in production inputs and disservice outputs. There was a 

positive correlation between most of the different services and disservices. Rainfall and 

groundwater resources were the most used input resources in the agro-ecosystem and all 

other major ecosystem services depended directly on them. 

OPEN ACCESS



Sustainability 2014, 6 8701 

 

Keywords: ecosystem services; ecosystem disservices; emergy analysis; Luancheng 

County; China 

 

1. Introduction 

Ecosystem services, defined as the benefits humans derive from the ecosystem, has become the focus of 

ecosystem research in recent years [1–5]. The increasing focus on ecosystem services research started from 

the recognition and monetary valuation of the benefit flows from ecosystems to society, such as mapping 

supply and demand and assessing the current and future status of ecosystem services [6]. The research 

has progressed in recent times to the mechanism of providing ecosystem services and management 

based on different ecosystem services, using different methods [7–12]. While managing multiple 

ecosystem services simultaneously is important, it is also extremely challenging. Humanity has invested 

substantial effort into engineering the ecosystem to produce desired services such as food, timber, and 

fodder but often at the expense of other services of the ecosystem such as flood control, etc. Exploring 

the relationship between different services has become the focus of research in recent years, with the aim 

of improving our ability to sustainably manage the ecosystem to provide multiple services [13,14].  

The agro-ecosystem accounts for one-third of the global land area with high productivity and is 

dependent on other systems. Extrapolating global trends from 1960 onward, Tilman et al. [15] predicted 

that by 2050, cropland will increase by 23% and pasture land by 16%. Hence, agriculture accounts for a 

massive and growing share of the Earth’s surface. It was proposed that the agro-ecosystem could provide 

other services, such as provision of clean air, retaining and recycling of nutrients, mitigation against 

climate change, etc., in addition to food alone when evaluated based on the scope of ecosystem  

services [16–18]. Although agro-ecosystem services have been assigned relatively low value [19] when 

compared with other terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, they offer the best chance of increasing global 

ecosystem services provision [20]. Porter et al. [20] estimated the ecosystem services of a combined 

food and energy agro-ecosystem that simultaneously produces food, fodder, and bioenergy.  

Sandhu et al. [21] investigated and quantified the value of ecosystem services of the organic and 

conventional arable system. Both of them tried to improve the agro-ecosystem services. New estimation 

frameworks or methods have been widely explored to gain a more accurate estimate of services from the 

agro-ecosystem. Schulte et al. [22] provided a framework for managing soil-based ecosystem services 

for the sustainable intensification of agriculture. Robinson et al. [23] and Dominati et al. [24] also 

developed their soil frameworks to evaluate ecosystem services. Dominati et al. [25] used a soil 

change-based methodology to quantify and value the services from agro-ecosystems. In addition,  

Ibarra et al. [26] valued the ecosystem services of urban wetlands using an agro-ecosystem approach.  

While an agro-ecosystem provides important provisioning services, it also creates disservices and 

consumes resources from other systems [20,27]. The consumption of water, emissions of greenhouse 

gases, and discharging of underutilized fertilizer adversely affect human beings. Despite real differences, 

few studies distinguish among ecosystem services, ecosystem disservices, and resource consumption in 

their evaluation of an ecosystem. For example, the agro-ecosystem needs water for irrigation, which 

should be classified as resource consumption, but is often considered as an ecosystem disservice [28–30]. 
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In this study, we first developed a conceptual framework and explored the structures and changes in 

agro-ecosystem input resources, output services, and disservices, and then analyzed the relationships 

among different services. Finally, we explored the relationship between input resources and major 

services, taking Luancheng County (North China) as a case study.  

2. Conceptual Framework 

Ecosystem services are defined as the benefits people obtain from the ecosystem in the Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment (MEA), which is generally consistent with current usage in the literature, 

although some scientists noted that this definition mixes “ends” and “means” [31–33]. Considering this 

ambiguity, Boyd and Banzhaf opined that “the final ecosystem services are components of nature, 

directly enjoyed, consumed, or used to yield human well-being” for developing the national-scale 

environmental welfare accounting and performance assessment [34]. Fisher and Turner [33,35] considered 

ecosystem services to be the aspects of the ecosystem utilized (actively or passively) for human 

well-being. However, ecosystem services are defined differently depending on the research goals [35].  

Here, we adopted the definition in MEA, since the focus of our research was not on distinguishing 

whether the benefits belong to final services or not. “Ecosystem disservices” is another controversial 

term with different definitions. Zhang et al. [27] characterized ecosystem disservices as a reduction in 

productivity or increase in production costs. Lyytimäki et al. [36] considered disservices to be 

ecosystem functions disturbed by human activities. We define ecosystem disservices as adverse effects 

on human beings and the ecosystem, considering the resources cost separately in our framework. 

Separately measuring the components of ecosystem inputs and outputs adds clarity to ecosystem 

evaluation and can enhance the recognition of the relationship between the ecosystem and human 

beings. The ecosystem inputs refer to the resource consumption by the ecosystem while the ecosystem 

outputs include the ecosystem services and disservices. Since this study focused on the agro-ecosystem, 

the components of resource inputs include renewable climate resources, the nonrenewable underground 

water resource, and purchased renewable and nonrenewable resources from human economical 

feedback. Underground water is separated from renewable resources because the groundwater resource 

is yearly over-exploited and the recharge rate is much less than the exploitation rate. Groundwater could 

not therefore be classified under renewable resources. We divided the ecosystem services outputs into 

provisioning services, regulating services, and supporting services. The ecosystem disservices outputs 

included the loss of inorganic fertilizer (classified under provisioning disservices) and loss of soil 

(supporting disservices). 

The entire framework for the study is shown in Figure 1. The agro-ecosystem, being our research 

focus, is located in the middle of the framework. Three inputs—renewable climate resources, the 

nonrenewable groundwater resource, and economic feedback resources—are arranged to the left side. 

The ecosystem services and disservices are shown on the right side of the framework. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework for evaluating the agro-ecosystem. 

 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1. Study Area 

The North China Plain (NCP) is one of the most productive and intensively cultivated agricultural 

regions in China. About 50% of the nation’s wheat and 33% of its maize are produced in this region.  

Our study area, Luancheng County, is located in NCP and is a typical high-production agro-ecosystem.  

It is a traditionally agricultural county. Agriculture accounts for 23.8% of GDP, greater than Hebei 

Province’s ratio of 15%, although Hebei Province is a major grain-producing province in China. The 

yield of wheat in the area was 7210.5 kg/ha and that of corn was 8730.0 kg/ha in 2005. The yearly 

government subsidy to farmers is about 4200 Yuan/ha (nearly 700 $/ha), with strict regulations to 

protect farmland from illegal occupation to ensure national food security.  

The area is characterized by a warm temperate continental monsoon climate with an annual mean 

temperature of 12.7 °C, with the highest temperature (26.4 °C) in July and the lowest (3.9 °C) in January. 

Mean solar radiation is 724 kJ/(cm2·a) and the annual sunshine hour is 2521.8 h. Annual precipitation is 

about 536 mm, 2/3 of which is concentrated in summer. The geomorphology is piedmont alluvial plain 

and topography is flat with meadow cinnamon soil type. The groundwater resource is abundant with 

salinity of 0.5–1.0 g/L and the water table is shallow. However, the water table has continued to decline 

in successive years due to severe overexploitation for irrigation. The contradiction between water 

scarcity and irrigation of the agro-ecosystem has increasingly intensified in this region. 
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3.2. Methods 

3.2.1. Emergy Analysis Theory 

Ecosystem services valuation methods include the economic valuation system and ecological 

valuation system. The economic valuation method has difficulties when services are not marketed. 

Emergy analysis is an ecological valuation method based on thermodynamic principles, which translates 

different inputs and outputs of an ecosystem into the same solar emjoule (sej) unit using solar energy as 

the base energy [37]. The emergy theory estimates the ecocentric value rather than the human-centric 

value [38,39]. This is in direct contrast to the economic view [39]. 

Although a controversial methodology, the emergy analysis offers a number of advantages, as it 

provides: (1) a way to bridge economic and ecological systems; (2) an objective means by which to 

quantify and value non-market inputs into a system; (3) a common unit that allows for a comparison of 

all resources; and (4) a more holistic alternative to many existing methods of decision-making. But 

critics of the emergy analysis generally complain that the method: (1) lacks formal links with related 

concepts in other disciplines; (2) lacks adequate details on the underlying methods; (3) is computationally 

and data intensive and (4) is based on sweeping generalizations that remain unproven [39–42].  

Nowadays, emergy analysis is used to assess the sustainability of regional development, agricultural 

practices, and preservation and restoration of the natural environment, although controversy remains as 

to its use for ecosystem services valuation [40].  

Based on the emergy theory, value does not only rely on human preferences and willingness to pay, 

but instead stems from the work of the biosphere to develop and stabilize an ecosystem structure, 

growth, organization, and diversity [43]. Jørgensen and Nielsen [44] stated that a complete diagnosis, 

focused on the ecosystem services, could be developed through the use of complementary indicators 

such as emergy and eco-exergy. Pulselli et al. [45] considered ecosystem services as a counterpart of emergy 

flows to ecosystem. Although the valuation methodology has no consensus, some studies [43,45–50]  

had tried to link the ecosystem services and emergy analysis, which is an evaluation from a donor-side 

approach [51,52]. 

3.2.2. Data Collection 

The inputs and outputs structures in an agro-ecosystem are illustrated succinctly in Figure 2. 

Data sources: Long-term (1984–2008) annual mean climatic data for solar radiation and rainfall were 

taken from the National Ecosystem Research Network of China and Luancheng County weather station. 

Socioeconomic data were obtained from statistical yearbooks of the local government. Soil data were 

taken from the National Ecosystem Research Network of China, the second national soil survey data, 

and relevant literature. Other parameters like products’ economic coefficient, the price value of O2 

release, CO2 fixation, etc. were obtained from the literature (see Table A1). 
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Figure 2. Emergy flows in the agro-ecosystem. 

 

3.2.3. Data Analysis  

All the data (indicators) were standardized using the emergy analysis method. This was done by 

transforming the different inputs and outputs into energy or mass data and then multiplying by the 

appropriate transformities (cited from the literature or calculated from our data) to obtain the emergy 

(see Table A1). Relationships between different services and the consumption resources were analyzed 

by bivariate correlation and step-wise linear regression using the SPSS and EViews software. 

4. Results and Discussion 

4.1. Summary of Different Indicators in the Agro-Ecosystem of Luancheng County 

The calculated emergy values of basic structures (inputs and outputs) are shown in Table 1.  

The uncertainties, which referred to parameter uncertainties (u2) in this paper, were measured by the 

Variance method [53,54]. As can be seen from Table 1, the largest inputs to the ecosystem were 

underground water, inorganic fertilizer, machines and tools, and fossil fuel. The use of machines and 

tools increased considerably over the years due to intensive mechanization of farm operations. 

Underground water showed a very large variability; with zero inputs in some years, rainfall was high 

enough to sustain crops. The largest inputs were those of the economic feedback resources (see Figure 1), 

except underground water, which counts as a nonrenewable resource. Both economic feedback 

resources and underground water are nonrenewable resources that have exerted an enormous pressure on 

the sustainability of the agro-ecosystem.  

The inputs resources of Chinese agriculture generally were not the same as those in Luancheng 

County [55]. For example, water is south China was taken as a renewable resource, considering that 
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rainfall and surface water are relatively abundant there. Also, the proportion of renewable resources was 

much lower than the nonrenewable feedback resources. In addition, the biggest input of nonrenewable 

resources in Chinese agriculture was inorganic fertilizer, rather than the machines and tools in 

Luancheng County. There are two reasons for this phenomenon: (1) the mechanization of agriculture in 

Luancheng County has been more complete than in other regions because about 66% of China’s land 

area is mountainous, which is a great limitation to the use of large agricultural machines; and (2) the 

irrigation water in Luancheng County depends on underground water, which needs more machines to 

pump the water from underground. 

Table 1. Classical statistics of the calculated emergy. 

 
Unit Number Minimum Maximum Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Uncertainty 

Input resources 

Solar energy absorbed 1018 sej 25 1.13 1.74 1.47 0.14 0.02 
Rain (geopotential) 1017 sej 25 3.23 11.21 5.49 1.66 2.76 
Rain (chemical) 1018 sej 25 5.65 19.59 9.60 2.91 8.47 
Underground water 
energy 

1019 sej 25 0 9.44 3.91 2.94 8.64 

Seeds 1018 sej 25 4.58 9.84 6.37 1.74 3.03 
Human labor 1018 sej 25 3.39 9.90 6.68 2.50 6.25 
Organic fertilizer 1017 sej 25 0.37 1.41 1.07 0.39 0.15 
Inorganic fertilizer 1019 sej 25 3.54 7.85 5.68 1.12 1.25 
Pesticides 1017 sej 25 0 6.85 3.70 2.35 5.52 
Mulch 1016 sej 25 0 3.61 1.28 1.42 2.02 
Machines and tools 1020 sej 25 0.40 1.68 1.09 0.53 0.28 
Fossil fuel 1019 sej 25 2.77 8.05 4.68 1.72 2.96 

Output ecosystem services and disservices 

Wheat 1020 sej 25 1.09 1.88 1.44 0.22 0.05 
Corn 1020 sej 25 0.15 2.17 1.69 0.41 0.17 
Oil seeds 1019 sej 25 0.16 1.05 0.44 3.75 14.1 
Cotton 1019 sej 25 0 9.92 1.29 2.11 4.45 
O2 release 1020 sej 25 0.90 2.14 1.70 0.29 0.08 
CO2 fixation 1020 sej 24 −3.4 3.46 0.41 1.73 2.99 
Nitrogen 1019 sej 12 1.77 3.63 2.92 0.49 0.24 
Phosphorus 1019 sej 12 0.61 4.21 1.82 1.03 1.06 
Potassium 1019 sej 11 0.89 1.44 1.24 0.14 0.02 
Loss of inorganic 
fertilizer 

1019 sej 25 0.96 2.10 1.52 0.30 0.09 

Loss of soil 1018 sej 25 1.86 3.86 2.90 0.48 0.23 

The largest output indicators were wheat, corn, O2 release, and CO2 fixation (see Table 1). Ecosystem 

provisioning services outputs ,which are the main benefits from the agro-ecosystem under study, are 

indicated mainly by yields of wheat and corn (the two major crops in the area; they also gave the largest 

outputs). The O2 release and CO2 fixation, which are regulating services, have always been ignored, 

although their values were as large as those of wheat and corn. For the ecosystem disservices outputs, 
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losses of inorganic fertilizer and soil were much less than the main ecosystem services (Table 1). 

However, they tended to increase significantly over time and their effects may slowly become obvious in 

the future. 

It has been confirmed that provisioning services were the largest output from an agro-ecosystem, 

whether based on the emergy analysis as in this work or on monetary valuation [28–30]. However,  

soil loss, which classifies as a supporting disservice, was quite different in this work from Chinese 

agriculture generally. Soil loss was classed as a nonrenewable natural resource and was “consumed” in 

so large an amount that it was only exceeded by inorganic fertilizer consumption [55]. It is true that  

lands that have undergone soil erosion account for almost one-third of total Chinese arable land, contrary 

to our observations in Luancheng County. However, the loss of soil was opposite to conserving  

soil (supporting services), so we defined it as supporting disservices rather than consumption in  

the agro-ecosystem. 

4.2. Changes in Different Structures of Inputs and Outputs  

The overall profile of the agro-ecosystem can be seen in Figure 3. The input resources were expressed 

in negative values since they were derived from other systems and consumed by the agro-ecosystem. 

The ecosystem services had positive values while disservices had negative values. Overall, the negative 

values increased consistently while the positive values increased firstly and then decreased. Specifically, 

the economic production system had the largest negative values (accounting for >70% of the total 

negative values) with a rising trend. The groundwater system followed with a fluctuating growth. The 

provisioning services showed mostly positive values, followed by the regulating services. Both of the 

main positive services increased at the initial period, only to decrease progressively thereafter. The raw 

data for supporting services were collected from 1998 to 2008 and the supporting services showed a 

stable trend during this period (Figure 3). The ecosystem services took a relatively small proportion. 

Figure 3. Changes in different indicators of the agro-ecosystem of Luancheng County, China. 
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Previous research on agro-ecosystem services mainly focused on the benefits derived therefrom but 

the ecosystem disservices have become gradually recognized in recent years [27–30]. However, there is 

no consensus on these disservices. For example, some authors considered groundwater consumption as 

an ecosystem disservice [30], while some defined it as a regulating service [28,29]. Here, we consider it 

as a resource input from the groundwater system. If our analysis was performed based on the definitions 

of others, the results would be quite different. We defined ecosystem disservices as useless or harmful 

outcomes for humans. For example, loss of inorganic fertilizer is useless for humans but harmful to other 

ecosystems, such as eutrophication of water bodies or pollution of underground water. The potential 

disservice might be much larger than the emergy value of the loss of inorganic fertilizer. If our 

conceptual framework is supported by life cycle assessment, the value of ecosystem disservices might 

even be larger than that shown here. 

4.3. Correlation between Different Services and Disservices 

We explored the relationships between different indicators of services and disservices, considering 

there were some synergistic or trade-off relationship between different services. The results are shown in 

Table 2. The relationships between indicators of ecosystem services and disservices were mainly 

positive. Cotton production (provisioning services) and potassium and some of the phosphorus supplying 

services (supporting services) had negative correlations with other services. Cotton production negatively 

correlated with other services because the arable land was limited and wheat and corn competed for 

much of the cotton acreage. This also resulted in some possibility of a trade-off relationship between 

provisioning services, but not synergistic relationships. The reason for the negative relationship between 

potassium nutrients and other services was the imbalanced (or irrational) fertilization. Fertilizer 

application in the study area mainly focused on nitrogen fertilizer. The phosphate and, especially, 

potassium content of soil remained progressively low since they are applied as mere supplements to 

support the substantial increase in production. On the other hand, the nitrogen content showed a positive 

correlation, confirming that nitrogen fertilizer was applied excessively. 

The relationships between other provisioning services and regulating services were synergistic, 

meaning that increasing the provisioning services brought about increases in regulating services without 

trade-off effects. However, the ecosystem disservices were also positively related with major services, 

suggesting that more and more burdens were imposed on the agro-ecosystem with its growing services. 

Most previous studies have shown that growth in provisioning services resulted in a decline in 

regulating services [56]. For example, increasing the grain field was at the expense of increasing the 

level of soil erosion in mountain areas [57]. However, our research area had no significant reduction in 

regulating services because the agro-ecosystem had no serious soil erosion, given the plain terrain.  

The second reason for the negative correlation was the land use change—the conversion of forest or 

grassland to arable land, leading to a decline in regulating services and an increase in provisioning 

services. However, the agro-ecosystem of Luancheng County has been the same for a long time (having 

not been recently transformed from other ecosystems). In addition, the oxygen supply service was 

related to productive ability so that it kept increasing with the growing provisioning services. Thus, the 

relationship between provisioning services and regulating services is dependent on the area or location. 
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Table 2. Correlation (matrix) among different services and disservices of the agro-ecosystem in Luancheng County, China. 

 Corn Oilseeds Cotton O2 release CO2 fixation Nitrogen Phosphorus Potassium Loss of chemical fertilizer Loss of soil 

Wheat 0.532 0.502 −0.451 0.924 ** 0.21 0.374 −0.422 −0.568 0.194 −0.070 

Corn  0.451 −0.850 ** 0.797 ** −0.073 0.824 ** 0.04 −0.261 0.664 ** 0.713 ** 

Oilseeds   −0.615 * 0.631 * 0.093 0.255 −0.303 −0.126 0.249 0.124 

Cotton    −0.706 * −0.068 −0.765 ** −0.105 0.159 −0.779 ** −0.653 * 

O2 release     0.155 0.596 * −0.308 −0.485 0.416 0.345 

CO2 fixation      0.128 0.011 −0.049 0.067 0.462 

Nitrogen       0.171 −0.132 0.509 0.679 * 

Phosphorus        0.454 0.117 0.369 

Potassium         −0.144 0.205 

Loss of  

chemical fertilizer 
         0.676 * 

Note: ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. 
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4.4. Regression Analysis of Resource Inputs and Major Services Outputs 

Provisioning services are the only focus of an agro-ecosystem regardless of other long-term services 

and disservices. Farmers apply very large inputs (consumptions) in order to get more yields from the 

fields. We took wheat and corn yields as examples and performed a regression analysis to explore the 

contributions of different resources to the yields, considering that wheat and corn account for 85% of all 

provisioning services in Luancheng County. The resulting regression equation for wheat was (see Table 3): 

F731.0R488.6G009.110304.7Y 19
w   (1)

where Yw was wheat yield, G was groundwater resources, R was rainfall resources, and F was fossil fuel. 

We used a stepwise regression algorithm to obtain this regression equation. The Ramsey’s regression 

specification error test (Ramsey RESET) was used to determine the appropriateness of the linear 

relationship using EViews software. The probability of F-statistic was 0.1601, being larger than 0.1. 

Since the functional form was valid at the confidence level of 0.1, we established that the most effective 

indicators were underground water, rainfall, and fossil fuel. The fossil fuel was used in the regression 

equation because it was needed for pumping groundwater for irrigation.  

Table 3. Results of multiple stepwise regression analysis. 

Services Variables Coefficients Standard Error t-value Sig. (p-value)

Wheat 

Constant 7.30 × 1019 1.49 × 1019 4.89 0 
Groundwater 1.009 0.139 7.273 0 
Rainfall 6.488 1.218 5.328 0 
Fossil fuel −0.731 0.18 −4.064 0.001 
Adjusted R2  0.675  
Standard Error 
of the Estimate 

 1.27 × 1019 
 

 

Corn 

Constant 5.38 × 1019 3.30 × 1019 1.629 0.118 
Fertilizer 1.693 0.635 2.667 0.014 
Groundwater 0.485 0.243 2 0.058 
Adjusted R2 0.449  
Standard Error 
of the Estimate  

3.05 × 1019 
 

 

O2 release 

Constant 4.98 × 1019 1.55 × 1019 3.207 0.004 
Groundwater 1.155 0.121 9.524  
Rainfall 7.372 1.161 6.348  
Adjusted R2 0.787  
Standard Error 
of the Estimate  

1.33 × 1019 
 

 

We then performed path analysis to decompose correlations into different components, considering 

that explanatory variables could interact with each other. The results of path analysis are shown in Table 4. 

Both the Pearson correction coefficient, which is equal to the sum of the direct and indirect path 

coefficients, and the direct path coefficient of underground water were the largest. Although fossil fuel 

had the biggest indirect path coefficient, its Pearson correction coefficient was negative. This is because 

the input of fossil fuel was greater for years with less rainfall, in which the yields of wheat were 
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relatively low. The independents were rain water, groundwater, and fuel for extracting water (fossil). 

This suggests that wheat production depends heavily on water, especially underground water. 

Table 4. Summary of correlation coefficients for wheat. 

Explanatory 
variables 

Pearson 
correction 
coefficient 

Direct path 
coefficient 

Indirect path coefficients 

Underground 
water 

Rainfall Fossil fuel Total 

Underground water 0.521 1.328  −0.582476 −0.224238 −0.806714 
Rainfall 0.016 0.892 −0.867184  −0.010116 −0.8773 

Fossil fuel −0.017 −0.562 0.529872 0.016056  0.545928 

The regression equation for corn was (see Table 3): 
19

cY 5.379 10 1.693 C 0.485 G       (2)

where Yc was corn yield, C was the fertilizer resource, and G was the groundwater resource. A Ramsey 

RESET test showed that the probability of F-statistic was 0.0468, being larger than 0.01, hence the 

functional form was correct at the confidence level of 0.01. The water supply was not included in the 

regression because the corn grew during the rainy season (June to September) and the rainfall is usually 

sufficient for growth. The results of path analysis are shown in Table 5. The supply of fertilizer had a 

larger direct path coefficient and the underground water had larger indirect path coefficients with corn 

yield. The Pearson correction coefficient of fertilizer was little larger than for the underground water, 

showing that both fertilizer and underground water were important inputs for corn.  

Table 5. Summary of correlation coefficients for corn. 

Explanatory 
variables 

Pearson correction 
coefficient 

Direct path 
coefficient 

Indirect path coefficients 

Fertilizer Underground water Total 

Fertilizer 0.635 0.464  0.170868 0.170868 
Underground water 0.576 0.348 0.227824  0.227824 

It could be seen that different provisioning services were sensitive to different resources from the 

regressions of the major crop yield. Therefore, we should rationally allocate the different resources 

according to crop requirements. 

In addition to provisioning services, the regulating services were also important ecosystem services in 

which oxygen release accounted for >80%. So we performed a regression analysis of oxygen release 

service and the resulting equation was (see Table 3): 

R372.7G155.110980.4Y 19
o   (3)

where Yo was oxygen release, G was the groundwater resource, and R was the rainfall resource. A 

Ramsey RESET test showed that the probability of F-statistic was 0.1919, which was larger than 0.1. 

Therefore, the functional form was correct at the confidence level of 0.1.The contributory factors were 

only groundwater and rainfall, both being water resources. The results of path analysis (Table 6) showed 

that both the direct and indirect path coefficients of underground water were larger than those of rainfall, 

hence the Pearson correction coefficient of underground water was also larger. Thus, it could be noted 
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that the regulating service, just like the provisioning services of wheat, was water-dependent and that 

water resources, especially underground water, directly determine how much service could be given.  

Table 6. Summary of correlation coefficients for oxygen release. 

Explanatory 
variables 

Pearson correction 
coefficient 

Direct path 
coefficient 

Indirect path coefficients 

Underground water Rainfall Total 

Underground water 0.669 1.184  −0.515217 −0.515217
Rainfall 0.017 0.789 −0.773152  −0.773152

The influential factors of ecosystem services mainly center on land use change [58], climate change [59], 

and other natural factors [60], but the major driving factor differed according to region. The lack of water 

resources was the biggest challenge in North China. Our results also showed that the water resources 

directly determine the agro-ecosystem services and that groundwater supported this ecosystem.  

Thus, using the groundwater scientifically to optimize ecosystem services remains the key challenge in 

Luancheng County.  

5. Conclusions 

The high-yielding agro-ecosystem of Luancheng County in North China maintained provisioning 

services and regulating services but with increasing volatility with continued growth in farm (consumption) 

inputs and disservices outputs. Most of the relationships between different services and disservices of 

the agro-ecosystem were positive. However, cotton fields under provisioning services and soil potassium 

under supporting services had negative correlations with the others. The rainfall and groundwater 

resources were the most contributory input resources in the agro-ecosystem of Luancheng County and 

all other major ecosystem services depended on them directly. 
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Appendix 

Table A1. Transformities, sources and formulation of raw data used for emergy analysis. 

 Unit 
Transformity 

(sej/unit) 
Formulation of raw data 

Sources of 

raw data 

Solar 

radiation 
J 1 a Solar radiation = arable area × solar radiation intensity e 

Rain 

(geopotential) 
J 8888 a 

Rain geopotential = arable area × elevation × average rainfall × 

density × gravitational acceleration  
e 

Rain 

(chemical) 
J 15,444 a 

Rain chemical energy = arable area × average rainfall × Gibbs 

energy × density 
e 

Underground 

water 
J This study (1)  e 

Seeds J 7.86 × 104 b Seed = amount of seed per unit area × arable area f 

Human labor J 8.10 × 104 c 
Human labor = the amount of human labor per unit area ×  

arable area 
f 

Organic 

fertilizer 
g 2.70 × 106 a 

Organic fertilizer = amount of organic fertilizer per unit area × 

arable area 
fg 

Inorganic 

fertilizer 
g 3.80 × 109 d Raw data h 

Pesticide g 1.60 × 109 a Raw data h 

Mulch g 3.80 × 108 a Raw data h 

Machine and 

tools 
J 7.50 × 107 d Raw data h 

Fossil fuel J 1.59 × 105 a Raw data h 

Wheat J 6.80 × 104 a Wheat energy = wheat yield × wheat calorific value gh 

Corn J 8.52 × 104 d Corn energy = corn yield × corn calorific value gh 

Oilseeds J 8.60 × 104 a Oilseeds energy = oilseeds yield × oilseeds calorific value gh 

Cotton J 8.60 × 105 a Cotton energy = cotton yield × cotton calorific value gh 

O2 release $ 4.94 × 1012 c 

NPP = produce yield × (1-moisture content of each products) /each 

products economic coefficient  

Price of O2 Release = NPP × (32/30) × the price of O2 production 

chi 

CO2 fixation J 6.25 × 104 a 
Energy of CO2 fixation = accumulation of organic matter in soil × 

calorific value of organic matter 
eglmno 

Nitrogen g 4.60 × 109 c 
Nitrogen = arable area × topsoil thickness × density × percentage 

content of nitrogen 
eglmno 

Phosphorus g 1.78 × 1010 c 
Phosphorus = arable area × topsoil thickness × density × 

percentage content of Phosphorus 
eglm 
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Table A1. Cont. 

 Unit 
Transformity 

(sej/unit) 
Formulation of raw data 

Sources of 

raw data 

Potassium g 1.74 × 109 c 
Potassium = arable area × topsoil thickness × density × percentage 

content of Potassium 
eglmo 

Loss of 

inorganic 

fertilizer 

g 3.80× 109 d 
Loss of inorganic fertilizer mass = mass of inorganic fertilizer × 

inorganic fertilizer loss rate 
hq 

Loss of soil  This study (2)   

Note: (1) Emergy of groundwater = energy of groundwater × transformity of groundwater. The amount of 

irrigation water was calculated using Yuan’s approach [61]; this method relies on meteorological data and crop 

yield. Transformity of groundwater = energy of groundwater × transformity of rainfall × update time [62]; the 

relationship between groundwater update time (Y) and groundwater table (m) was Y = 0.13x + 6.73 in North 

China Plain, according to Wei [63]; (2) Emergy of topsoil loss = loss of topsoil organic matter × transformity of 

organic matter + loss of topsoil nitrogen × transformity of nitrogen+ loss of topsoil phosphorus × transformity 

of phosphorus + loss of topsoil potassium × transformity of potassium; (3) References for transformity:  
a [62]; b [64]; c [65]; d [66]; (4) References for raw data: e [67]; f [68]; g [69]; h Hebei Bureau of Statistics [70];  

i Chinese Agricultural Yearbook [71]; j [72]; k State Forestry Administration [73]; l [74]; m [75]; n [76];  

o [77]; p [78]; q [79]; r [80]. 

Conflicts of Interest 

The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

References 

1. Benayas, J.M.R.; Newton, A.C.; Diaz, A.; Bullock, J.M. Enhancement of Biodiversity and 

Ecosystem Services by Ecological Restoration: A Meta-Analysis. Science 2009, 325, 1121–1124. 

2. Daily, G.C.; Matson, P.A. Ecosystem services: From theory to implementation. Proc. Natl. Acad. 

Sci. USA 2008, 105, 9455–9456. 

3. Kinzig, A.; Perrings, C.; Chapin, F.; Polasky, S.; Smith, V.; Tilman, D.; Turner, B. Paying for 

ecosystem services—Promise and peril. Science 2011, 334, 603–604. 

4. Schroter, D.; Cramer, W.; Leemans, R.; Prentice, I.C.; Araujo, M.B.; Arnell, N.W.; Bondeau, A.; 

Bugmann, H.; Carter, T.R.; Gracia, C.A.; et al. Ecosystem service supply and vulnerability to 

global change in Europe. Science 2005, 310, 1333–1337. 

5. Tallis, H.; Kareiva, P.; Marvier, M.; Chang, A. An ecosystem services framework to support both 

practical conservation and economic development. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2008, 105, 9457–9464. 

6. Lu, Y.; Liu, S.; Fu, B. Ecosystem service: From virtual reality to ground truth. Environ. Sci. 

Technol. 2012, 46, 2492–2493. 

7. Bohlen, P.J.; Lynch, S.; Shabman, L.; Clark, M.; Shukla, S.; Swain, H. Paying for environmental 

services from agricultural lands: An example from the northern Everglades. Front. Ecol. Environ. 

2009, 7, 46–55. 



Sustainability 2014, 6 8715 

 

8. Bugalho, M.N.; Caldeira, M.C.; Pereira, J.S.; Aronson, J.; Pausas, J.G. Mediterranean cork oak 

savannas require human use to sustain biodiversity and ecosystem services. Front. Ecol. Environ. 

2011, 9, 278–286. 

9. Chazdon, R.L. Beyond deforestation: Restoring forests and ecosystem services on degraded lands. 

Science 2008, 320, 1458–1460. 

10. Koch, E.W.; Barbier, E.B.; Silliman, B.R.; Reed, D.J.; Perillo, G.M.E.; Hacker, S.D.; Granek, E.F.; 

Primavera, J.H.; Muthiga, N.; Polasky, S.; et al. Non-linearity in ecosystem services: Temporal and 

spatial variability in coastal protection. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2009, 7, 29–37. 

11. Maestre, F.T.; Quero, J.L.; Gotelli, N.J.; Escudero, A.; Ochoa, V.; Delgado-Baquerizo, M.; 

Garcia-Gomez, M.; Bowker, M.A.; Soliveres, S.; Escolar, C.; et al. Plant species richness and 

ecosystem multifunctionality in global drylands. Science 2012, 335, 214–218. 

12. Plummer, M.L. Assessing benefit transfer for the valuation of ecosystem services. Front. Ecol. 

Environ. 2009, 7, 38–45. 

13. Bennett, E.M.; Peterson, G.D.; Gordon, L.J. Understanding relationships among multiple ecosystem 

services. Ecol. Lett. 2009, 12, 1394–1404. 

14. Power, A.G. Ecosystem services and agriculture: tradeoffs and synergies. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 

Biol. Sci. 2010, 365, 2959–2971. 

15. Tilman, D.; Fargione, J.; Wolff, B.; D’Antonio, C.; Dobson, A.; Howarth, R.; Schindler, D.; 

Schlesinger, W.H.; Simberloff, D.; Swackhamer, D. Forecasting agriculturally driven global 

environmental change. Science 2001, 292, 281–284. 

16. Gordon, L.J.; Finlayson, C.M.; Falkenmark, M. Managing water in agriculture for food production 

and other ecosystem services. Agric. Water Manag. 2010, 97, 512–519. 

17. Qiu, J.; Turner, M.G. Spatial interactions among ecosystem services in an urbanizing agricultural 

watershed. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2013, 110, 12149–12154. 

18. Swinton, S.M.; Lupi, F.; Robertson, G.P.; Hamilton, S.K. Ecosystem services and agriculture: 

Cultivating agricultural ecosystems for diverse benefits. Ecol. Econ. 2007, 64, 245–252. 

19. Costanza, R.; dArge, R.; deGroot, R.; Farber, S.; Grasso, M.; Hannon, B.; Limburg, K.; Naeem, S.; 

Oneill, R.V.; Paruelo, J.; et al. The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. 

Nature 1997, 387, 253–260. 

20. Porter, J.; Costanza, R.; Sandhu, H.; Sigsgaard, L.; Wratten, S. The value of producing food, energy, 

and ecosystem services within an agro-ecosystem. Ambio J. Hum. Environ. 2009, 38, 186–193. 

21. Sandhu, H.S.; Wratten, S.D.; Cullen, R.; Case, B. The future of farming: The value of ecosystem 

services in conventional and organic arable land. An experimental approach. Ecol. Econ. 2008, 64, 

835–848. 

22. Schulte, R.P.O.; Creamer, R.E.; Donnellan, T.; Farrelly, N.; Fealy, R.; O’Donoghue, C.; 

O’hUallachain, D. Functional land management: A framework for managing soil-based ecosystem 

services for the sustainable intensification of agriculture. Environ. Sci. Policy 2014, 38, 45–58. 

23. Robinson, D.A.; Hockley, N.; Cooper, D.M.; Emmett, B.A.; Keith, A.M.; Lebron, I.; Reynolds, B.; 

Tipping, E.; Tye, A.M.; Watts, C.W.; et al. Natural capital and ecosystem services, developing an 

appropriate soils framework as a basis for valuation. Soil Biol. Biochem. 2013, 57, 1023–1033. 

24. Dominati, E.; Patterson, M.; Mackay, A. A framework for classifying and quantifying the natural 

capital and ecosystem services of soils. Ecol. Econ. 2010, 69, 1858–1868. 



Sustainability 2014, 6 8716 

 

25. Dominati, E.; Mackay, A.; Green, S.; Patterson, M. A soil change-based methodology for the 

quantification and valuation of ecosystem services from agro-ecosystems: A case study of pastoral 

agriculture in New Zealand. Ecol. Econ. 2014, 100, 119–129. 

26. Ibarra, A.A.; Zambrano, L.; Valiente, E.L.; Ramos-Bueno, A. Enhancing the potential value of 

environmental services in urban wetlands: An agro-ecosystem approach. Cities 2013, 31, 438–443. 

27. Zhang, W.; Ricketts, T.H.; Kremen, C.; Carney, K.; Swinton, S.M. Ecosystem services and 

dis-services to agriculture. Ecol. Econ. 2007, 64, 253–260. 

28. Chang, J.; Wu, X.; Liu, A.; Wang, Y.; Xu, B.; Yang, W.; Meyerson, L.A.; Gu, B.; Peng, C.; Ge, Y. 

Assessment of net ecosystem services of plastic greenhouse vegetable cultivation in China.  

Ecol. Econ. 2011, 70, 740–748. 

29. Chang, J.; Wu, X.; Wang, Y.; Meyerson, L.A.; Gu, B.; Min, Y.; Xue, H.; Peng, C.; Ge, Y.  

Does growing vegetables in plastic greenhouses enhance regional ecosystem services beyond the 

food supply? Front. Ecol. Environ. 2013, 11, 43–49.  

30. Yuan, Y.; Liu, J.; Jin, Z. An integrated assessment of positive and negative effects of high-yielding 

cropland ecosystem services in Luancheng County, Hebei Province of North China. Chin. J. Ecol. 

2011, 30, 2809–2814. (In Chinese) 

31. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-being; Island Press: Washington, 

DC, USA, 2005. 

32. Wallace, K.J. Classification of ecosystem services: Problems and solutions. Biol. Conserv. 2007, 

139, 235–246. 

33. Fisher, B.; Kerry Turner, R. Ecosystem services: Classification for valuation. Biol. Conserv. 2008, 

141, 1167–1169. 

34. Boyd, J.; Banzhaf, S. What are ecosystem services? The need for standardized environmental 

accounting units. Ecol. Econ. 2007, 63, 616–626. 

35. Fisher, B.; Turner, R.K.; Morling, P. Defining and classifying ecosystem services for decision 

making. Ecol. Econ. 2009, 68, 643–653. 

36. Lyytimäki, J.; Petersen, L.K.; Normander, B.; Bezák, P. Nature as a nuisance? Ecosystem services 

and disservices to urban lifestyle. Environ. Sci. 2008, 5, 161–172. 

37. Herendeen, R.A. Energy analysis and EMERGY analysis—a comparison. Ecol. Model. 2004, 178, 

227–237. 

38. Rugani, B.; Benetto, E.; Arbault, D.; Tiruta-Barna, L. Emergy-based mid-point valuation of 

ecosystem goods and services for life cycle impact assessment. Revue de Métallurgie 2013, 110, 

249–264. 

39. Hau, J.L.; Bakshi, B.R. Promise and problems of emergy analysis. Ecol. Model. 2004, 178, 

215–225. 

40. Voora, V.; Thrift, C. Using Emergy to Value Ecosystem Goods and Services. Available online: 

http://www.iisd.org/pdf/2010/using_emergy.pdf (accessed on 25 November 2014). 

41. Sciubba, E.; Ulgiati, S. Emergy and exergy analyses: Complementary methods or irreducible 

ideological options? Energy 2005, 30, 1953–1988. 

42. Cleveland, C.J.; Kaufmann, R.K.; Stern, D.I. Aggregation and the role of energy in the economy. 

Ecol. Econ. 2000, 32, 301–317. 



Sustainability 2014, 6 8717 

 

43. Dong, X.; Yang, W.; Ulgiati, S.; Yan, M.; Zhang, X. The impact of human activities on natural 

capital and ecosystem services of natural pastures in North Xinjiang, China. Ecol. Model. 2012, 

225, 28–39. 

44. Jørgensen, S.E.; Nielsen, S.N. Tool boxes for an integrated ecological and environmental 

management. Ecol. Indic. 2012, 21, 104–109. 

45. Pulselli, F.M.; Coscieme, L.; Bastianoni, S. Ecosystem services as a counterpart of emergy flows to 

ecosystems. Ecol. Model. 2011, 222, 2924–2928. 

46. Campbell, E.T.; Tilley, D.R. The eco-price: How environmental emergy equates to currency. 

Ecosyst. Serv. 2014, 7, 128–140. 

47. Campbell, E.T.; Tilley, D.R. Valuing ecosystem services from Maryland forests using 

environmental accounting. Ecosyst. Serv. 2014, 7, 141–151. 

48. Coscieme, L.; Pulselli, F.M.; Marchettini, N.; Sutton, P.C.; Anderson, S.; Sweeney, S. Emergy and 

ecosystem services: A national biogeographical assessment. Ecosyst. Serv. 2014, 7, 152–159. 

49. Vassallo, P.; Paoli, C.; Rovere, A.; Montefalcone, M.; Morri, C.; Bianchi, C.N. The value of the 

seagrass Posidonia oceanica: A natural capital assessment. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2013, 75, 157–167. 

50. Watanabe, M.D.B.; Ortega, E. Dynamic emergy accounting of water and carbon ecosystem 

services: A model to simulate the impacts of land-use change. Ecol. Model. 2014, 271, 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2013.03.006. 

51. Zhang, L.X.; Ulgiati, S.; Yang, Z.F.; Chen, B. Emergy evaluation and economic analysis of three 

wetland fish farming systems in Nansi Lake area, China. J. Environ. Manag. 2011, 92, 683–694. 

52. Díaz-Delgado, C.; Fonseca, C.R.; Esteller, M.V.; Guerra-Cobián, V.H.; Fall, C. The establishment 

of integrated water resources management based on emergy accounting. Ecol. Eng. 2014, 63, 

72–87. 

53. Ingwersen, W.W. Uncertainty characterization for emergy values. Ecol. Model. 2010, 221, 

445–452. 

54. Li, L.J.; Lu, H.F.; Campbell, D.E.; Ren, H. Methods for estimating the uncertainty in emergy 

table-form models. Ecol. Model. 2011, 222, 2615–2622. 

55. Chen, G.Q.; Jiang, M.M.; Chen, B.; Yang, Z.F.; Lin, C. Emergy analysis of Chinese agriculture. 

Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2006, 115, 161–173. 

56. Foley, J.A.; DeFries, R.; Asner, G.P.; Barford, C.; Bonan, G.; Carpenter, S.R.; Chapin, F.S.;  

Coe, M.T.; Daily, G.C.; Gibbs, H.K. Global consequences of land use. Science 2005, 309, 570–574. 

57. Zhang, W.-G.; Hu, Y.-M.; Zhang, J.; Liu, M.; Yang, Z.-P. Assessment of land use change and 

potential eco-service value in the upper reaches of Minjiang River, China. J. For. Res. 2007, 18, 

97–102. 

58. Metzger, M.J.; Rounsevell, M.D.A.; Acosta-Michlik, L.; Leemans, R.; Schröter, D. The vulnerability 

of ecosystem services to land use change. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2006, 114, 69–85. 

59. Shaw, M.R.; Pendleton, L.; Cameron, D.R.; Morris, B.; Bachelet, D.; Klausmeyer, K.; MacKenzie, J.; 

Conklin, D.R.; Bratman, G.N.; Lenihan, J.; et al. The impact of climate change on California’s 

ecosystem services. Clim. Chang. 2011, 109, 465–484. 

60. Pan, Y.; Xu, Z.; Wu, J. Spatial differences of the supply of multiple ecosystem services and the 

environmental and land use factors affecting them. Ecosyst. Serv. 2013, 5, 4–10. 



Sustainability 2014, 6 8718 

 

61. Yuan, Z.; Shen, Y. Estimation of Agricultural Water Consumption from Meteorological and Yield 

Data: A Case Study of Hebei, North China. PLoS One 2013, 8, doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0058685. 

62. Lan, S.F.; Qin, P.; Lu, H.F. Emergy Analysis of Ecological Economic Systems; Chemical Industrial 

Press: Beijing, China, 2002. (In Chinese).  

63. Wei, W. Groundwater age and recharge temperature in the Quantenary aquifers in North Chian 

Plain. Master’s Thesis, Chinese Academy of Geological Sciences, Shijiazhuang, China, 2007.  

(In Chinese) 

64. Zhao, G.S.; Jiang, H.R.; Wu, W.L. Sustainability of farmland ecosystem with high yield based on 

emergy analysis method. Trans. Chin. Soc. Agric. Eng. 2011, 27, 318–323. (In Chinese) 

65. Liu, J.E.; Zhou, H.; Qin, P.; Zhou, J.; Wang, G. Comparisons of ecosystem services among three 

conversion systems in Yancheng National Nature Reserve. Ecol. Eng. 2009, 35, 609–629. 

66. Du, F.Y. Emergy Analysis of Farmland system in Hebei Province. Mater’s Thesis, Agricultural 

University of Hebei, Baoding, China, 2008. (In Chinese) 

67. Hu, C.S.; Cheng, Y.S. Chinese Ecosystem Observation and Research Data Sets, Agro-ecosystem 

Volume, Hebei Luancheng Station; China Agriculture Press: Beijing, China, 2011. (In Chinese). 

68. Chen, D.D.; Gao, W.S.; Sui, P.; Wu, T.L. Dynamic Analysis on Energy Efficiency of Modern 

Planting System and Grain Production—A Case Study of Luancheng, Hebei. Prog. Geogr. 2008, 

27, 99–104. (In Chinese) 

69. Luo, S.M. Agroecology; China Agriculture Press: Beijing, China, 2001. (In Chinese) 

70. Office of the People’s Government of Hebei Province, Hebei Bureau of Statistics. Hebei Rural 

Statistical Yearbook; China Statistics Press: Beijing, China. (In Chinese) 

71. Chinese Agricultural Yearbook Editorial Board. China Agriculture Yearbook; Chinese Agriculture 

Press: Beijing, China, 2006. (In Chinese) 

72. Tang, H.; Zheng, Y.; Chen, F.; Yang, L.G.; Zhang, H.L. Ecosystem Services Valuation of Difference 

Croplands and Cropping Systems in Beijing Suburb. Ecol. Econ. 2008, 7, 86–89. (In Chinese) 

73. State Forestry Administration. Specification for Assessment of Forest Ecosystem Services in China; 

China Forestry Industry Standard KT/T 1721–2008; China Forestry Industry Standard: Beijing, 

China, 2008. (In Chinese) 

74. Ding, D.Z. Hebei Soil Types; Hebei Science and Technology Press: Shijiazhuang, China, 1992.  

(In Chinese) 

75. Zeng, J.H.; Wang, Z.P.; Hu, C.S.; Zhang, Y.M. Soil organic matter decomposition and accumulation 

characteristics in North China. Soil Fertil. 1996, 4, 1–4. (In Chinese) 

76. Zhang, X.Y.; Yuan, X.L. A Field Study on the Relationship of Soil Water Content and Water Uptake 

by Winter Wheat Root System. Acta Agriculturae Boreali-Sinica 1995, 10, 99–104. (In Chinese). 

77. Zhang, X.Y. Variation of root, leaf water potentials and stomatal resistance among ten millet 

varieties. Eco-Agric. Res. 1997, 5, 37–39. (In Chinese) 

78. Zhang, G.M. Study on emission fluxes of greenhouse gases from cropland soils and their regional 

estimation. Master’s Thesis, Shanxi Agricultural University, Shanxi, China, 2003. (In Chinese) 

79. Zhang, Y.M.; Hu, C.S.; Zhang, J.B.; Li, X.X.; Dong, W.X. Nitrogen cycling and balance in 

agricultural ecosystem in piedmont plain of Taihang Mountains. Plant Nutr. Fertil. Sci. 2006, 12, 

5–11. (In Chinese) 



Sustainability 2014, 6 8719 

 

80. Liu, G.D. Methods and Applications to Evaluate the Environmental Impacts of Regional 

Agriculture—A Case Study on High-Yielding Count, Huantai, North China. Ph.D. Thesis, China 

Agricultural University, Beijing, China, 2004. (In Chinese) 

© 2014 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article 

distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license 

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 


