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EVALUATION OF ECOLOGICAL FRAGILITY
IN SOUTWEST OF CHINA

Zhao Ke, Rao Yi, Wang Lidi, Liu Yu
(Institute of Resources and Environment, Southwest Normal University, Beibei, Chongqng 400715, China)

Abstract  Although southwest China has abundant natural resources, thesituation of population, resources and environment is
very critical. Poverty and environment degeneration reaches to ecological fragility level Evaluating ecological fragility of
southwest China objectively and justly, can present scientific authority for this region with realizing sustainable development of
social economy. Taking Yunnan & Guizhou for instance in this paper, numerated and analyzed orderly the main factors

geological, climate, economic which caused ecological fragility level deterioration according to the environment character of two
provinces, and then take the comprehensive evaluation. The paper, at last, analyze and discussed the results according to the

indexes of comprehensive evaluation, and presented responsible suggestion for suspending ecological deterioration.
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