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Fig 1 Location of the study area
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Tab 1 The grade of national ecological security assessment!*¥
1 < Q50 4 1 01~ 1 50
2 0 51~ 0 80 5 L. 51~ 2 00
3 0 81~ 1 00 6 > 2 00
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Tab 2 Calculation results of per capita, and total regional footprint and capadty
in dif ferent regions of Central Asia
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Tab 3 Calculation results of ecological footprint pressure index in different regions of Central Asia
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Regional ecological security assessment on Central Asia
based on ecological footprint analysis

Jilili Abuduw aili, Mubareke Ayoupu
(Xinjiang Institute of Ecology and Geography, CAS, Urumqi 830011, China)

Abstract: The world natural resources have been depleted both on quantity and types with
the increase of population and economic development in recent decades and the regional ee-
ological security problem is getting more and more serious Central Asia is not only the
neighboring region of China, but also has the similar climate characteristics, physical geo-
graphic settings and even the same ecological environmental problems of the arid zone of
north easternpart of China Both countries belong to ecological environment’s fragile region
in the world

In this paper, four different regions of Central Asias per capita and regional total eco-
logical footprint, ecological capacity, ecological deficit and ecological footprint pressure in-
dex (EFPI) were calculated and analyzed based on the concept and method of ecological
footprint And according to EFPI, the assessment on the ecological security of different
regions in Central Asia was made T he analytical results showed that : 1) the mean ecolog-
ical deficit of Kirghizstan from 1992 to 2005 is 0. 0900 ha/ capita and mean EFPIis Q 9388,
on the slightly unsafe ecological status 2) T he long period mean ecological deficit and EF-
PI of Turkmenistan and Kazakstan are Q 3303 ha/capita, 0. 8379 and 1 1327 ha/capita ,
1. 2320 respectively, with both regions on the relatively unsafe ecological status. 3) There
gional total ecological capacity of Ozbekstan decreased from 28807119 ha in 1992 to
28527138 ha in 2005, and total regional ecological footprint presented an increasing trend;
the mean EFPI is 1. 7540, on the unsafe ecological status. Based on the calculation results,
Kirghizstan s ecological environment is relatively good compared with other regions in
Central Asia, followed by Turkmenistan and Kazakstan, and the last one is Ozbekstan. In
a word, all these four central Asia nations are in the unsafe ecological environment cond+
tion, only the unsafe degrees are different.

This study results would have academic value for the comparative analysis of the eco-
logical security or sustainable development assessment of other arid and sem+arid regions

in China or in the world

Key words: Central Asia; ecological footprint; ecological capacity; ecological footprint

pressure index; ecological security assessment



