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Tab. 1 Number, area and percentage of landscape elements in different research units
1 2
(m?) (90 (m?) (%) (m?) (X% (m?) (%) (m?) (%)
11 6517 23.2 10 4320 36.6 7 2210 40.7 15 7573 28.5 13 9298 38.2
0 0 0 0 5 3994 16.4
1 2001 7.1 2 300 2.5 0 2 330 1.2 1 100 0.4
6 6970 24.8 10 3601 30.5 15 2585 47.6 17 6297 23.7 7 6365 26.2
13 9943 35.4 1 1001 8.5 1 20 0.4 7 4714 17.8 2 875 3.6
1 150 0.53 3 2134 18.1 0 12 5384 20.3 5 790 3.2
5 2470 8.8 1 450 3.8 3 610 11.2 6 2247 8.5 7 2912 12.0
37 28501 100.0 27 11805.1100.0 26 5425 100.0 59 26545 100.0 40 24334 100.0
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Tab. 2 Indexes of landscape patterns in different research units
1 2
2.338 2.115 1. 422 2.299 2. 195
0. 247 0. 470 0.578 0. 509 0.613
0. 767 0.733 0.652 0. 784 0. 696
0.0898 0. 0639 0. 0461 0.0175 0.0144
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Tab.3 Landscape isolations in different research units

1 2
0. 0426 0.0398 0. 0441 0. 0417 0. 3025
0. 0437
0. 0419 0. 2559 0. 3492 0. 7810
0. 0294 0. 0477 0. 0552 0.0183 0. 0325
0. 0304 0. 0543 1. 8400 0. 0457 0. 1260
0. 5589 0. 0441 0. 0524 0.2209
0. 0759 0.1207 0.1046 0. 0888 0. 0710
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A comparative researches on landscape pattern changes

in different rock desertification peak cluster-depressions
LI Yang-bing'?, WANG Shi-jie' , RONG Li*
(1. National Key Laboratory of Environmental Geochemistry, Institute of Geochemistry,

CAS, Guiyang 550002, China; 2. Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang 550001, China)

Abstract: Karst rocky desertification is a kind of land degradation which has happened in
fragile karst mountain ecosystem in Southwest China. The unsuited matching at vertical
direction and unreasonable special distribution at horizontal direction of landscape use
make the landscape degradation a major problem in karst mountain areas. But little is be-
ing understood about the interrelation between the spatial distribution of rocky desertified
land and the rocky desertification processes. This paper analyzes the ecological conditions
of 5 special peak cluster-depressions which are at different desertification degrees on the
southern slope of Huajiang karst gorge based on field investigation, the change of land-
scape pattern indexes and their ecological significance, in order to understand the ecologi-
cal spatial character and evolving procedure of karst mountains from landscape ecological
viewpoint.

Results indicate that the diversity index, dominance index and evenness index relate
closely to the landscape matrix of peak cluster-depressions, and show different ecological
significance in different rocky desertified peak cluster-depressions. With the increase of
rocky desertification intensity, the diversity index is in a decreasing trend while dominance
index in an increasing trend significantly, the evenness index decreases firstly and then in-
creases when rocky desertification develops further, the isolation and patch area of naked
rock increase gradually but isolation of grasslands, shrub and woodlands increases while
their patches area in a reduction. The landscape of potential rocky desertified peak cluster-
depressions is even more seriously fragmentized than light and moderate rocky desertified
peak cluster-depressions, and fragmentation is most in all peak cluster-depressions. The
landscape patterns and development modes of potential rocky desertified and strong rocky
desertified peak cluster-depressions represent two typical types of rocky desertification in
southwest karst mountain areas.

This paper shows that the processes of karst ecosystem rocky desertification depends on the
distribution, fragmentation and conjunction, not merely the absolute quantity scale of naked
rocks and vegetation. The analysis of landscape pattern emphasizes not only area, but also the re-
lations and influence among rocky desertification processes, the spacial pattern of rocky desertifi-
cation and landscape element character, therefore, landscape should not be neglected in the stud-
ies of rocky desertification degree and indexes, landscape patterns, landscape diversity and pat-
ches closely correlating with rocky desertification process must be taken into account in the as-
sessment of the karst rock desertification degrees.

Key words: landscape pattern; rocky desertification; Huajiang karst gorge



