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Analysis of Ecological Vulnerability in Zuojiang River Basin Based on
Landscape Pattern and Ecosystem Sensitivity

LU Yuan, SU Wen jing, HUA Cui

( School of Resources and E nvironmental Science, Guangxi Teachers Education University, N anning 530001, China)

Abstract: The ecological vulnerability of Zuojiang river basin was assessed using a combined landscape pattern
and ecological sensitivity approach. T he landscape indices and ecological sensitivity indices are developed by
using the landscape isolation, fractal dimension, fragmentation, sensitivity of soil erosion, and sensitivity of
karst rock. The network covering the whole study area is used to sample and geostatistics interpolate the
spatial vulnerability of ecology, thus, the map of vulnerability distribution of the ecological vulnerability is
derived, and the ecological vulnerability is analyzed and assessed. T he results showed that: (1) T he sem+var
iogram analysis showed that the regional ecological vulnerability had a relatively good spatial correlation in
the study area, the ratio of Nugget and Partial Still is 65. 34% . T he spatial variability of the region was in an
obvious isotropy within 16 km, but existed distinct anisotropy character outside 16 km; (2) There is a good
agreement between the predicted and actual distribution of regional ecological vulnerability. The regional vul
nerability index was higher in south area than that in north, the higher degree of vulnerability matches with
the distribution of carbonate. Geology and geomorphology are the dominant factors affecting the spatial pat
tern of the regional ecological vulnerability, and human activities are the major factors inducing spatial heter-
ogeneity of ecological vulnerability.
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