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Abstract: The impact of land use on the agrolandscape at the village level betw een Baka and Daka, Xishuangbanna,
Yunnan was explored. The results show that the intensity index of human disturbance (HD) is 3. 196 5 in Baka, higher
than that of Daka because of lack of a large area of natural forest of commonw eal. Correspondingly, the fragmentation in-
dex of grain and cash crops landscapes of Baka ( R; 0. 069 2 and 0. 098 0 hm~ 2) is higher than that of Daka, respective-
ly. On the other hand, the heterogeneity, evemness and dominance indexes of the landscape of Daka (H 1. 459 5, E
0. 664 2 and D 0.737 7) are higher than those of Baka, respectively, due to additional commonweal forest, scenic forest
and water in Daka. Hence, Daka can maintain sustainable development depending on the commonw eal forest. Cash crop
plantations and grain crop farmlands make up a large proportion of the total, indicating that cultivation of grain and cash
crops is the key to development of the mountain regions t here. How ever, expansion or maintenance of the acreage of pad-
dy fields contributes greatly to the increase in population carrying capacity of the land. Under the impact of the market
and techniques, the scales of the agrolandscapes fluctuate from year to year, but remain stable from a long term point of
view. Nationality cultural policy and market have great impact on land use and landscape patterns of the two villages
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Table 1 Areas, numbers of patches and mean acreage of a patch of the landscapes in Baka and Daka
1) Al N; ! A N, Al
hm? hm hm? hm?
I 20.0 4(10.81)2 5.0 26.7 2(6.90) 13.3
il 0.2 1(2.70) 0.2 6.7 1(3. 45) 6.7
11T 0.0 0( 0. 00) 0.0 6.7 2(6.90) 3.3
v 0.0 0(0. 00) 0.0 266.7 5(17.24) 53.3
\Y% 98.7 12(32.43) 8.2 83.0 5(17.24) 16.6
VI 47.1 17(45. 95) 2.8 259.0 9(31.03) 28.8
VI 0.0 0(0. 00) 0.0 0.3 1(3. 45) 0.3
Vi 6.7 1(2.70) 6.7 73.3 2(6.90) 36.7
X 0.7 2(5.41) 0.3 5.0 2(6.90) 2.5
173. 4 37(100. 00) 4.7(A") 727. 4 29( 100. 00) 25.1(A")
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Table 2 Proportions, fragmentation and isolation of the landscapes in Baka and Daka

) P,/ R;/ F./ P,/ R/ F./
% hm~ 2 hm~! % hm™2 hm™ !
I 11.54 0.0231 0.658 5 3.67 0.002 7 0.707 9
11 0.12 0.005 8 31.732 3 0.92 0.001 4 2.033 5
it 0.00 0. 000 0 0.000 0 0.92 0.002 7 2.824 0
v 0. 00 0. 0000 0.000 0 36. 67 0. 006 9 0.113 3
\4 56.92 0. 069 2 0.231 1 11.42 0. 006 9 0.363 7
VI 27.19 0.098 0 0.575 17 36.51 0.012 4 0.152 5
VI 0. 00 0.000 0 0.000 0 0. 05 0.001 4 37.416 4
VI 3.85 0.005 8 0.989 0 10. 08 0.002 7 0.257 7
X 0. 38 0.0115 14.110 3 0. 69 0.002 7 3.765 3
I il il s IV 0V s VI s VI s VI s IX
3 5

Table 3 Five landscape indexes of Baka and Daka

H E D HD Cc
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1.4595 0. 664 2 0.7377 1.392 8 o7
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Table 4 Comparison between Baka and Daka in population carrying capacity
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4.0 93.3 3 3 217
14.7 63.3 1 5 393
1
) 20 ,
4 R 1997 596 kg,
55. 2% ,
217 260, ; 5.3hm’ : 250
393 19
332, >
R s 2001 40 2.1 km
: 5.0 hm’, 2.7 hm’
, 13. 5%
, 3.8 t*hm™ >
4 52 53% 13%

, 1995 , :



2 15
3.5 1983 ¢ 7 ,
33.3 hm® ( 6.7
: , 1997 6 hm? ).
1 16.7 hm’ ,
, ( )
20 ,
1999 26 ,
, 87% , 1 ,
+
+ + ,
: , D RIAEFE T B IURAICEBF KFAF
A BRK o BAR A RIS BUT Foe ) BT
, 3 . ARz FF B RGK ) L F A AT, £ B
+ + , 23% TR REY 4
) 73%
30% 20% 13% 3% [1] , . . [ M].
: ,2002
[2] . — [M].
, 2000
[3] [ ,1996, 11(2):
) 53— 55
) [4]
— [J] , 1996, 16(4): 337
’ - 344
[5] . [J1.
2 J197,8( ):89- 94
, ) [6] .
[J1. L1999, 15(1): 26— 29
[7] , , -
' [J1. L2001, 20( 4) : 28— 31
' [8] , , [M]//
o ,1992: 209— 234
3.6 [9] , . [M]//
,1999: 1- 14
[10]
« » [C)//
| ’ ,1997:9- 17
2
1986 —1996 10. 23 %o, (1956 —), , ,
1987 —1997 4. 49 %o



