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Tab.1 The productivity of karst ecosystem and comparison with other forests
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Tab.2 Differences of natural indexes between Maolan karst eco-system and Huajiang karst eco-system
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Tab.3 The evaluation index system of karst ecosystem vulnerability characteristics
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Tab.4 Eco—complexes types of karst ecosystem
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Tah.5 Indices for assessing the fragility of karst natural ecosystem
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A Conceptual Analysis of Karst Ecosystem Fragility

LI Yanghing'®, SHAO Jingan?, WANG Shijie?, WEI Chaofu*
(2. School of Geography and Biology Science, Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang 550001, China;
2. Institute of Geographic Sciences and Natural Resources Research, CAS, Beijing 100101, China;
3. National key laboratory of environmental geochemistry, geochemistry institute of Chinese Academy of Science,
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5. Geography Science Institute of Chongging Normal University, Chongging 400047, China )

Abstract: Assessing the fragility of ecosystem has an important role to sustainable ecosystem
management. Karst environments, unique from other environments, is one kind of typical fragile
ecosystem and key eco-region in China. Based on a critical review of current research about
karst ecohydrological processes, soil fragility, vegetation characteristics, and the reciprocity of
water, soil and plant in karst ecosystem, we developed an indicator system for assessing the
fragility of degraded karst ecosystems, which including ecological structure fragility, ecological
processes fragility, ecological function fragility and artificial menace fragility of karst ecosystem..
Therefore, the evaluation indicator should explain the change and diversity of ecological
structure, ecological process and ecological function. According to this principle, some index
such as structure stability, diversity of microhabitat type, energy utility and accumulation, direct
use value, the degree and speed of karst rocky desertification was chosen. Furthermore, the
fragility of degraded karst ecosystems was divided into four levels by this assessment system as
follows: slight fragility, medium fragility, severe fragility and ecosystem collapse compared with
the ecological baseline of undisturbed karst nature ecosystem.

Key words: karst; ecosystem, fragility; assessment



