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The relationships between forest landscape visual quality
and landscape spatial pattern index of Mount Lushan

ZHOU Nian—xing, HUANG Zhen-fang, JIANG Ming-ping, LIANG Yan-yan
(College of Geographic Science, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210046, China)

Abstract ; Aesthetic appreciation and ecological sustainable development jointly mark the
two key main goals in forest landscape management. However, how to reconcile the two
goals has always been the crucial research issue on the relationship between landscape vis-
ual quality and spatial pattern index. More than 49 landscape pictures were taken from a
wide range of Mount Lushan Scenic Area, and the spots represented in the photos were
digitized on the forest field survey map. The Scenic Beauty Evaluation (SBE) of the 49
pictures were calculated according to the visual assessment test, the landscape spatial pat-
tern index, such as patch density, large patch index, edge density, landscape shape index,
Shannon's diversity index, have been calculated, and the relationship between landscape
visual quality and landscape spatial pattern index have also been figured out. The results
are shown as follows. (1) As far as the landscape composition is concerned, we find a sig-
nificant positive correlation between SBE values and the percentage of water area (r=
0. 472, p<<0. 01), and a significant negative correlation between SBE values and the per-
centage of built-up area (r=—0. 422, p<{0. 01). We also find a positive correlation be-
tween SBE values and the naturalness index (r=0. 368, p<C0. 05). (2) With the point
view of landscape pattern index, we find a significant negative correlation between SBE
values and patch density (r=—0. 489, p<C0. 01), and a significant positive correlation be-
tween the SBE values and the edge density (+=0. 481, p<C0. 01) and Shannon’s diversity
index (r=0. 602, p<<0. 01). (3) We find no correlation in the total dataset between SBE
values and the openness index, large patch index and landscape shape index. The results
of this study may be useful in forest landscape management for realizing the goal that land-

scape aesthetic appreciation can go well with ecological sustainable development

Key words: landscape visual quality; landscape spatial pattern index; forest landscape;

Mount Lushan



