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Abstract 1In order to alleviate land use conflict and manage land efficiently, the authors select the typical area of
Yanchi County of Ningxia Province as a case, use the LUCIS conflict identification model based on TM data and
social economic data, and build a land use tendency evaluation system of construction, agricultural and ecological
land. By means of the conflict discrimination matrix, the potential land use conflict types are recognized and
potential land use conflict zone in Yanchi County can be divided into 4 types, including dominant area, weak
conflict area, moderate conflict area and intense conflict area. Then it is divided into 12 types of conflict zone
according to the combination of land use tendency. The result show that 58.90% of the total area faces a risk of
potential land use conflict, mostly of moderate conflict, and mainly for the conflict between construction and
agricultural land, agricultural and ecological land and conflict among the three types of land use; 6.82% of the total
area faces a high risk of potential land use conflict, mainly for the conflict between construction and agricultural
land, agricultural and ecological land; 40.88% of the total area belongs to dominant land use area. According to the
actual field survey and nearly ten years of policy and system files, driving factors of the conflict are analyzed, and
based on the stakeholder analysis, balance strategies for different types of land use conflicts and land use
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management suggestions in recent and long-term of the county are proposed. This research explores the mutual

influence and potential conflict areas of construction, agricultural and ecological land in desertification area, and

the contents and methods are as complementary to land use conflict identification, not only having a breakthrough

in the research methods of land use related issues, but also of practical significance for the maintenance of

ecological security and sustainable social and economic development in desertification area.

Key words land use conflict; land use tendency; desertification area; Yanchi County; interest trade-off

- Hi R o o )RS A — e T LR, R IR
B P AN A ie 7 205 R Ss 28 TF . A AR EREE S g5
B KBRS A B R B, b g e A R AR AR
AR 2 ) 25 4 5 0 T b ) L SR RN b AR 1]
B R, R R G B A B s K s
AR AR50 S B A 1] R A 25 i 55 X A5
M) e Ay A T O 2 PR X A S e R R, i
L2 7 XSk A A . b T AL M X
AR PRI IX, LA, %X AT
FEN R AN W3 LA K 4 A1) FAS £ P4 ] R
SEHA SR T ARERE, B X 5k
AP0 T A A e S W 5 AL L X
F A2 4, DR AT S5 R A 3 v 7 = b A e
ST PN DR FH HAS DM [ ) SR

X = Hi A FH b 2 AR BT TR 4R T 20 4 60
AEAR, TRT AR b — e X el RN T35 A PR
-l W R T A A B A e U0 EAE R
FEGEUR A AT DI NN B o] 1) e v L 5 R
Tk 4 s i FE 5 MY, G SR P AF S AR Lk Ok AR
B4 - 3t W R R 5 A AS R B Ta] A e e U, L Y
BEK ph 5 R o g, RIS X g BT ER
FARMRAR 5| K 1) 1= Hb e PR w2 131, B 2 0 X 6
- R phge AN R ) X sk As 18], ) A
HEASE A —AME, B SHEAU . BUAHK . £E
WBE 2 [ A7 e B A AR C R, L
SR 25 AH DG 1 E TS G 0 25 R 2 S B BUAE R
WEEAL, sZm e, 25 5 BB Z ]
PR AE, B W X R B R kR, B
I, R P D223 ot i AR P e 5 ) B0 0 9 9 R
WA, EZEPT LA ARG EERER ., +ib
FIH S 5 k. RHRI 2k, +
BRI RULESY e TN A (ERUIE S (T E SRR LN A
HE RO R R, B 5 R X AR I AR A
S RO T M RN A Y B s AR
RGN RABEE, AT 4R NS5 [ RIEE
BT RRLR K J, A B U5 0% T 22 I 76 A 25 P Ml it )

VAL A SRR EAT . (R, TEAESMESHIIX, o Bk
25 DX A IR B A S e st ) P e 5 A 0
Wrik.

W 7 e L PG S KT A s 1) S, T R R L
TP AR Tl & R Sk s 2, AR e T 2,
[l i 52 [ R IR HFb AR B AEMEE T TR R
Wi, RO 1 K e 2 BIBE A, AT AR T ML L)
LA S A 09 vh 9 H 45 285 . L, ASCRIEh
EARROETEIX, AT B . ARl A M A A 2 ]
b B FH A8 ) PRI, PR b M B DR e 2 B Ji
DRI I, U 1 b i P 2R R w5, Sy TRy -
A b 2 14 A A B R il

1 AREHER

bl B B AR XARER, BT 5
B X AT, BN 6553.8 km?®, L5 4L Dt
FE3ANSH(E 1o HEBE AT RIVE AL AR U H $ A
BRI R, Bt =R T B2 RV,
AR T8 R X, S SR o XS5 X A i
PE AT B 20 thad 90 AR, BIFSE XA A IR BT S
A BTG, AR EARREE0%A, AR IR
5521 A RS AL T AR R . AR i AR
oK/ TP e T AR 0 = S AL A PR S R )
A ROR = A0 B bR TR S H A A v TR B S
AN G BN R 336 ) A S fef <5 . AL R AN
i 5 R 3% A ) o ol o SRR R A A B PO

2 HERBESMRAE
2.1 HHESRIE

iz Jil ENVI5.0 Fil ArcGIS10.1 25 5 0F, X #F 5%
X 2014 4 TM/ETM+ 2R AT LT REGE | $5%
P FBN AR, 2 O ATIESE bR Y A i 5 R o)
KA IG5 G R B0, K BUR A k) 53 A A
Mo MR, ECHE . KIS, HER ML . VD HE AU AR
FIHIH 7 A b 2SR, Ay B A 6] A 28 5 5%
e PRl 2 55 AR 28 R W ) AR PE A o 45 6 e i R

617



R MARPIEM) 548 563

2018 4E 5 A

N
38°_
00’
37°_]
30’
- B ()
- EL(B )5t
R
iy
& .
“ Hila ] v 20 km
T T * T
106°30' 107°00' 107°30" E

1 HARXEE

Fig.1 Location of study area
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Table 2  Evaluation factors and weights of agricultural land
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