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Characteristics and spatial heterogeneity of Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas at

Desert-Oasis Ecotone

LIU Bing, ZHAO Wen-Zhi* ,YANG Rong

Linze Inland River Basin Research Station, Laboratory of Basin Hydrology and Ecology, Cold and Arid Regions Environmental and Engineering Research
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Abstract; We investigated the morphological characteristic of Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas in two different habitats; the
Gobi desert and the desert in the desert-oasis ecotones that locate in Jinta County, Gansu Province and Ejin Banner, Inner
Mongolia Autonomous Region. Also, we quantitatively analyzed the relationships between the morphological parameters,
spatial pattern and spatial heterogeneity. The results indicated that: (1) Most of Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas are
independent type and often form the Nebkhas chains along wind orientation in the desert ( Ejin NE83 15', Jinta NE53 13').
The average values of Nebkhas height, volume and plant canopy diameter in the Gobi desert are smaller than those in the

desert, whereas the average values of plant height and coverage in the Gobi desert are all larger than those in the desert.
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The maximum values in Nebkhas height and volume, plant canopy diameter, height and coverage occur in Ejin, with the
average value of 4.47 m, 1133.5 m®, 534.5 m®, 2.27 m and 0. 47, respectively. (2) There are linear relationships
between the long and short axises, and between the volume and plant canopy diameter of Nebkhas. The regression curve of
Nebkhas height and area is parabolic. The regression curve of plant height and canopy diameter is parabolic in the Gobi
desert or linear in the desert. (3) The Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas show a patche distribution pattern in the Gobi desert,
while they form Nebkhas chain distribution in the desert. (4 ) The spatial heterogeneity of Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas is
mostly derived from the variation that is caused by the non-stochastic structural reason, and the extent of spatial
heterogeneity in Ejin is higher than the one in Jinta. The spatial relevance is comparatively strong in Ejin’s Gobi desert,
and moderate in Ejin’s desert and Jinta’s Gobi desert. There is the possibility that the spatial heterogeneity is chiefly caused
by the stochastic reason in Jinta. The spatial heterogeneity is affected by environmental factors to a great degree in Jinta. In
addition, The conclusions indicated that: The adaptability mechanisms of Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas may be the
stimulative function of comparative deep sand-burial as a result of wind accumulate with high-intensity to the growth of

Tamarix ramosissima Nebkhas and the feedback effect between the shrub and Nebkhas.

Key Words: desert-oasis ecotone ; Nebkhas ;morphological characteristic ; spatial heterogeneity ; Tamarix ramosissima
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MIREAVHEAFHBE . MIRXBURE , BT PR BNER KEFE T RIS, YR
MR IERA BELMAEXR (B 3),5 Musick % & Trujillo %52 tH FEN 2N VTR A M8 O E B WA
ZP BB A, TR R BEE RV, A SRR HMETE B S K T4 38 , RN
MUHEBBTE BREZ U BN BT R . EADERE—FEE R XNAERE R RS RE, 8
TGN, MR R, AR TR EAIEAGRIE . B, 0 A YD B8 S AL 13 T 58 B
B DXURR P A BB ) VDX X RN AR K IO A P BT A 55 YD TR ) S AR

B) MG 7 BRI R R /. HRFRWH, ELBRELAFHAERE EEMYPEAE
RUHRERER A, >100m, 28] B MR MR RETEEN (100m) {HR (3K 2) o BRI THMBE K
/N, BT TR BBt 22 TR O, kA B R LA =5 o 2= IR B AR R R i 22 57 1%, 45 3R OR BB B S Y S AR AU
AR R, Eib, 2R R XTI A YD HE 2= 6] 5 St B B R o DR R B T AR Y KRB BE K R TE
B, M4F, Cambardella ZFH55IA N : C/(Co + C)H >75% 5% ~25% . <25% 4333 BAZE B 123 6] B A etk
B 5 L, ZE AT 4 B AR AR A YD 2R (A S AR, VDT BN S 3 B A 1 H A
AR T ERE(E2),

WA E/NREMRTEE AN, ST T 2B RE—RINE S, R T EEECEESSIEREDE
A4k, MBS D BUNT 2, m B, 2 AR R IR, &SV A A R B EE(E 6) , 2]
SRR, R T EEFREAE T USSR T A W R, 1A, SCTECE T Z AR m HB RS (E
6,7) , FE 5tk KRR, R HIA R 2 XAV HE R 2= A 5 Rt = AR R,

4 i

(1) Yoo B R FRURRE B S 1Y) 508 7 S BE A SR 38 /INT VDI A B M e o 5 A o P8 P (B 7 R BE A B
BIRTFUEES, WL, FESBEEFRFHIRTEE,

(2) X BEA P YMEA T MR R REHORE R, YR S b B9 R EER R o

(3) == IR M FEREDL Y SR BT R B o8, B S = M SR T 235

(4) =358 BE B RURR 7= AR B R X U 18 X R M A\ A K AR 1V PR S TE PN 5 U0 34 ) ) I T S0 A R A JEE DA
YOI B3 L LB,
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