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Regional Difference Analysis of the Five Cities of Guanzhong about the Land Ecological Security Based on the Triangle Model
HUANG Mei-ling' ,HUANG Lu-di' ,LONG Fei-li* (1. College of Earth Sciences and Resources, Chang’ an University, Xi’ an, Shaanxi
710054 ;2. Chengjiao Middle School in Cangxi,Cangxi, Sichuan 628400 )

Abstract Taking five cities of Guanzhong Plain as the research area according to the present situation of the land resources and the character-
istics of economic development, based on Shanxi Statistical Yearbook and China City Statistical Yearbook in 2009, 2012 and 2015, selected 16
indexes to build land ecological security evaluation index system from the economic feasibility, social acceptability and resource environment
rationality through standardizing, determine the weight, and calculating comprehensive index by some mathematical formulas. Building a trian-
gle mode by the software of Grapher from three years to analyze land ecological security status and trend on the Guanzhong Plain. The results
showed that: The triangle model could objectively reflect its present situation and the trend clearly; It presented the economic feasibility and
rationality resources environment index increased, and social acceptability decreased; The land ecological security status development to the
great direction, Xi’ an form weak security to general safety, and the rest of the 4 cities from unsafe to weak security; The regional internal de-

velopment uneven, there was a great gap in Xi’ an and other 4 cities.
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Table 4 Evaluation index value of land ecological security
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Fig.2 Land ecological security status and trends of 5 cities in Guanzhong Plain from 2008 to 2014
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