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IntroductionIntroduction
A typical challenge in the analysis of land cover change is A typical challenge in the analysis of land cover change is 
that maps frequently have so many categories that make that maps frequently have so many categories that make 
it difficult to interpret the results. Category aggregation is it difficult to interpret the results. Category aggregation is 
one method to reduce the number of categories, but one method to reduce the number of categories, but 
category aggregation must be performed strategically so category aggregation must be performed strategically so 
that it highlights important transitions and ignores that it highlights important transitions and ignores 
unimportant transitions. This study examines how the unimportant transitions. This study examines how the 
analysis of land cover transitions over time can be analysis of land cover transitions over time can be 
sensitive to category aggregation. Land cover categories sensitive to category aggregation. Land cover categories 
are aggregated based on their characteristics that are aggregated based on their characteristics that 
categories with the same characteristics, or in other word categories with the same characteristics, or in other word 
categories representing the same feature with different categories representing the same feature with different 
types, are combined into one new category. Crosstypes, are combined into one new category. Cross--
tabulation matrices and intensity analysis are carried out tabulation matrices and intensity analysis are carried out 
for both sets of categories, the original set and the for both sets of categories, the original set and the 
aggregated set. The results are then compared to find the aggregated set. The results are then compared to find the 
differences between the old and new amount of differences between the old and new amount of 
change, in both swap and net change, together with the change, in both swap and net change, together with the 
test of activeness and dormant of categories. test of activeness and dormant of categories. 

Discussions and Discussions and ConclusionsConclusions
1)1) The The transition analysis after aggregation shows that aggregation of categories with the same characteristics such as Developed, Ftransition analysis after aggregation shows that aggregation of categories with the same characteristics such as Developed, Foreorest and st and 
Agriculture reduces greatly the amount of total change and swap change while net change only decreases slightly or stays stabAgriculture reduces greatly the amount of total change and swap change while net change only decreases slightly or stays stable.le. This result may This result may 
be explained by the fact that swap changes were occurred among categories with same characteristics so the aggregation only rbe explained by the fact that swap changes were occurred among categories with same characteristics so the aggregation only redueduces this part ces this part 
but does not affect the transitions between the aggregated category and other categories in overall landscape. but does not affect the transitions between the aggregated category and other categories in overall landscape. 
2) Aggregation 2) Aggregation of Developed and Forest really works well as it simplifies the swap change and still keeps the important transitions to otherof Developed and Forest really works well as it simplifies the swap change and still keeps the important transitions to other
categories. This aggregation works well if we want to focus only on the overall category but not detailed classes of each catcategories. This aggregation works well if we want to focus only on the overall category but not detailed classes of each categoegory. ry. Nevertheless, Nevertheless, if if 
researchers are interested in studying how different types of forest were replacing each other or how developed land with difresearchers are interested in studying how different types of forest were replacing each other or how developed land with differferent levels of ent levels of 
intensity interacts with each other, the aggregation is not recommended. intensity interacts with each other, the aggregation is not recommended. 
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Intensity analysis at overall categories level 
with four aggregated categories (1986-1991)
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Intensity analysis at overall categories level 
with four aggregated categories (1991-1996)
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Intensity analysis at overall categories level 
with 15 original categories (1991-1996)
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Intensity analysis at overall categories level 
with 15 original categories (1986-1991)
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