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(1 BT RFEBUFETARE, FA/RIE 1500805 2 HEPBIAGEAACHEE 540 4 BT, KE  130012; 3 M/REIRTE K TR 72
BE, MREE 1500255 4 FRILRARZEAILE G208, B/REE  150030)

B RO RAHX SRR X B, A HLSH(SOM) A B A 3345708 Tk W o ik P A B85 e all A 7= LA TR AT
X DRI RBAZAS T AFSEIX, Landsat 8 OLI B4 A1 ALOS 12.5m DEM AHEIR, FTIBIR AR, FRFE. 725
RS AHCHIE B, S0 R 2 02 B RIS (MLSRBEAL | BENLARM(RFISEIF BP M2 M4 (BPNNYRRL, # st ioscitiy
SOM £l kil g5kl OMIEEZEMHDY, %4 Landsat8 OLI 25 4 SRR, 45 5 BB, 46 6 I BORE BEFE4UE R
AL, RF Al BPNN SRR LT MLSR #5581, Q5| ARR(E) 53 M5 3 (SOA) R, 3 PRGNS B 12, BPNN AALR
JEHE AL, R RS T 0.22, RMSE FMIL T 0.40 g/kg. 3 FiAL i i i H0RS 2 i i 21006 4 : BPNN A578(R°=0.82, RMSE=1.4 g/kg)>RF
FEBI(R*=0.71, RMSE=1.9 g/kg)>MLSR #iI(R>=0.66, RMSE=8.8 g/kg). W74 9 il J A ML hs SOM 23 AR (b P oT SRty e S
KB RMSSHET; THEAYLET; BEPLERAR; BP fiE Mk MIEE T

FESES: S156.8 XERFRERD: A

Soil Organic Matter Inversion in Agro-pastoral Ecotone of Northeast China

WANG Liping', LIU Huanjun®, ZHENG Shufeng'~", WANG Xiang?, MENG Linghua’, MA Yuyang*, GUAN Haixiang*

(1 School of Government, Heilongjiang University, Harbin 150080, China; 2 Northeast Institute of Geography and Agroecology,
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Changchun 130012, China; 3 School of Geographical Sciences, Harbin Normal University,
Harbin 150025, China; 4 School of Public Administration and Law, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract: The agro-pastoral ecotone is a transitional zone between farming areas and grassland pastoral areas. Accurate
estimation and monitoring of soil organic matter (SOM) has important significance for carbon pool estimation and agricultural
production. Taking the typical agro-pastoral ecotone in northeast China as the study area, Landsat 8 OLI and ALOS 12.5m DEM
as the data sources, the input variables included band reflectivity, reflectivity logarithm, brightness index and terrain factors. The
multi-spectral inversion model of SOM in the agro-pastoral ecotone was constructed by using multiple linear stepwise regression
(MLSR) model, random forest (RF) model and BP neural network (BPNN) model, respectively. The results showed that: 1)
According to the order of importance, the logarithm of band 4, band 5, band 6 and brightness index of Landsat 8 OLI were
selected as input variables, and the accuracies of RF and BPNN models were better than that of MLSR model. 2) After adding
elevation (E) and slope of aspect (SOA), the prediction accuracies of the three models all improved, and the accuracy of BPNN
model improved most, with R? increased by 0.22 and RMSE decreased by 0.40 g/kg. The optimal inversion accuracies of the three
models from high to low was: BPNN model (R?=0.82, RMSE=1.4 g/kg) > RF model (R?=0.71, RMSE=1.9 g/kg) > MLSR model
(R*=0.66, RMSE=8.8 g/kg). The research can provide methodological support for the study of SOM spatial and temporal changes
in agro-pastoral ecotone.

Key words: Agro-pastoral ecotone; Soil organic matter; Random forest; BP neural network; Terrain factors
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RS RPY A s 2 B XU B K AR B s
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— PRI X R AR IR PSS B o A A 56
oL MRYTL AR T4, HARSIEENESS, +
HE L™, ER I SOM Al i HF4k & i H.
HEEREY.
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i, XAl g SOM & B A ARHR . 2471,
EEXHIE SOM & it S 3 3 ZoR F o i BoA . il
T £ S ORI 2 PN R YT RO, R N I AR
X R 14.2 ghkg BAC R A £+ SOM #E47f i,
HIGUEE R el 0.69; 2= PHAEIR SRAE T e it
X AT SR 3 AN [ ARy 72 0 6 i Ak
J7 XA EE SOM = ik Sy A A | FLAR AR A R? Wl ik
0.76, XLEHFFT TR F 2 N oGS 8ds , Jok st
TS X I P A B A W5 SR S SR A5 e VR
MRZ, FEREZIEAR, BRI . sl or ¢
R, HA SR, BRI T RBGS K SOM
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A LS Dt AR ] () 22 e LR M A2, BPNN 1 RF
BERIEL 22 T SOM S i, ZEME A A5 Pk i ar
AP 5 BPNN FER FRAK 3984 ML AT T F0 5
XM EEIR] A 2B HAME R, HESr T BP 4K
251 SOM i B S AR AL . k!SI FH BB L RF 15
W7 AR IR U PR R IX A LRR A A
Nabiollahi 2S5 i RE #5251 % A [7] - i 1) JH 75 5
B A PR AT T

A5 LAY A PR HEHE 9 52l R X R T
FOUER M BTIE X, 454 Landsat 8 OLI 2561
JEEHE 55 BT MRS R A, SRICT D B R R B
SRR RIS HCOHIE N, 2R £ 0T
2B A [F1H(MLSR) | BEHLAR AR (RF)FI BP 145 f 2%
(BPNN)RLAL, 43 5iAE B AR OS5 HF SOM 22 2
B, SRS A SOM XI5 1 22 )10 18 18 J8 J T

PR
1 MR57AZE

1.1 HAREXER

BB, T N ST FIA X R AR R AR (& 1),
HIFEA B 41°69'~ 43°03°N, 119°53' ~ 120°89'E, Hbib
MELL LK AR Be s R R I AL S . BRIV HIF 2%, &8
T AL B IR BT, il R Rl 2= RS
e, AEREKE 374 ~ 524 mm, EFHSIR 6 °C, T
Yy 8 316.2 km®, +HELIE L | FLE5+RIXID R
F. HIE A SOM #E[H] 22 80K, B m mdufk, F
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T, FEFMEED N E RS T o BOUEREB S FT
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Fig.1 Location of study area and sampling points

1.2 HIERESLE

120 BHEUREIRECS B 20184E5 H 14 H,
WA IR 102 MR EFEA, REEZREE R 0~ 20
cm, FAFESIRE 3 RER, ¥ 3 AEHRE, E
H—A R HEREAL, A RS R A 1 | A
+ . Kb 5 FEE WX RIERE TR | X
11 2 mm G, SR BRI A8 B E SOM & !,
S5 1. 2018 4EWFFE X SOM {E K 10.20 g/kg,
WTFBAKT, BEAWE, EAGEESS 0, &
S REEHORR BER 5 o A SCREPLEHL SOM FEA, #i%
M2 1 LM, JHorp, ABOAR 68 MEEA, T4
34 ANFEAR(FR 1), B S UFE M FEA S HE AR E
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F1 FHESBUNREFERRGEIT(0=102)
Table 1 Description statistics of SOM content
FEA A FEARL BoRfH(ghke) w/ME(gke) HME(gke) IrmEZE(egke) ME(gkg)  EE(gkg) ERFEE(%)
JENEN 102 21.00 3.50 10.20 3.60 3.30 -1.30 35.82
HBAR 68 21.00 3.50 10.10 3.70 3.80 7.00 36.34
kS 34 18.00 3.90 10.30 3.60 2.40 4.20 35.30

AR¥A), YHARNT , I, EAAE SIGTEAEREAR A B,
BANFRNE.

1.2.2 @i, P | B RECS Ab s e
Hb 3 A JR) (USGS,  https://glovis.usgs.gov/) Ff 3k HX
2018 4E 3 A 25 HHY Landsat 8 OLI $414%, 14 1EMT
KX T B, B THEOUESMEET 5, 2018 4E3 H 1
H—4 H 30 HF¥FEKESN 030 mm(http:/data.
cma.cn/), 2018 4F 3 H K H 8 I 0 4 {5 4K 1
auspline 153 (1 2), =S5 HE30 0.1° x 0.1°, HA
WFFEIEHSAARAE TR 309, A 55 SRR K0 14
B0 T LA Z W8 AN, SOM. Fifi ][] 4 A 28 fh AR
i 2018 4F 3 H 25 HBYSZAL AT LUH THF5E IX. SOM &

JEIENFSY . SR AL B B AL S R ENVI 5.3

AR ERR . RAKIECRTRIE G S R AT R T
10 000 157 S5 232) 5, 22t IR AR 4 AR B2 FEHR 40
M & [ E R AU A ALK JR (https:/search.asf.alaska.
edu/#/)#RBL ALOS 12.5m DEM, F|JH ArcGIS 10.6 2
BRI (E) . B (S) . Hiim (4) . B 7E # (sope of
aspect, SOA). I{JE 4% (slope of slope, SOS). HIX
TECA M 3 R RS A U5 T v R 27 e DR R AR R 2 25
H BRI 5 R R S (http://www.resde. cn/DOI).
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20 40 km
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2 2018 F 3 AEKENHE
Fig. 2 Precipitation in March, 2018

1.3 REHAENFIES SOM RiFEZEER

A Cf# i Landsat 8 OLI B1 ~ B7 S B 5% %
BRI, SR BN R T (R e . D
Py YA AL P AR AT 20 AR AR A
B EN(FR 2), MR 2 0 1 B BIRELIEER 68 e
B4E, MRYE RF EZME, Heiks 4 DEEHERN
AR AL 5, SRIFHEIN 2 A i A B DU ST
HbTE R F XSS RO BE B RE A, I3 kg MLSR .
RF. BPNN %

Fz2 WNTENFE

Table 2 List of input variables
LPNGY
BB U #(B1 ~ BY)

W BB R AT (1g1 ~ 127)
SEREEHREL(BI)
FIFE(E)

W (S)

e (4)

I B2 AR 2R (SOS)

P AR 2R (SOA)

¥

[ e Y ]

1.3.1 MLSR f&#  MLSR @ik A28 A4
B R AR AR T R OC R, AR w5y =X AR
MR A A8 5L, B T % A G SRR E I AL S TE
[ R o g i e AU AR AL R G T AR
)L m ALkt R SOM M SZiME/E Ny A A i, %
BEAR R 20 B K 0.05 FEAIEA S SIBR PR
i, ¥EFEB6. EAfE N AAS R, FIH] SPSS Statistics 22
T Z e AMEZ AL A 53 B S LAY, SOM 5 [
A () B EHPEY /T 0.001,

1.3.2 RF iRl Breiman!" " Z 4 g SRR AL 55
BAREEL AN T RF AL, A RIEFFH
F /& /) Random forest A AR, WL 3415
B DR B R (mtree), 3 HIT 8 0 REHLAS 5 A9 EL
W (mtry) , H A & XF SOM ¥ W iy & OE M
(importance)" " I ZAEA SR FH BEHLA 1m0 A4 3l
FETT A R — AR | (i TS S MR 1% 25 1 o B

http://soils.issas.ac.cn



513

ERTFEAE : ZRACARAC R B LA LB RS T

187

A T =0 ) e R R P 23 2R 1 S, e 6 ) J 1 2
B A RS FOMME A 3, A3 mtree BN 500,
mtry 4 6%, RF U AT b B g 4404l , DIl ok e,
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S WA .
1.3.3 BPNN il  BPNN J&—FpfiiR 22 06 7%
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B BHEAZ . R)ZE A 28 76w AE R
R S S 1 B A Z A B AL R E)
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TSR 2 P T AR A T ER A DR 2R (B R S
Wt 4 e AR, IFXHEEE H AR R AT P
FFH Matlab 2014b 37 BP #1125 £ SOM T A& 5 ,
K 3 )2 BP I M 2%, 18 FH S ) A 46 S A T U1 25
Bty 2 AR IE Y S T pR %, 3 2 i Hh 2T R 16,
a2 AR AR R, 1 AR, 2RI ROR
9 0.01, FEARRECH 100 1K
1.4 FBEEM

FEMLIEHL 68 MUIZRFEANTH SOM FlEL R,
i FH D52 2R BU(RD) AN 5 AR 22 (RMSE) X 39 245 S
PEAPRE PN, R® M . RMSE A%, AU T3]
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< 2
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HERUHEISh 2 (E 3), IR 1 F, HiE SOM F &
N, SIS R ARARREL, Bl ~ B3 I BEEUAIK
/N, UL SOM MW VE ISR EN, T S i 38 25 S 80K )
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R, EHODUE SOM 38 B 8 O RRAF 9% B

045
0.40}
035}
. 030}
= 0251
X 020
0.15F SOM (g/kg)
010k —— 1747
——1439
0.05- YY)
OOO | | | | | | |
BI B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7
WeB
3 Landsat 8 OLI 1~[5] SOM &8 H1ER HT R it h 4k

Fig. 3 Soil spectral reflectance curves with different SOM contents
of Landsat 8 OLI
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Fig. 4 Analysis of DEM of study area
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B = RRA TR, SOM & B li Tt i 5 A28 (3£ 3).
]S S X R 1 5 R TR B R 1Y SOM & it A

HRYEA [R]85 BB DU R 73R 0° ~ 39, 3°~4° 4°
~5°.5° ~ 6° >6° L (I SA) I ELE 0° ~ 3° fi) SOM
SRR, 4° ~ 5° 1 SOM &R m (K 5B). 454
WFFE XS0 (& SA), BERETE 0° ~3° [HIX F 2
ARV E X AL, B X SOM #& & A X)
BAK; MM 4° ~5° JFUR, BEEVEMSE N, 21
1R, SOM &A1k .
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23 REHANELS SOMBEEMFRER
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BRSO T BE AR RO I R T Sy A A
i, RS SOM MEEEHEY, 4Rk 4.

#x3 AESETH SOM THE

Table 3 Mean values of SOM in different elevations

R (m) <500 500~600 600 ~ 700 >700
SOM (g/kg)  8.48 10.14 13.25 13.25
r 12.00
= 11.00
- 103 10.3
| 9.60
| | | | |
0~3 34 4~5 56 >6
YEBE (0

(B) AR SOMFr it A AR 5]

5 MIREXFEST
Fig. 5 Analysis of slope of study area

x4 BREBAEEZEUHRF

Table 4 Order of importance of optimal input
LN ¥ E
HEME 12,90
¥ 1gB4 /N Landsat 8 5 4 BRGNS BS FoR
Landsat 8 %5 5 BN %65 B6 Ik Landsat 8 45 6 I BUUN %
BI U3 Landsat 8 JE/EHEH; E F/Rmf; SOA FRyif 484 .

BS5
10.84

B6
9.93

BI
7.68

SOA
2.84

1gB4
5.86

2.4 BHFRMMER
2.4.1 FUNKSEEITM  2EHX Landsat 8 OLI 1gB4.

B5. B6. BI 5HIEHT(E. SOAEN AR, FIfH
MLSR ., RF, BPNN ¥ SOM £ [ kiRl , il i
R* RMSE B MR SOM J J iR (K B (3 5).

RIMAHIE K FZ 17, FrAfAif BPNN FA
B R fih, 4 0.60, RMSE f/)N, H 1.80 g/kg, il
W] BPNN RGBSR IMAHIIE R+ E. SOA
J&, 3 PP EUIN AR BURS B A Pt s, b BPNN £
KRR, R* 4 0.82, & T 022, RMSE X
1.40 g/kg, FFET 0.40 g/kg, R* 5 3CHR[231M9BFFE4E
M IE (R*=0.86), 1 RMSE B & { T SC#ik [23]

(RMSE=2.29 g/kg), Ji[HJ&E RMSE SFAKUSR I,
ARICESCHR23 AR Z , I LA RMSE 8K, A5
PRSI AR A - W TN AR S B Y SOM AR Ak

%5 MLSR. RF. BPNN ##EI8iF 4R
Table 5 Validation results of MLSR model, RF model

and BPNN model
A R ESE
R*  RMSE(g/kg)
1gB4. B5. B6, BI MLSR  0.46 7.00
RF 059 2.30
BPNN  0.60 1.80
IgB4, BS, B6, BI, E. SOA MLSR 0.66 8.80
RF 071 1.90
BPNN  0.82 1.40

2.4.2 AHUFELGEE  1gB4. B5. B6. BI 5 E,
SOA JL:[alfE M A f i, BPNN R 7 80K i £
EI(R*: 0.82, RMSE: 1.40 g/kg), Fitt, pE#ki%mm
1T SOM i E (B 6), FDUEHLIX 1) SOM F &3 A
T 20 g/kg, ALHB KL FEE ML IX ) SOM & FE AL
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F 10 gkg, ZREBHIXG SOM SFHEE R, LEBT
15 ~ 20 g/kg. SOM RIL Fg EdLARAY RS, Hirfr,

TR DX 12 3 7 B 0 e v R L X, IR DX A AL
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Fig.6 SOM content inversion map in 2018
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BI fE ey, PGP, X058 XAk SOM BA R4
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AR R ARG e FEHRAZ IR AE ), BETE 47 dtb
Bl SOM i BOGIEE B MBI F Z M 24 2%
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U SOM 75 [B] 4347 S e m ALK A kA, S
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TR FEIR(E SB). BERMHIX, SR,
KA, ¥ SOM iz, SOM Fr ik,
IR 5E 258 Tk B R AR A SOM J i A
R, R ISR LAl BE S I B, M TS
TG J5 20 SOM s A, fe iy R vl ik
0.74; T3P0 T LA IR BE RS L Ik B Rt
RAAE AG 2N B [ R R el ik 072, ASHF
FEAEXTRTN SOM S AfF 5% () Fhth b EA7 T eleatk, #4
TR AP E LY SOM S5 AL, B Sk Hb
JEHF E Fl SOA BN ATERLDUEEXT SOM ks
A B, (AT AL XSRS T, B752E
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TE IR T TE A A 38 BB 4T SOM. 18 Ja iz 18 K JiF 22 w25 Y
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25 AL AR
4 Z5ig

SRR AT RS20 B X A Al X
SOM & B S BFFE AR X /b o AR SC DL SRR A8
SR A IR DX 0 TR A B, R
MLSR. RF. BPNN #AIi17 SOM J i, BPNN £
TR0 B2 B i (R 0.82, RMSE: 1.40 g/kg),
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