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Ak B Ry 82°28 " E~84°56"E, 43°03'N~43°40"N,,
R4 5 U L BORF 3, 3% B ST A R 7 581 km®,
SONEL32.17 TN o WFFE X R /INT 3 % A, 8
SR LR TR I 8 RTIE GIE S SR RTINS )-8 ==
AV R i P R Y A R AR AR K R 7
270~880 mm, 4P 8.5 °Co Bl B =1 3
L, AR W8 A , V4R 3 L #E 800~4 255 m, 111 Ml 1]
PR % B ST R 73.2% . R IR Y M b SRR
BT H R TR A B B K B R B — A v K JR A
HAE 4 H B 7 H I 0 R A AR R
WM 51.5%~80% ", 4 B A wE A M B 5 AN
Ml FOBRCHE 23 1) R UL S TR Y 68.81 00 A
12.85% o ¥ A 4 v 43 A3 A8 B U8 L LY 3 4
14 e b A PP IR L X TR BN — AN FRE Y e BE
SR, A

HT T U5 L i B b Y R R N A AR 1R A A
Z A%, Jay Hb 5 5 K RS R T IZ A0 A B
BTy R AW MK E . A T R R T
HR B FER AW AETHSHE10H,
FLRA /NI i 3 R R 2 0 ol =

0 10 2030km

P W DX M B 5 I A A
Fig.1 Geographic Location and Disasters Distribution of
Study Area

1.2 BEEHETF

R B AT SCHR™, I 45 A R 58 X RE AT 1Y M
T2 b 550 F0 Ml BT A i, AR SCAE RO T 15 4 W 3 A5 1
KL, 43 ) oA v B BB i ) P T ot 32 L
2 bR A FEWTZ IR B H — 1k 25 40
# ¥8 % (normalized difference vegetation index,
NDVI) B35 B% B 2 B0 i B 2 B Y i L2
A AL sh 7148 5L (stream power index, SPI) LA
K #b B IR F8 %0 (topographic wetness index,
TWI),

FE T i 3 2 [E) E5HE 2 I 3 AR IR B e R
F&7 (digital elevation model, DEM) , 43 51 42 B 3
7 T ST S =
SPI, TWI %& fF | v . H o, Z& fF H 5 SPI,
TWIH:

S=AsXtanf

A ) (1)
t=1In

tan 8

X, S H AN T SPTRIME ;¢ M 4 F N F TWI
(A 5 A s A B TS (T K 1T R 5 8 R Jol b 3g B

ND VT J& i 12 b B 25 [8] 20 4 = 48 A Land-
sat 81IEFE AL, Bt F P bn R AR IE Y15 i
UL UL BUN I Z U = wa - R X1

N=(bs—b,)/(bs+ b,) (2)

H NN &AM T NDVI; b, F b, 53 5 3R B R
G 3T £ A0 I B FVEL I B 1 0635 S 8 s ND VI
MM AE — 1~1 2Z (8], B00A 8K, R 2t (0 A i
A BUE AR, R A B

A W E RO A 1: 250 000 (1 B0 Ak b B
Pl 5 8 K IR oA A B8 7K A5 4 1 % a8 5 o
A3 A5 B AL 121 500 000 30 7 46 B+ 43 16 &l
SR ON Y QAN R g = o 1 3 O S I
RV DT 2 R
1.3 B RELHIE

AN B 5 A0 AL 4G 512 A4 Dy 5 B 3 o (i
R o TR Ay A e 3 AP AR o 1
£l 0] 0, AR SC A Areal Sampling T E 4 o #4 Bifi
PLRAE TR B A58 20 0 2 S/ N B KT
200 m, 7E A 1 3 DX IR B W B O s (512
LB R0 . FESLEERN b, 4 B B ML B 7: 3 L
161 5 ¥ ke R AR 3 B 4R Rl 4 1 2 4R R it
L A5 B 716 AN BOHE 1 YI R 4 N 308 S B HE 1
MHALE .

JAETF M 5T, 8 LA W B A IR
W S M AT BRI Yo B A Ry 23 ) 43 B 30 m Y
A A% X

2 WIRFAZE

21 ZEHEZMESH
ZELAMERBHAESWAIRZ AL HEZ
B ) 2t 06 F& o AR LA 23 v, i SRoph <7 78 e 2
] f77E 2 ALk, 23 B 3 RE 7 251
R, AR Y Tt A o M . DR AR SCOR A
2 FF (tolerance, TOL) Fl J7 22 & ik Il T (variance
inflation factor, VIF )X #5345 4 2k 17 2 H 4k
LK . R VIF > 58 TOL << 0.2, W%
RG22 IR A7 7 22 i LR v ) R
2.2 SELE
TE T 3 B T v, i B A A
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WHAMFHTFRHXLREEENLBEZ - &
A FH A HE (frequency ratio, FR) 2 #7 3t 3% 43
M 5B PR KR, Fe I FRIYAE,
Feo i SO A 558 R AR AT L . n
R Fep=1, WA Ry 5 e 5 56 00 1 g — AR OC
Fee=>1, A A 8 A0 56 5 Fre=l 1, WA AR AR 50
Fe it H AKX IF
P
Fa= =
K/ SR o 2 T i R R SR
AWFGE X I B P SRR T 2R h
W R PR A7 a2 i i m A P
S SE X ST AR 5 PR 98 X 3 & A A
2.3 EiEMEA
i %5 [ 5 (logistic regression, LR) il & 3k
fiff e .y R A et A N AR A 22 R) O & Y E]
ORI IE L e [l SR R A B G
A7 i ] DLk i SE 0 AR B, A AT DL B A AR e
PR, LR 2 38 3k 330000 3 7 A Ak 238 10 = 43 ) R
(“0"F1“17) o LRATFRR N

P
Y=In[-"
n(l——Pj

P
XF (3)

)a+31X1+B2X2+ ...+1871XH

1
P,=

it + 81X, Py Xy B, X,
1+e‘l B Xyt B2 X, B

(4)
X, YRR\ FMHELAE o HHE; (X,
Xooo X)) R W8 00 55 A1 IR 5 P o 7E A Ak 3 3
REMRAE;P/(1—P) A B s n(n=0,1,
2-on) AL AR TR ECE 3 5,(n=0,1,2--n) N LR
NS (-
2.4 MARSHE

MARS #5 #1 J% —Fh 45 5 FF 45 1 3 9 %) 73
L AR AR S B [ kL R E
MARS # B B8 [ 3l %f 1% 28 748 5 LA J — 3 A8 5t v
(8 A 2 1 O 3R FNAC B AR TR AN a0 X6l ST AR i
5 RE 5 2Z A 0 OC R AE R -

MARS 5 8 f) — A 85 B4 02 B X [ A2 i
A LR Y ok ST AR e HEAT B L R R SR
38 N o3 B e v Il A 19 26 v A1 A R 28 BRI
JL bR 81 (basic function, BF) HEEAR I, MARS
AR IR

f(x)=p,+ 25,/1, (2) (5)

S B A s B, A I B BT 2R ()
G AR AR

hi(x) =max(0, E—x)& h,(2) =max(0,2—E)

(6)
KL, ENAS BB E;x i AL,
MARS 5 78 k4) 6 43 S 11 ) 32 20 ok A8 RS 1) (9 59
Kot WL 58 10 A ) A0 3 i ek B, B
YRR I — % 5 P ik bR BRI A2 (), R 3 AT B Y
T, DA SR AR AR BT A B R MR . AR, 7R X
AR A G 22 i 3 pR B2 T OB Y B it
PLA o B2, a1 By 2B X AR R BTk fe /)
1 T A% 5 oR R, O 8 3 e A Y B A i AR Pl
i 7~ X 38 X5 Gk (generalized cross validation,
GCV)Jsth . HAp A -

~ 2[% ()]

[1_(H+1);d><HT

~

GevT

(7)

fﬁEP,Hﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi;l\/%ﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁﬁ;f(x,-)
i MARS #5589 350 0 /9 )1 25 4 i AE  d 2 7R3 R
¥, Friedman™ 2 H d IRiEMH N2 < d < 4,
AR S d =3,
2.5 WEERITFMS

A e A E B P R (true positive rate,
TPR) Fl BH 1 R (false positive rate, FPR) 2 3
W P AR g PR BE . TPR R W W14 2 o IE
53 0 WS HE B, T 8 TPR 94 s FPR I R
A W A5 3R E B K oy o AR U AR R A L
Frp  FPREUE . TR AT

T
TPR TP+F\
(8)
F I
FPR FP + T\

A, T f T R IE# S KRR R PV Fo ol
R RMR R B

$5 0 & R AE FR AE Bl 28 (receiver operating
characteristic curve, ROC) & # FH 3 3 4k 3 3t 45
RO MR o Bk, AR SR ROC il £k F
MARS #I LR # 8 : fE 2E 17 0E Al o ROC il £k 4%
RO 45 20 Sl B 1) 3l e RN R 6 il £, R R I
YR A by g B T 2R i 4R ok 3 R R Y 5 gl O 0 £
TE M 0 UL R R e R 00 3 R R I R ot £k
o 3R 7R A 0T i 3 I ORI Ah O e b
WM R A PERE , I8 TH5E T ROC i 2 T i 2 (ar-
ea under curve, AUC) ,AUC B{E7E 0.5~1 Z [f] .
AUC A 8 2 7 8078 1) 5000 68 ) 8 4=, 4
R AUC WAE R T 0.8, W 3R B8 i M fE R 4.



5546 5 3 40

06 AL T 45« 2250 19 N [ UL AR 545 0 4 98 B0 3T 445

3 ERSM

31 ZEHZEMSW

WY R 2 R ) 2 Em AR Pk 1
fii7n /T LAE H, VIF 5 RAE R 2.012, TOL Y
B /ME R 0.497, I, AR SCH Y 15 A4 1 3 2k
KT Z BN FEAE 2 L2

x1 BREGEFZENSEREZESHGN
Tab.1 Multicollinearity Diagnostic Indices for Landslide

Conditioning Factors

FAHF R RN H
o 0.744 1.344
Pein) 0.970 1.031

P DR 22 B 0.906 1.104

T o iy 26 0.497 2.012
A 0.865 1.156

iRl 0.805 1.242
NDVI 0.890 1.124

SF- I it 2 0.629 1.590

RS 0.633 1.581

i T 4t 0.796 1.257
YT B 0.978 1.022
B 0.840 1.190

354 0.741 1.350
SPI 0.829 1.206
TWI 0.784 1.275

32 BESHEEHERFZENXER

AR FR A M WA 5 % 5% FH F 2
YOG R EE B2 2 s o

Fe o, E AR 1 000 m & ] bR 4yl 82,
Fue>14£1200~1 800 43 25 s £ 8 43 M 9 FR
B, &+ A K Foo=2.572; 160 J A8 it
AP E S Frp=5.626; J3E 11 B 4% 200 m
SR B A 43 526, BR KT 1000 m RLAR, Hifl 4 2%
Fre™> 15 I W7 22 5 422 [A] B 1 000 m XiJ 43k 6 3%,
1E[1000,2 000) m N, FR{E i 5 1] 37 0 2 4%
200 m 45 [H 43 28 6 25 -/ F 200 m {5 BN, A5 0
{5 1Y Fee=1.119; Lk 20 55 [8] B # SP1 4328 525, 7
(60,8014 2, Frpdie i 2 1.952; TWIfE I A 44
B W7 s ik 43 528 7E(1.25,5.31) 2K f  Fo T
5 1.569 5 3 BE 100 mm 25 7] 6 b 1 42 %1 43
M 525,78 [500,600] mm H, Frfie i A 1.510; 3
] B4 4] 43R 9 28, AR ) A B 1Y Fre=1.203;
b o il 2R 4 3R TR T AR TE S S 528 Frgdi i 2
1.987,76[ —15.64,—2.19) N ; & 1 M % A &

6] BT o5 9 43 R 528 A8 [ 1.11,10.27 v, 51 1 gl =R
AR Free=1.711; F 1 ff 5% H] B 84 18] W7 50
o626, 1E[1.07,11.65] W, Fr B i KIE N
1.590; 3 B ¥ 10°[a] Fg &l 43y 6 25, Hovb , 7E[ 207,
30°) N, Frp=1.766 3 NDV1$ [ 4K 8] B 153243 M 6
2% ,76[0.16,0.39) N, Fr 5

BRI W E RS AEER 1 200~1 800 m . J#
=L KA ol B R 1 L X [
BF W oA S BRSO B E A
CHA(B)ABYI KR, A TP oA 5 i
RN T =N D) QN ER T I S R
WL S S R R O, W S AR
T2 18] B AH PR R
33 LRHIEH

AR K AR L A JEEAE O LR Y S A B9 |
K AT 1) LR & 40 #r 806 . 78 SPSS19.0 it &
Y g 22 50, I 10 FF R AR 2R 50 A i i 3 U B
(landslide susceptibility index,LSI) . 1532200
T:LSLy= —7.783 + (B X 1.214) + (#HiE
R B X 0.887) + (BEWM & X 1.225) + (|1
M= < 0.769) + (¥ £ 434 < 0.288) + (FEKr
JZHEE < 1.157) + (& < 0.830),

WE 2 (a) fr 7, AR SORE 3 R0 98 Bodi IR
FI SR 18] W 5043 o 528 AR BURR [0, 0.138) AR
% [0.138,0.325) , i ik [ 0.325, 0.534) | e 5 gk
[0.534,0.779) M = 2% 0.779,0.993 ],
3.4 MARSEE Rz F

A R P “earth™fd,, #5377 MARSHIA
MARS 57 [ oy 3 £ 75 B2 14 728 12 006 b4 1 e A A At
R MARS B AELGRGE T 74 5440 HF (R A 3
JE R W2 R NDVISFRE R H41(B)).
FEA 7 e AR 82800 nsA 4 (B) 25 .
MARS BRI 1 A2 ek 22 (8] A A J 22 1
F3PR. HF 3L, R AR RIS X M o A 1)
I HEE A R ORI R i BRI IR R
NDVIPIKC 2 . MARSEHI B R U 4 i
LR R R AR T MARS 5B B 9 3 B8R 1 45
E(Lyiars)o

W 2(b) B, A SCAH FHH 8K ] B s 75 0
MARS #5% % iz 5545 21 1) 18 B B3 B0 5
2 AR AR B[ 0,0.102) AR#UEK[0.102,0.314) .1
B[ 0.314,0.565) | & 8% [0.565,0.804) H &
[ 0.804,1]
35 REWIESE

I L LR . MARS #5895 5 2% iy 28 1%
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Tab.2 Frequency Ratio of Landslide Conditioning Factors

4 s y ey
ZAF ¥ P Tj; Pfj; L | F T P T{:}f; ii‘i: L
<1000 19.55 0.39  0.020 [—9.76, —1.36) 1.34 1.95 1.459
[1000,1 200) 8.49 5.27  0.621 [—1.36, —0.44) 9.02 12.30 1.364
[1200,1 400) 8.32 20.70 2489 | FmEMiFE  [—0.44,0.23) 69.95 55.86  0.799
. [1400,1 600) 6.48 31.05  4.795 [0.23,1.07) 17.11 25.78 1.506
FE/m [1600,1 800) 7.51 26.95  3.588 [1.07,11.65] 2.58 4.10 1.590
[1800,2 000) 9.71 8.98  0.926 <10 41.15 11.72  0.285
[2 000,2 200] 8.58 3.32 0.387 [10,20) 26.05 35.74 1.372
=2 200 31.36 3.32  0.106 [20,30) 19.25 33.98 1.766
A+ 25.82 66.41 2.572 /) [30,40) 10.46 14.65 1.400
# S
e+ 74.18 33.59 0.453 [40,50] 2.76 3.91 1.414
-1 0.44 0.00  0.000 >50 0.33 0.00  0.000
B[4 13.97 16.6 1.188 [—15.64, —2.19) 3.05 6.05 1.987
pi= 12.08 13.09 1.083 [—2.19, —0.71)  11.58 13.87 1.198
% 11.20 13.48 1.203 o o fh 3 [—0.71,0.36) 61.81 45.31 0.733
Wein) N 9.57 8.20 0.857 [0.36,1.71) 18.66 28.32 1.518
E] 12.12 9.96  0.822 [1.71,18.65] 4.91 6.45 1.314
ik 12.69 879  0.693 [—9.86, —1.17) 4.95 6.25 1.262
i 14.33 14.06  0.981 [—1.17, —0.39)  11.47 18.95 1.651
(B[ 13.59 15.82 1.164 EUNAIES [—0.39,0.24) 60.89 46.09 0.757
[—0.30,0.08) 5.47 0.78  0.143 [0.24,1.11) 17.21 19.34 1.124
[0.08,0.16) 12.06 5.66  0.470 [1.11,10.27] 5.48 9.38 1.711
DI [0.16,0.24) 19.60 21.68 1.106 A 49.56 62.50 1.261
[0.24,0.31) 25.24 29.10 1.153 B 33.56 19.34  0.576
[0.31,0.39) 23.49 27.93 1.189 HH C 10.09 859  0.852
[0.39,0.61] 14.13 14.84 1.050 D 5.85 430 0.735
<400 57.12 66.80 1.169 E 0.94 5.27 5.626
[400,600) 12.33 13.09 1.061 <20 47.36 34.77  0.734
I3 6 S/ m [600,800) 7.29 8.20 1.125 [20,40) 14.90 20.31 1.363
[800,1 000] 4.92 5.66 1.152 SPI [40,60) 8.32 9.18 1.103
>1000 18.34 6.25  0.341 [60,80] 5.30 10.35 1.952
<200 9.08 10.16 1.119 >80 24.12 25.39 1.053
[200,400) 8.46 6.64  0.785 [1.25,5.31) 28.38 44.53 1.569
[400,600) 8.10 8.59 1.060 [5.31,6.96) 38.92 42.19 1.084
HE AT 3L HE 2/ m
[600,800) 7.30 6.05  0.830 TWI [6.96,9.17) 22.49 9.18  0.408
[800,1 000] 7.02 7.62 1.084 [9.17,12.67) 7.95 254  0.319
>1000 60.04 60.94 1.015 [12.67,24.63] 2.26 1.56  0.692
<1000 30.20 41.80 1.384 <2300 1.37 0.00  0.000
[1000,2 000) 18.81 26.76 1.423 [300,400) 8.68 0.39  0.045
) ) [2 000,3 000) 12.36 15.63 1.264 | &M% /mm [400,500) 15.89 6.84  0.430
B T2 BE 2 /m
[3000,4 000) 8.34 7.81  0.937 [500,600] 42.94 64.84 1.510
[4 000,5 000] 6.53 2.54  0.389 =600 31.12 27.93  0.897
>5000 23.76 5.47  0.230
AUCE 5> %10 0.899 3 #10.945 4, MARS ## %I [ S5 F M, LR MARS # R iy AUC {5 # K

LRAZAIES 0.046 1; 7ML 4E I+, LR \MARS fH #l T 0.8, K I, > BB B AT B I A 503000 fiE
TR R i 2R 9 AUC {843 31 R 0.905 9 F110.923 8, {EFE SR I, MARS #5815 1 68 0 Z 48 F LR
MARS #A 1 LR AR 5 0.017 9, PR
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U
iR
. %10, 0.138)
| 1&L0.138, 0.325)
[ F1%[0.325, 0.534)
[ 1#[0.534, 0.779)
B #55[0.779, 0.993]

0 10 20 30

(a) ZETLREER

A

1#1[0.565, 0.804) 010 20 30
% 151[0.804 1] kM)

(b) =T MARSHAY
L2 T U B 3 ek o ]
Fig 2 Landslide Susceptibility Map of Xinyuan County

R3 MARSEEGEMITENRHE

Tab.3 Contributions of Various Independent Variables in

MARS Model
KM BORAKE 7 XX 3R 25 A
o 10 100.0 100.0
ez 9 84.3 84.6
e Tl it 9 84.3 84.6
LI )22 B 6 31.6 34.7
NDVI 5 23.9 27.6
RRTIES 1 3.8 7.7
Fr41(B) 1 3.8 7.7

R4 MARSHEMREEFHE
Tab.4 Coefficients and Equations in MARS Model

MARS J5 & FH

o +3.6470

max(0, BEIKIZIER] — 1642.35) —0.000 1

max (0, 1610 — FfL) —0.004 0

max (0, i —1610) —0.004 0

NDVI X max (0, & — 1610) —0.0110

max (0, NDVI — 0.2827) X & +0.004 0

max (0, 17.274 — i) X e —0.0010

max (0, 17.274 — BEHE) X P & =+0.000 3

max (0.002 7 — Pl %) X FH4(B) +4.1550
max (0, FFRI & — 550) X @1 —0.000 006

3.6 itig

T BB R A T T AN A T M e TR A Y —
AP TR H A R TR W A e AR KRR 22 - i
R A RS B Rt 55 SR AN [6] 43 B 5 s

DATE T8 e e, 63 33k 5 & DX AT v U3

PRA SCHR R, LR ASE R 78 W 3k SOk O 4
TR PEIE I HAT AT EE PR R, MARS £ it 2%
SCHR PR Ok A A R REME b ORIV ) A
DL SRR ) 81 AR R B 9 U R B R 4. Park
AR LR A MARS A58 PEAl 1 4 R K 7,
F 5 2 B, T A5 A0 R AOKE B B Ay o RO, S B AE
B P 3 i 208 2 B E R £ T, MARS BRI
AUCH R F LREAI Y AUC A . 3 J2& it
MARS #5280 55 LR B BLAT B e (9 Tl g ) , i
BRSO 45 —5. i Rotigliano 25 PEAf 1T —
J6 LR A MARS £5 5 {) 3500 4 8 16 1 1, B 5%
R MARS PERE A 4F — 40, (H 22 R B/, ok #
MARS & SR B B F 0 LR,

A4 5 LR A MARS % #IF 5% X 38 B fi
MBI AT XS LA AT, 25 AR, MARS 7]
FHF BIF 5% DXV 33 500 1k 1 RSP A o AR T X
i R R RN R BRI 2 BE B ONDVIL - i
iR A AR I Y A R) A A A R s e, A
BT, A B RO Wi B
A R WE KRB EEN LGN
T b gk S A S gk BRI R, H I ) L+
I3 A K B AE MARS R & 3 B R K i 4
A LR PN S5 TR ., X 0] RS A5
DXV S P A i R 22 R A Ok

I A, MARS H A 5 4 19 300 5 .
MARS %t F 8] J5 1 43 24 ] 85 4B w4 7 2k 14 Ak
RMERIAY JFREXHIR A A AR A BB 2R AT
KU AL B A TR R A R T A A O T R L S
TR o T At 9 S SRR R L A, b
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Abstract: Objectives: According to general landslide susceptibility evaluation methods, landslide condi-
tion factors cannot be effectively selected. Methods: The prediction model of landslide susceptibility index
(LSI) is constructed by multiple adaptive regression spline (MARS), and the landslide susceptibility condi-
tion factors are automatically selected, and the landslide susceptibility map is produced by 15 landslide sus-
ceptibility factors. In addition, the accuracy of the model is compared between logistic regression (LLR) and
MARS. Results: The results show that the accuracy of landslide susceptibility model constructed by
MARS is better than LLR. The accuracy of MARS success curve is 0.945 4, and the accuracy of MARS pre-
diction rate curve is 0.923 8. At the same time, the model also selects the important influencing factors of
landslide (elevation, slope angle, rainfall, distance to faults, NDVI, plan curvature, geological petrofab-
ric). Conclusions: Research suggests that the MARS is an effective method for landslide prediction in
study area and can provide decision support for reducing nature disaster.
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