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FEEE A [R50 PR 700 LS LT B S A A RO AR , DARS A -3 A ILBUCA TSRS 4, i b o 430l i
BREEN | I 204 B A543 % (multivariate empirical mode decomposition, MEMD) , 23T 143 3 P9 A () 38 437+ 5645 ML 5 5%
Wi P (R AR B MR IR TR A IR Bk SRR BRI OGRS 045 ) FERAE BRI AR S R0 TORAE R I 15
AT, B AEWRE s SR A DX ) A LT S AR DGR T A R 2 RUBERAR . WX 4l R EMT . (1) I MEMD 4 vl 7
iy PN RIS b 1 -3 BT 45 [R5 90 i S AN TRV A RUBE , 4t b PR T 38 1 3R AE RUBE 230 6.8 1 7 A, fF 58 XA,
REEZ) 1000 m AbJ2 3 LAY 32 2 R AR RUEE | HL 43 Hb P9 38 ECRTIA D5 1 (0 A AL 5 31) = 2 e fiE R I T 3 7 1) 38 3 43 1L
(2) RHEAPUTTRIZ I R F 1925 B 2 R R RIS S A LG OC R R ITE RRUEE i B8 | 0 48 505 4
Hurp RS HEA LR AR L, HIEA T S A MUREA RO B R AN RIRIE R A B 22 5 . I kY i S
ANLBTI Z R R W, G 303 1 ZE TR T T A RAE R EXY 5P REMIC, (3) R MEMD B3 A LB
18 FIODNG 2 85 T 56 T R AR AR 3B 5 2 00 A S5 SR . 25 b WFST G55RT 35+ v J 2t DX P+ 388507l el | 3 I By 4 1%
557 B BT A B T3 DU B A A B

KBEIA : ZICL IS it s AR PR A 22 KRB 5 3BT ; 52 1l [A

Multi-scale spatial relationships between soil organic matter and influencing

factors in basins of the Chinese Loess Plateau

ZHU Hongfen, NAN Féng, XU Zhanjun, JING Yaodong, DUAN Yonghong, BI Rutian”
College of Resources and Environment, Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu 030801, China

Abstract; Soil organic matter ( SOM) content is affected by a variety of factors that operate at different scales. The purpose
of the present study was to investigate the multi-scale spatial relationships between SOM content and influencing factors,
including elevation, slope, topographic wetness index, soil bulk density, sand content, silt content, clay content, and soil
spectral ‘components. Soil samples were collected from the Taiyuan basin, a typical area of the Chinese Loess Plateau, by
establishing sampling transects at the upper, middle, and lower parts of the basin. At different locations in the basin, the
multi-scale correlations of SOM content with the influencing factors were analyzed, and the SOM contents at the sampling
scale were predicted using the multivariate empirical mode decomposition. The results showed that (1) the multivariate
empirical mode decomposition method could separate the transects of SOM content into six, eight, and seven intrinsic mode

functions for the upper, middle, and lower parts of the basin, respectively. A scale of 1000 m was the main representative
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scale for SOM content in the entire basin, and the number of representative scales increased along the river. (2) In contrast
to the correlation at the sampling scale, the multi-scale spatial correlation between SOM content and the influencing factors
revealed that the correlation of elevation and SOM content was dominant at larger scales. Meanwhile, the correlation of slope
and SOM content was significant for the middle part of the basin, and the relationship between the topographic wetness
index and SOM content was significant for both the middle and lower parts. However, the correlation between soil bulk
density and SOM content was much more complex and differed at the various scales and locations; in the upper part of. the
basin, the relationship between the silt and SOM contents was more apparent than that of the sand and clay contents. In
addition, spectral component 1 was significantly correlated with SOM content in the entire basin. (3) The multivariate
empirical mode decomposition method was more accurate at predicting SOM content than the stepwise multiple linear
regression. Therefore, taken together, the results of the present study provide a basis for soil digital mapping, dimension

design of farmland, and SOM content prediction on the Chinese Loess Plateau.

Key Words: multivariate empirical mode decomposition; intrinsic mode function; multi-scale; soil organic matter;

influencing factors

FIHEA DT A REARNOUREIE S R EEHE AR e A BRERAE PR T AN AT AT AR R ET
T IEAT WL A5 () A ST T RIS UEW] TR RUBET | e ) S B 1 15 A1 AR BRI DY) 28 3 [m) 52 o A7
BT R4S (8] 43 A6 DRI, ST, 398 ML 555 o PR 14 R DG 3R 1y [ 4 B AL TR 4 i) 72 S ke 4 Oy vk
Z—o BRI, B TR RN 0 3 DU A B S5 R A DR A R 22 e M — R
AT RUBE [ 1] 52 0 - 3B LI 25 18] 23 A I, 7T BB % 7 S ML R LM SC & . PRIl AR Se 48
TR A HLBT ORI AR A it 2 5 PTEE P T BB 23 32 BB

M, FERREE A T U M 2 1) 2 R R BT, 2R Pearson HHOCAMHT /NI 4B
ZHEAIT v o ST R (T R IR A DG I 85 PR % - 498 g M 4 ) 43 A1 14 5 i SRy 2R P AR
H A 5 7] B8 55 4 38 8 1k 1Y 52 PR 23] S0 A AH AT, 2 0 28 50 B 28 43 f#% ( multivariate empirical mode
decomposition, MEMD) f Huang 25 HIRAE 1, J& 5 /N S A AR XS 7 14 05— Fh 2 JXUBE 43 B Ok, AT AR Eical A
R0 RUBE AR 2230 VR R 45 [ BUIE AAlfE 2 A RAE R 01 ik T A PR i % . R MEMD 7%
HAT WA A R 2 N b e M RORE TRL R B AH GBI e

g Ji b 5 U 2 RS S - R A, S oK R R B X 2 1 AN £
I bR VR R EE A AR IR IR EEE B, G R T A A T A R DR SUE A 2 R A
B B SRR ST A DX S B 43 A 1 T R B A LSV AR LT
PRI , 532 DX S AT LIBT3 AH 5C A 7 8] ) 5 ) 22 RUBE O 28 T S A7 HILBUA SR A BB AR 41 . 48T MEMD
0] T 23 ) R | E LA A AR R 25 18] 22 ROBE 230 Ar , DRI RSB iz ikt ol T T LA LB S A 5%
PR T 94 8] Z2RUEET ST . AR SO L PG 48 RS S T 5 DX s, 53 B %t A AS [ R 2 336 1L ) 2R AE R
JE , IR A AU S 5200 R 1A 28 8] 22 JOBE G AR IR SE B HILB S AR RO L A T

1. ARMBETTE

1.1 WS IXHEA

IR b A ¥ A R R AR L P TS (36°55'—38°12N, 111°42'—113°02'E) |, J& S 750 iy 5 + 4
I A AT . I IL R ZY 150 km , K PU 50 12—60 km , DX IAU 3% V3 30] 3 38 i, B ARGA 6159 km® , A 4K
i ARHIE /3, %A B iR KBPEZE KRR AL AR H RSO 2360—2796 h, 4 - Y K &
420—457 mm , S K i R R 2B BT R 800—900 m, A< VY A6 = E ER L, A m AR
Ji AR 7.8—10.3°C B SR DAt B ARG BT i 4o 3 il e B DAXRUBRE 2 b E o E

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



8350 JAE = 37 5

BN A E A A R A RS A P S I BRI K, RV
FEARMA X,
1.2 FESRAE S A3

MR VAR 55 YTt ] VR U AR -1 PO 7 Tl 2 Rl 43k b b R =R 2 A R AMIR A R G B A
WETFRA B T | 7E AN R 67 B 3 A RAE (O 1 184K . 742—894 m;ifF 2 14K . 723—807 m; i 3
TR . 707—1002 m) , BRI 2 42 km, LA 330 m [AIFRUEESRAE S . A5 —FF i V% T i I Hh oA 45 AE
BEHL b DAE B2 R AR b IORE R e T A U — SR A b, RFE 1.2 13 34 5 121,128
F134 AR, 3t 383 (K1) .

N
40°00N | A
38°0'N
40°00" |
36°00' |
34°00' | 37°0N
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | |
102°00'  104°00'  106°00'  108°00'  110°00'  112°00'  114°00'E 112°00' 113°00'E

E1 SRRMEVERRESSHS

Fig.1 Geographical location of study area and sample points distribution

FRERT 2016 4E 3 H 22—31 H, RAEMIFE SCHIH GPS A At A E , IR« S A sk b AT 4R i
KA (I B AR 0—20 om BEE HIERES 5 A IRG R ME N AR RAE SRS, FEMIRAAR LK
T R o 2 mm FLIF S 2 A A, gl P T - OGS A £ HEE MU SR, IR ) (RS em, (R
100 em®) £ S FERE S O ADSR AR Z R 488 BT 5 (105°C 10 h) Pl - HEZS TR, SR FH BB R -A M4
PN E - HEA LT SR DT I R M | SR F A %1 (S5 ASD FieldSpec3 ) il & + 352
Sk, Hirp S 350—2500 nm , B FRAEMIFE A 1 nm' 7,

1.3 MEMD J§is

MEMD J& £ Btk 2543 i#% ( empirical mode decomposition, EMD) FJ4™ Ji& | ] B 405 45 B A8 K0 7 FH T 25 1)
I, AR YR A R BCHERRAE B LR 2423 (8] 1), MEMD X 850805 0 40 i 35k 40 R IR 3%, BITE 45 5 1Y 25 [
P, 25 RS F e i 20 A S RIS R A BB I B a1 L AR A S s R Sk 22 Z Rt AR R i, O
FEARTRN BE IR )5 3 A A2 Horp | ] — JROBE % A= (0 et 8 mT LA 0 ik A 4 T) A8 A AiE A5 BR X ( Intrinsic Mode
Funetion, TMF) . 72 X IMF Tl /2 LA R 25 1) 0] DURZR PR s AR LR | 1% IMF 7638 B8 1 Bl PN, SR b A
gt 2 R A B A S st 2 AR 25— o SRR A s s — 1 PR BICRT LA B e/ IME B R KA, 2o
T IR R B HAT 5 1005 2) B 1 7235 % SR s S Y (B X R, BRIV AT — 5B st Ak Jd 3 il A {E R
AMESE SCRITEIEEME R 0, 1 ALES 2R AR A 45 2k vh i 1 43 R 2 A (1 430 s doe RAB sl dme /M = 6 R
PiizoE X, IMF AT 3d 8« G (sifting ) 7 S P2 20 A AT 2 R RO AR, IMEF 79 5 22 DTk A 43 L (%) AlaE G R 312
g I

AN IMF F 7 24

7 TR (%) = X 100 (1)
B S (IMF H£) + e i 2
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BAAS IMF XK DT 22 B STRRR P E T4 IMF (AR BB, DRt , A e 2R [ R I & 2B 5 R i)
FAASEE R RO 2500k . AN IMF 5255 B 2908k, ATRf 2 XTI IMF (-3 R . 9K T, i
F - E M SRS R T 2 AR AR Lk 6 2R | A5 R 91 R P DG 3 FOU L S R W R mT 4R kg4
IMF 3R A0 ROEEVE L, I35 Hilbert A8 450 A5 21 () B I AT Rk B, EMD o] 2 [R] 5500 9 i R AN (8] ) A
RBE T Hilbert 385434 AT 31308 AV 170 A RUBE AL B A RE B S5 9005 (T MR [ R E A 85080 v BROAR [l 7
UETE

S MEMD B 55K 82 1) 850 e 5 ) Je 368 S B4R, T 66 2242 10K 1 51 Al 8 e vk 1 4 8 Ui R
EFN /M, M fEPIZ ] 8, Rehman A1 Mandic ™ #8078 N 225 18] A AN ] 7 [ A 4% 52 B 21N N 4i4a
2% U T Ak SR s -4 41

R ARER H A LT S5 P Z e R BE V(s) = {0,(s), 0y(s), =, v,(s) LR HIAE s 16
B, X% = {x oy, | SRR 6" = (6),6,,--,6,_,) (k=1,2, -, K, KZ&FA IR ANE) E ST
ATV T B S BB AR N AN TR A9 IMF AT 3 MEMD f T 51k sl 0

(1) P2 — A EIE T T T X e

(2) B2 FH V(s) WS TIT IR X% fHEE p(s)

(3) PRI p”(s) TR BRI B s

(4) B IR [s%,V(sP) ] RIMETTALE ML ™ (s) ;

(5) 85 F A E LI M(s)

M(s) =%2 el s) (2)

(O)FIFH D(s)=V(s)-M(s)$EH D(s) o # D(s) R LAEEACHEN] ML ER (1) IR EZ UL FDIR T
TWREEZE V(s) =D (s) o BN, AT (2) FTHIRE IR D(s) o FRZEAL T HH R B H A ICIE S IMF 15, i
RRZ AL IZER 22 TR B EIR B S
1.4 Fdli kb

FL R - HE T B P S B AR A 350—399 FiT 2451—2500 nm i Z B, FIFH MATLAB #4 0] W63t
LLANIEBE(401—2450 nm ) 2050 D3GR BRI T 32 o A , IR 48 5 BT A 203 (B ARTT 2219 95%
PLE) SARER a2 A 1

W LA PSS BT (R BB B E0) W B (5 kL R RRRL S i) i
EARRAE A SRR T8, MR MEMD 320K 25 B0 17 510 0 AR IMF - AR4JE MEMD 593, il i 22
TEFPAVEEE Y N A IMEF S [m] 25 Bk SRR A< TR R RUBE ™ 20 FEASIR] A8 U, MEMD KA B R
JEH R —2H AR e e i R S PR RUBE

THA SRR A RS 5 B4 IMF (RAERUE ) sk 22 T 1 R HEA ML S HE I | ey 3R | 10
JEig EOEE R 1Y Pearson FHICHREL, R ZE D Z oo mIHESY RO | Yy SR FOG 1S 3203 S5 903
fiff 25 IME TSR 22 | T -+ A LSRR I RUBE SR 22 A0 1 &t (B, S5, 3 B IMF I 22 F50000 (1 19 6f
7 T HEA DL, A0 23 2O RAE ROEE AL %

SN" = Z IMF? + R (3)

Hod SN R MUBAERAE RUEE L B TNE, m R IMF A5, IMF? A HLURFERAS IMF LR BN(E, R 4
A BT R 2 1 TITIAA

SR FH P S 00 (R0 500 {6 3 5A H G P 78 ZR 8K (coefficient of determination, R*) 377 iR 2% (root mean
squared error, RMSE) | 5 #f 4b. 3 J7 2 % 25 ( normalized root mean square error, NRMSE ) F14H X} i Il e 2=
(residual prediction deviation, RPD) P HIEA ML HONRG B, & S 80 HA AL .
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(YM eeeeeee 1 _YPl'elld>2
R =1-"" (4)
(YMeasured _ Y 2
2 )
1 n ] 2
RMSE = J Z ( Yz_\’leanured _ YFredlcle(]) (5)
n -
RMSE
NRMSE = —— (6)
Y
SD
RPD = ——— (7)
RMSE
Forn S R A HUSURAE fU8C, Yot R Yot G i S SR i Ak - e HLBT A S R, Y hy

A BURSMME T, SD 4+ 08 BURSSI bR 2% . /N Bl B 1R 2% O BUTRHE 25 1 ()
FUAoR (L) G075 2% , T P A0 R R Iy 2 - A B By B Al 7. A< B P 6 A B2 MATLAB
R,

2 EREH

21 REEJUE EHIEAPUR SRR T RCR

% 1 A H] Pearson's AHICIMT X 1A WL HFE K 5 (LS BRIEAR O63% 3200 55 2 i X 7 g ek
FRBEATATO AR fekeal 1 b A PUBCS S m e A B ADERE £ 1 BB ekl 2 1, St
WO AT R BORE RRRLRNDCTE 0 1 RO e 3k AR A R ORGS0 1 B
I, TERERRE L AU S e A H R HERNDEIE 0y 1 B AHSC, SRR RUE BT XA £
SEAT B T A2 X A IR BV AR SC SR N B A s A (A 035 3l BFVERR I 25 ) DL 17 s
Mg PRk A LSRG VE R, IR0 T8 BB A St . 36 LT 5 1 B R A AR SC MR e S ety 2>
ISEEA 1, AR 2 P OB I AT SO A LTS R A A R . X SEAEIRR ] TR AR R L
MBI D] 15 - e BRGS0 e e A WL 5 i (4 52 o

Rl RERELTEAVNRSZMEFHEXREH

Table 1 Correlation coefficients between SOM and influencing factors at the sampling scale

N L TREFES K N U . NN NN
Pt P g UERECER e wm mR EEER L e
Transect Elevation Slope - o " . Sand Silt Clay PC1 PC2

index density
FEH 1 Transect 1 -0.23" -0.01 0.11 -0.22" -0.04 0.11 -0.07 0.67** -0.08
BEHF 2 Transect 2 -0.25** 0.22* 0.03 -0.29** -0.52"*  0.51"* 027  0.62** -0.13
BEHF 3 Transect 3 -0.21* -0.12 -0.04 -0.25** -0.17* 026" -0.07 0.67** -0.09
SRR A5 ALL samples -0.22** -0.02 0.06 -0.22"* -0.26"*  0.32*" 0.05 0.61** -0.08

= L FMIKE R P<0.05; = = WEMEIKEN P <0.01

W 2 s AR AL Z o0 A T B AL IR 25 AR (Rl 1 b oy iR Ot
TG | RN 2 REHE 2 O R AT SERIRDEIE 0 1 R 3 oA A R R OERE T 1 2)
XA 1.2 A1 3 R AILB % B A TN BB 1 o AR B T 52% \56% F1 54%

2.2 HHEAPURSRMEAE T2 REXR

FIFH MEMD ¥4 SR L5 5 520 B 09 22 Jo 8l 19 90 40 AN TR Y IMF - =58 LAY IMF 4n &l 2
Fis . Bl IMF 38, 3580 LT 25 (8] 5 20 049 532 35 JE A A2 K 2 B 38 A DL ST i 3R AR RUBE Bl IMF A8 K T 384
i, [EEF, SR AE IMFL AR RE 5 e BE 2 4R, R IZ RO AL 28 (R AR St e k. B3R DL M ik 22 )7
IR T IR LG BE AR ke B, RIEEA 1 R3EEHLB AR 3 L B I 8, HL S REAT 2 — R 2B #k
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AR 3 B RIS R, S L, RO P S R T B ARG IMF AN ECS 2
R, P A5 A Hilbert 22 R 50 25 BEHT AN [/ X 108 IMF X6 iz 1) s [R] RUBE | I8 i S | RUBE
BRI, SRIBGZAEH R IMF BXS I RUBE (32 3) o R h & TR IMF X1 RUBE 9732 5 R AR IMF 72
KM A, FRIIAE/IN B AL -3 BRI i Rl - ELA AR R R AE RUBE AR 2 3 1—4 IMF RUBE 302
I, BIFE< 5000 m N ) & AR i FEAAE R AE N 960 ,1500 ,2600 1 4400 m 4k ;5—8 IMF [ 22 a5k, BT EE
W2 KA R AR N EEL K 8573 10901 11591 F123659 m, MiAEHF 3 £ 6753 11806 112292 m, %%k
W] b R ERAE /N RUBE AL B FRAE RUBE 43T 5 W RUBE AR R R AR RUEE ) 25 e K 38, 2t - 3
HYFRAE N 5 G R R 22 R AR,

®2 ETEMEFHIEAVRNES %O AT

Table 2 The multiple stepwise linear regression models of SOM with the influencing factors

FEHF Transect A Function F R?
KN 1 Transect 1 3.70+16.55(0.27) Silt+4.22(0.72) PC1-7.76(0.16) PC2 42.7 0.52
KT 2 Transect 2 2.54+0.44(0.17) Slope—8.94(0.20) BD+13.79(0.30) Silt+3.12(0.50) PC1 38.4 0.56

49.06-0.02(0.13) Elevation—11.31(0.16) BD-17.26 (0.26 ) Sand—1.15( 0.21 ) Clay+
3.57(0.60)PC1-5.41(0.11)PC2

Elevation ; 57 ; Slope : 3 i ; TWI ; oI BEHE 5, topographic wetness index; BD : 25 5, bulk density ; Sand; b Ly Silt . ek Clay: Z%i; PC1; i
T 1;PC2 IS 0 25 565 v A BCE Fm Am i O Il U9 R 44

FEHF 3 Transect 3 24.5 0.54

IMF1

IMF2

IMF3

IMF4

IMF5

AAERE RS Intrinsic mode function
IMF6

IMF7

IMF8

B

10 I I | 1 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120

KAt AL E Sampling locations

2 ZEEEHTEFVRES B IMF f%E
Fig.2 Separated IMFs and residues for SOM at the three transects

FERF A LTS R 7 1) IMF 722 5 20 HLinge 4 fiios . BRAE | o, R 8EE HLSO 22 A 40 L £ A 1
IMF1 H1 2 4k (18.62% 1 19.41% ) , 3R B Z5th bRy - A HLBTAS Sk £ 2578 1011 F1 1725 m RUEAL, FEA7 2
o HOF 2 E 2 e EEA AR IMFL AT S 48 (30.61% A1 16.91% ) , 3 BH 73 Fh 3B A4 3984 HLT AR S B A
982 F1 8573 m REEAL, #far 3, HF 22 H 40 L B A AE IMF1.5 1 6 4b(17.62% ,12.53% 1 20.46% ) , 3%
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A iZ AL 3 LT AR Sk R PIAE 960 6753 F11 11806 m REEAL . Bz # AN X R EEZ) 1000 m 26 31
R AL EERAE R, R, A 38 R A AU FEERAER /N Bl < 2000 m ; 45t H
/NIRRT TR RUEE | B 1000 ,8000 m; 7 -l T &R A&/ N A ROBERITR N, BIF 1000 ,7000,12000 m, X4
S5 LR 12 DX 8 PN T T U TR I 1 ) - A BT 2 R AR ROBE I TR 3 1) R LA

F3I ZSAEFHRIEFIR IMF B3 ERE/m
Table 3 Scales of IMFs for SOM at the three transects

FEHF Transect IMF1 IMF2 IMF3 IMF4 IMF5 IMF6 IMF7 IMF8
FEAH 1 Transect 1 1011(2) 1725(3) 3078(3) 5406(7) 9535(10) 12375 (14)

FEAYY 2 Transect 2 982(5) 1530(4) 2588(6) 4487(10) 8573(14) 10901 (17) 11591 (19) 23659(3)
FEAIY 3 Transect 3 960(3) 1504(3) 2604(5) 4429(9) 6753(12) 11806 (17) 12292 (21)

Fi5 B 2 E XA ML i R IMEF X o RUBE A48 5 R BB (% )

x4 ZHFHEEPIEFVIRNEAN IMF MZESRBBEAFEZNES T

Table 4 Percentage of variance explained by each IMF and residue for SOM at the three transects

Tﬁl;mt Ejors IMF1 IMF2 IMF3 IMF4 IMF5 IMF6 IMF7 IMF8 Rifi .
REAE 1 AP 18.62 19.41 5.12 6.56 2.25 8.50 — — 24.19
Transect 1 R 0.26 1.37 1.69 3.94 2.67 2.61 — — 75.93
ez 39.04 18.52 10.59 13.34 431 3.07 — — 6.08
BT =R 25.12 15.00 7.59 10.60 5.34 8.62 — — 7.18
A 25.12 15.00 7.59 10.60 5.34 8.62 — — 7.18
L 25.62 10.50 6.12 5.50 1.37 3.40 — — 30.72
Heki 28.72 13.43 5.14 5.40 0.84 3.00 — — 24.65
Bk 31.75 20.44 8.46 6.94 3.43 2.62 — — 12.01
ik 0 1 21.40 14.41 8.87 13.73 1.96 10.22 — — 13.19
ik 4 2 24.74 19.07 10.21 10.01 6.13 2.03 — — 14.92
R 2 B 30.61 8.72 8.57 9.41 16.91 0.58 0.48 0.22 8.94
Transect 2 =y 1.47 1.39 1.20 1.71 2.33 1.35 1.16 0.63 72.83
W 17.42 9.36 10.04 9.48 13.26 3.23 2.08 2.59 5.20
T e FE R 25.55 15.69 12.67 9.74 5.80 3.41 0.77 0.02 8.68
A 37.87 11.58 9.31 10.49 3.76 0.39 0.63 0.23 9.49
{2 A 19.99 7.69 7.36 2.99 19.32 2.16 0.46 1.33 20.36
ks 22.17 13.94 8.05 4.17 21.16 0.71 0.12 0.47 10.40
Blvki 30.71 12.92 9.45 5.70 5.91 3.39 0.76 1.41 15.83
i EH 1 29.29 14.60 13.61 12.80 9.44 1.46 0.30 0.12 5.68
i M 2 48.67 13.92 8.32 8.73 8.73 0.58 0.04 0.32 1.41
K 3 A HLBE 17.62 6.14 3.35 5.35 12.53 20.46 4.98 — 2.44
Transect 3 [ 0.54 0.87 1.31 0.87 2.37 21.07 2.37 — 70.04
e 30.20 9.87 11.58 5.58 5.76 11.34 0.86 — 6.20
R ETREL 39.22 13.95 8.57 6.66 4.27 5.02 0.08 — 2.21
Foxia 26.22 12.71 8.38 10.66 9.32 1.73 0.83 — 8.03
{2A 25.96 13.41 10.12 7.82 7.67 2.17 1.55 — 20.08
Hewr 25.89 15.90 12.64 5.50 6.93 2.68 0.59 — 11.32
RhkL 34.23 10.91 14.70 6.46 6.76 1.77 1.20 — 7.81
ik 30 1 16.42 5.13 4.61 5.98 19.57 16.47 3.27 — 20.02
Jei A 2 21.98 7.03 7.17 6.90 11.34 20.45 2.38 — 9.30

T o WL A2 R 719 IMF 5 2215 0 Fb R P, S RERRAE 58 = 25 FEA IMF6 AN (21.07% ) 8 KA, HiAry &
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BRI 22304 (3 SRR 40 R 75.93% [ 72.83% 1 70.04% ) , 32 WH 18 P2 1 5 B R AE R Ui S8 B ELAY
REER, FEREE 1 B R A1 i oAt 52w PR - 0 R A RUBE £ 23 4E IMFL A1 2 &b, B/ RUBE 1011 11725 m
Qb BEHT 2 R R RERL S i A A R AR IMFL RN 5 &b (RUEE 982 F1 8573 m) , HATR I H 1 &
BITE IMF1 F12 Ab (RUBE 982 F11530 m) , #fafr 3 1 BRIEEE (IMFL 3 Fl 6 4b) Fki (IMF1 #13 4b) Otk E 40
1 F12(IMF1 .5 F16 Ab) &b, Higssema PR 7 32545 IMF1 F12 40 (960 11504 m) . [iRZE B30 | 4w fRdME ¢
R 7 1728 Sk R R AR/ N R A

5 SRAE R E ARG AR, A LT S8 R 2 ROEARDCHE LR 5. BREERR 3 IMF2 4 @it S
T HUTAAR S BRI RN, BIREHE 1 o IMFS 6 FIZR 22 K 2 9 IMF6 7 .8 FlIBk 2% kRally 3
IMF6 7 Flk 2% X eezh SRl 4 b P g R ox  98A HLJ A s i) = 22 R ILAE R RUBE 24 10000 ,12000 ,23000 m
b, B SAEVUCRTERENT | s, FERIAE RE IMF6 gk 224k YEREAY 3 vh R ESRAE IMF2 .5,
6.7 FIFR 224D i SR 2 R NLTC RSO B3, RIBR IMF1 A 3 4, HAx k) B3 o6 MB B Fe 4k S5 +
BAPUR A2 ) 22 RO OC R F B, 78 20 b 38 & 19 OC 2R e A I, 32 22 3R I 7F RUBE 9822588 4487 8573,
10901 11591 m 4b, ZEHh FHEME I C R B, iX S5RHERE EE RS 8, HRATSAVEN
ZRJE SRR R e b /N Z) 1000 £ 1500 m &b, Hh R 2 3000 mkl |, R Y

%5 ETF MEMD KRR IMF f&kEm T EFVR S 2 EFREXSRE
Table 5 Correlation coefficients between SOM and influencing factors for each IMF and residue based on MEMD

el KR g TERHCOEE g e o A L
Transect B Elevation Slope Wetness Bul}( Sand Silt Clay Eb1 £ 2
IMF index density PC1 PC2
R 1 IMF1 -0.06 0.14 0.18 -0.30™* -0.20" 024" 0.01 0.58 " -0.14
Transect 1 IMF2 -0.08 -0.02 0.03 -0.40"" -0.33"" 0.29 " 0.12 0.61 " -0.20"
IMF3 -0.16 0.02 0.417" 0.12 -0.06 037" -0.27*"  0.52*" 0.08
IMF4 0.06 -0.13 -0.34"" 1 -0.26"" 0.30"* -0.10 -0.36""  0.90"" 0.71*"
IMF5 0.35"" 0.05 0.00 -0.54"" -0.08 0.327" -0.11 0.43*" -0.10
IMF6 -0.83"" -0.20" -0.17 -0.77"" -0.09 0.40"" -0.35""  0.77*" -0.07
Bk -0.417"  -0.27%F 0.39 " 0.57** 026" -0.21" -0.34""  0.86"" -0.33""
KT 2 IMF1 -0.04 0.12 -0.24""  -0.33*" -0.34"" 0.28"" 0.19° 0.51"" -0.09
Transect 2 IMF2 0.06 -0.41"" 0.02 -0.32"" -0.38"" 049" -0.14 0.33*" 0.05
IMF3 0.12 0.09 -0.21" -0.34"" -0.41"" 0.33"" 025" 0.58"" -0.39""
IMF4 0.05 0.26"" 0.57" 0.03 -0.31"" 0.40"" -0.05 0.72** 0.07
IMF5 =0.03 0.68 " 0.38*" 0.10 -0.78 " 0.85%" 0.43**  0.58*" -0.60""
IMFo6 -0.25"" -0.41"" 0.30"" -0.62"" -0.04 0.48"" -0.23""  0.73"" 0.46""
IMF7 -0.90"" -0.74"* -0.54"" -0.95"" 0.03 0.50"" -0.30""  0.88"" 0.95"
IMF8 -0.49 "~ 041" 0.10 -1.00"" 0.64™* -0.57"" -0.69""  0.96"" -0.46""
§ 2% -0.76 " 091"  -0.36"" -0.99"" -0.98""  0.96"" 0.99"*  0.98"" -0.41""
FEats 3 IMF1 -0.07 0.09 0.03 -0.12 -0.29""  0.38*" -0.03 0.53 %" 0.06
Transect 3 IMF2 -0.20" -0.23"*  -0.07 0.08 -0.35"" 0.40"" 0.00 0.44"" -0.13
IMF3 -0.11 -0.06 0.19" -0.43"" -0.27"" 0.30 " -0.01 0.57*" 0.28 "
IMF4 0.04 0.04 0.51"* -0.35"" -0.26""  0.19" 022" 0.62"" 0.26 "
IMF5 0.00 029"  -0.15 -0.67"" -0.24"* 027" 0.06 0.81*" -0.53""
IMF6 -0.75** -0.61"" -0.50"" -0.83"" 0.11 0.37"" -0.75""  0.80"" 021"
IMF7 -0.46*" -0.99"* -0.88"" -0.25"" -0.51"" 0.81"" 0.17 0.90 ** -0.84""
T 040" -0.43% " -0.73"* -0.19" 0.93"* -0.90"" -0.93""  0.82"" -0.97*"

= L E MK P<0.05; « = MK N P <0.01
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4500 16700 m &b, 3 REEZ) 5400 F19500 m Ab M AEFEA G HI N KREE > 10000 m Ab, 3 g AH G, 3
FHh (AR R HERAER) AP 2 R SC R R Bk & Xt LA M 2 RE X R R %, /)
BRAEAT 1 o IMF4 S, AT A RAE R W E A G, DGl H 0 5APUB N 2 REECR R et si st
PIITA RAEREE b G £ 0 1 ¥ 5A VLS & 020, GE £ 400 2 MG B85 Toagm 1, &
2 RS IR X - 358 BLJTT A i ol RUBE 3 RN S 3G R a8, 5o 4 R FaR 2538 4, R P 5 2 ma A1)
AR E] 0.05 19 42 MK R BA R & s R 5 S A LA —E R &R
2.3 HE TR REECR R 54 L5 R

W 6 FrRs , ABF9E R B A Z 0 BIASRE T A4 IMF H3EA MU TR I Ra] LUE Y BR AR
3 v IMF2 A, BT SIS () m] 5 4% R IA7E 0.44—1.00 Z (8] 754k, HFE IMF B mikg ok, nldEse R2 A28 1k
AR ROBE R, X 385 AL T 1 T A ik vy, LA 78 v iy 35 PR 1~ XA AL A g i B 5 B 0 LT RT A
IMF 5% 22 (4 HILIS T 25 5, AR 98 R FH % 48 22 0 [ A ik 64 7R A RUBE 1 A HLSEAG 0, 25 55 3%
7, SEREICREERE AR T A AL BONAE A SE A R R 439024 0.90,0.86 Al 0.91, i 3 & T RAE
JUBEE b B A HE A Z2 o A4 1 45 5 (0,52 ,0.56 F10.54) . @1t MEMD 752538 RMSE 1 NRMSE i
FART B2 L Z ot B T ZE SR i RPD 3 & T B2 0 Z o0 BlH sy 255 ) 2T ERIF M 240
B LA, AT LAAS R MEMD X - S8 HILST (0% T50I0AE B2 25 T2 T ISt AR 1) a7 B 45 22 S [l B 9 4538

#6 HTELRESHBOSA IMF MREN L EGIRES £ 7T E A FMAERMES SIS E (F (ORI R?)

Table 6 Predictive equations and regression statistics ( F-value and adjusted R*) for SOM for each IMF and residue using stepwise multiple

linear regression based on multivariate empirical mode decomposition

it ap
ik IMF B F R
Transects Function

FEAT 1 IMF 1 0.03+21.31(0.43) Silt+3.77(0.68) PC1-4.94(0:12) PC2 42.0 0.52

0.01+1.06(0.17) TWI-12.01(0.19) BD-27.28( 0.46) Sand—9.66( 0.26 ) Clay+
3.63(0.53)PC1-21.01(0.42) PC2

0.05+0.07(0.16) Elevation+0.26( 0.13 ) Slope+1.15(0.24) TWI +9.74(0.44) BD+
22.34(0.37) Silt—-18.42(0.31) Clay+3.63(0.81) PC1

IMF 4 -0.06+0.03(0.09) Elevation—0.34(0.17) Slope+4.96(0.07 ) Silt+0.69(0.90) PC1 142.6 0.83
-0.03+0.23(0.48) Elevation+1.46(0.70) Slope+1.55(0.27) TWI-7.08(0.48 ) BD+

Transect 1 IMF 2 30.0 0.61

IMF 3 53.2 0.77

IMF 5 1808.6 0.99
58.61(0.59)Silt+6.17(0.10) Clay+4.54(0.72) PC1-0.21(0.24) PC2
IMF 6 0.01+0.46(0.9§)Elcvat10n+3.62(0.75)blopc+6.44(0.18)TWI—3.75(0.25)BD— 61428 3 1.00
157.71(2.27) Sand—204.82( 1.49) Clay+7.41( 1.38) PC1+ 7.49(0.07) PC2
. -1007.72+11.61(2.02) Slope+138.15( 1.38) BD+19.51(2.44) PC1+
2 4573. 1.
2 251.95(4.02) PC2 394573.8 00
FEAT 2 P 0.07+0.49(0.14) Slope—1.41(0.27) TWI-10.56(0.26) BD+6.77(0.12) Silt+ 214 0.47
Transect 2 3.32(0.51)PC1
IMF 2 0.03-0.16(0.11) Elevation—1.03(0.41) Slope—=7.91(0.20) BD-3.33(0.37) Sand - 2.8 0.59
29.89(0.59) Clay+1.95(0.4) PC1+4.66(0.15) PC2
.08-0. . ion—1. . -5. 13 -15. . : .
IMF3 0.08-0.58(0.30) Elevation—1.12(0.29) TWI-5.67(0.13) BD-15.07(0.26) Clay+4.62 438 071

(0.92)PC1-17.81(0.44)PC2

~0.07+0.71(0.28) Slope+1.71(0.36) TWI-2.56( 0.06) BD+1.42( 0.16) Silt+
IMF 4 165. .
4.30(0.79) PC1-13.93(0.34) PC2 655 0-89

-0.01-0.55(0.51) Elevation—0.52(0.18) Slope+2.67 ( 0.33) TWI+30.02(0.72) Silt-

IMF 5 418.7 0.95
28.44(0.51) PC2
0.33(0.85) Elevation+0.57(0.52) Slope—2.42 ( 1.22) TWI-37.26 (0.68 ) BD +18.02
IMF 10392. 1.
6 (0.71) Clay+9.25(2.32) PC1-16.24(0.41) PC2 0392.0 0o
0.16(0.30) Elevation-2.73 (0.72) TWI-11.86( 0.34) Sand—16.14( 0.17) Silt+ 11.10
IMF 7 12571476.7 1.00
(1.39) PC1-33.83(0.25) PC2
IMF 8 -0.03(0.18) Elevation+1.50(0.10) TWI-46.05( 1.10) BD+11.81(0.36) PC2 1525552.4 1.00
R ~32.33+1.41(0.42) Slope+32.04( 0.69) Clay+17.29( 0.17) PC2 816066.5 1.00
REH 3 IMF 1 -0.06-23.23(0.43) Sand—19.10( 0.27) Clay+3.81(0.61) PC1-11.97(0.27) PC2 25.4 0.44
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S it Jap
Rt IMF A - F R
Transects Function
Transect 3 IMF 2 -0.52(0.16) TWI+13.43(0.27) Silt+3.26(0.50) PC1-14.41(0.31) PC2 19.5 0.38
IMF 3 0.01-0.11(0.27) Elevation+0.44(0.18) Slope+1.03(0.33) TWI-9.36(0.21 ) BD+ 17.2 0.49
11.81(0.28) Silt+2.54(0.50) PC1-6.04(0.18) PC2 ’ ’
0.20+2.98(0.66) TWI+12.61(0.26) BD+4.53(0.31) Silt=17.50(0.19) Clay+
IMF 4 216. .
5.77(1.01)PC1 6.3 0-89
IMF 5 0.05-0.16(0.45) Elevation+2.91(0.44) Slope+1.01(0.12) TWI-15.34(0.19) BD- 323.9 6.95
8.10(0.07) Silt-47.86(0.35) Clay+2.52(0.53) PC1-32.90( 0.64) PC2 ’ )
-0.4-0.24(2.08) Elevation+6.90( 1.14) Slope—13.72(1.36) TWI1-18.46(0.08) BD—
IMF 2766. .
6 48.27(0.22) Silt+243.41(0.72) Clay 766.6 0.99
IMF 7 7.91E-5-0.03(0.15) Elevation—2.31(0.21 ) Slope—1.16(0.03) TWI-78.23(0.46) 148763491 1,00

BD+3.64(0.49)PC1-16.36(0.23) PC2
k2= 117.97-0.73(0.26) Slope+46.93( 0.84 ) Silt-43.50( 1.72) PC2 1452867 1.00
Elevation ; 5 7#% ; Slope : 3 J3 ; TWI . HUJE 3R 5% , topographic wetness index; BD: 48 , bulk density ; Sand : B4 ; Silts 4T ; Clay : FKL; PC1 . G HE
F 5 15PC2 60 E 03 23 155 P BR F R AR i 171 R 4K

R7 M IEGNRTANEENEXSY
Table 7 Values of evaluation parameters used to assess the overall SOM prediction accuracy

T 7 ik R

Predicting methods Transects RMSE QRE" RPD R?
eSSl E| FEHT 1 5.34 0.33 1.45 0.52
Stepwise multiple regression ) 3.81 0.22 1.51 0.56
K 3 5.45 0.27 1.48 0.54
By ooy FEHF 1 3.35 0.21 2.32 0.90
Multivariate empirical mode decomposition ) 2.90 0.17 1.98 0.86
FEiF 3 3.36 0.17 2.40 0.91

RMSE ; ¥ 77 # 1% 22 | root mean squared error; NRMSE : Hn EAL Y97 MR 1% 22 | normalized root mean square error; RPD . AR X 0 A 25 , residual

prediction deviation

SRR RUE I 98 ML S PR 5 B TMF 5578 22 A 0000 {5 R A5 5t 35 00 A L5501 %) 4 DG R BCan 1] 3 B
TN o A OGO AT R B IMF AR TR AR R LA DL RN 25 SR ) S B B, S5 SR ARl 1
HA LT T Y 322 DTk S IMPFe s AT 2 EEDTERE O IMFS ;#6473 b R E DTk E 2 IMF6, B A -
HFRIE 12375 m AL HHEBIE 8573 m ALFI R ERINE 11806 m AbXf AL N JE A DL AY TR E54/EH, 5
Hb, T RBARFR T KRR FRZEAERET 1 iy LLE ALK, OB 2, S e Je ity 3, RWIBL - IMF RefE AR
T i 88 96 LSRR Sk A A 4 B T 3 > H s > 3

I A S R AR B R MY R A SSIE S E LS R AR . RFEIRER
- DR A A B T 5 R A RUBE b S R A G R BN 18] 3 T/, IR 25 R T 3R B — PR 7 X SR R
AR USRI A AT BB, 3 SRR OGS B0 L (ZEA ) A LTI Hh A B S R T,
WCANEETT | R s R 2 PRk FNSER & REHE 3 rP M TR IR R 1 5 3 R A A e HOA LR T R T
HBEAEH, B2, I HF | IR A RO X 3 hAA LT R o B, R R 2
GINGIERR- A 5y Sl AN E - A1 ) 05 v Rl S (S ke ST = < W el w2 S W i=aa 1 A o el = s S 1
)5 M 2 535

S A HTAH LG (3 2) ,MEMD RIHE R 1 Hh AT Rl 2 Rkl Sobeaty 3 b MO I B 48 B0
e EEXTA HUBT A RE MR, RIS 0= D R s o 1] 051 2R 50t ] 7R X S8 5 i) PR -7 A — RUBE Bk AL T i)
AT EENE (R 6) , TEREAY 1 DGl B0y | XHIrE RAFRE 5 PUR BN B35 m 5 S re /)
RUE (<3078 m) FIRRUE (=9535 m) A0 XA HLJBE Fl IS & 2 52 o), [V, Mg PR 6k A L5 50300 1) 5 i
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Fig.3 Coefficient of determination between SOM at the measurement scale and predicted IMFs ( residue) or total SOM predicted by

each variable

JUOBESE R M 3G 58, a3 BE K F-7F IMF3 4 5 AT 64k 250534 0.13.,0.17.,0.70 F10.75, FTIELEXT IMF2 .3 .5.6
5 22 A AT AL T A 0 s, PRI, AR FO A 1 SR RUBE A ML T 1 BT R S B AR AE i LS R
B RZEAER,

FEREHT 2 1l T IME7 A8 A AL BT T A 5 SR RUBE 1 SIS () A O RO (835, WnT Z2m% (&1 3)
MIMFL 3 6 b, M DR -0l AL Tl £ 5 e 20 o 1 e, - 398 2 RS b Xof A [) IR A AL 5 T 00 ) 52 i) I
B AL BB s SR RUBE LA HILSE T 1 52 ) = BERBLTE IMF2 &b, 7EAERE 3 o, MU 7% A BLJSR
T %) 5 el it RO 3 T RG 5, HLAE IMF6 Ab K S B KA, SR 5 Bl RUEE 3G KM aiv )N, H BE R EOu el 3
LTI R i e A B i S E N R IMFL TR R IMF6 Ab 52 i 5 . 25 TE7E IMF3 4 #i1 7
A AR A R E ), AR AR R, 25 &, 565 0 Hr Al L, MEMD J i 76 5t 26 R fF )R ]
B BAASC K XA LIS A B s e O TI0IRS B 5 TR S S 1 3 40 A ik

AL BT S DU AN PR SR A/ N An 1 4 FiraR . 5 MEMD A L, 38 20 22 96 18] A 00 52 25 FE A 1
o RN E 19.8—33.0 km AL R Al U EE 1—2 A1 4 km AL R T 22 BOBER REAT 2 fp R ELRAE
{78 19.8—33.0 km AbJay3RARAS , 18 WU EE 4—8 km Ab S5yl 7 22 98/ s A 3 W, EEURTENLE 19.8—36.3
km A RIS A, 1 8 km AL JRIER T 22 A K

3 it

ABFFER ] MEMD 32K K I AN [R5z 8 1) S AL 8] 1) 20 il O AN [ R UK, R B 2 B85k
AEREELE 1000 m &b, PRI, 7R M K A7t 2 o9 L S T P el BORE 3R 2 ST BT A X 9 2
WHE N 1000 m, MESSERA PUBRER Y 2= WA St . b b RRaR 22 15 22 11 0 LUK (24.19% ) |, T RERE S
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Fig.4 Local wavelet spectrum of measured and predicted SOM by SMLR or MEMD
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