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Abstract

:

Cropland maps at regional or global scales typically have large uncertainty and are also inconsistent with each other. The substantial uncertainty in these cropland maps limits their use in research and management efforts. Many synergy approaches have been developed to generate hybrid cropland maps with higher accuracy from existing cropland maps. However, few studies have compared the advantages, disadvantages, and regional suitability of these approaches. To close this knowledge gap, this study aims to compare two representative synergy methods of cropland mapping: Geographically weighted regression (GWR) and modified fuzzy agreement scoring (MFAS). We assessed how the sample size, quality of input satellite-based maps, and various landscapes influence the accuracy of the synergy maps based on these two methods. The GWR model is a regression analysis predominantly dependent on the cropland percentage of the training samples, while the MFAS method is largely influenced by the consistency of input datasets, and the training samples only play an auxiliary role. Therefore, the GWR method was relatively more sensitive to the number of training samples than the MFAS method. The quality of input maps had a significant impact on both methods, particularly on MFAS. In regions with heterogeneous landscapes and high elevations, the croplands are generally more fragmented, and the consistency of the input satellite-based maps was lower; the application of cropland percentage samples could compensate for the low dataset consistency. Therefore, GWR is more suitable for regions with heterogeneous landscapes, while MFAS is more appropriate for regions with homogeneous landscapes. The MFAS method uses cropland area from the agricultural statistics to calibrate the initial synergy maps, while the GWR model only considers the spatial distribution of cropland and does not make use of the distribution information of cropland area. The MFAS method showed a higher correlation with the statistical data, while GWR model exhibited a stronger relationship with cropland percentage. Our study reveals the advantages, disadvantages, and regional suitability of the two main types of synergy methods (regression analysis methods and data consistency scoring methods) and can inform future synergy cropland mapping efforts.
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1. Introduction


Cropland is a fundamental resource for human existence and societal development [1,2], as it provides most of the products (e.g., food commodities, feed, fiber, and biofuels) that humans rely on for survival [3]. Croplands also play an important role in the global carbon cycle and regulate the climate by releasing greenhouse gases (e.g., methane, nitrous oxide). Accurate information on cropland distribution is thus of great significance for agricultural monitoring, yield estimation, and food security assessment, and can also inform both climate policymaking and efforts to meet zero hunger of the sustainable development goals (SDGs) of the United Nations for 2030 [4,5,6].



Over the past several decades, remote sensing has become the predominant method for acquiring large-scale cropland extent information. Some regional and global cropland maps with spatial resolution varying from 30 m to 1 km have been derived from remote sensing and made freely available to the public. The widely used global cropland maps include the global land cover database of the year 2000 (GLC2000) [7], University of Maryland (UMd) land cover layer [8], the Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer land product Collection 5 (MODIS C5) [9], MODIS Cropland dataset [10], and the 30 m global land cover data product (GlobeLand30) [11]. Cropland mapping using remote sensing at regional or global scales is generally a massive task that is labor-intensive and time-consuming. For instance, hundreds of scientists were involved in the development of the GlobeLand30 over the years of 2010–2014 [11]. Despite the tremendous efforts, these datasets were found to be inconsistent with each other because of the difference in sensors, classification schemes, and classification methods [5,12,13]. The substantial uncertainty in these land cover/cropland maps limits their application in research and management [14,15,16].



In order to solve the above issue, synergy approaches have been recently developed to create hybrid cropland maps by integrating existing cropland datasets [17,18,19,20]. These synergy approaches can be generally classified into two groups: Regression analysis methods and data consistency scoring methods [5,21]. The former group first establishes a regression relationship between training samples and input datasets, and then uses it to predict the probability of the occurrence of cropland in the non-sampled region. The regression models are typically based on a large number of training samples. Regression analysis has been used to generate hybrid land cover maps at regional and global scales. Kinoshita et al. [22] created a global land cover and probability map through logistic regression. See et al. [18] used a logistic geographically weighted regression (GWR) method to establish global land cover products at 1 km spatial resolution. In addition, Schepaschenko et al. [20] used the GWR model to produce a global forest cover map. The second group of synergy approaches builds a score table based on the consistency of the input land-cover products and selects pixels with high confidence for synergy. For example, Jung et al. [23] developed a fuzzy agreement scoring method to produce a new joint 1 km global land cover product. Following Jung et al. [23], Fritz et al. [4] used a modified fuzzy agreement scoring (MFAS) synergy method to generate a synergy cropland map at the global scale. Lu et al. [5] generated a synergy cropland map of China using a new hierarchical optimization synergy approach.



Assessing performance of synergy approaches in an objective manner is fundamental to synergy cropland mapping. It can help users to select a method for mapping and assess the uncertainties of results. The most common approach for performance assessment is to compare the accuracies of synergy results with test samples. For example, Clinton et al. [24] compared nine synergy methods for the derivation of three global land cover maps, and Lesiv et al. [25] compared five synergy methods for creating hybrid forest cover maps using the Geo-Wiki [26,27] crowdsourced data. These two studies indicated that GWR had better performance in global land cover mapping than other synergy methods. However, the above studies are only limited to comparing various regression analysis methods, not including data consistency scoring methods. More importantly, these studies only compared the spatial accuracy of the results and did not analyze the adaptabilities of various input datasets, training samples, and landscapes.



To overcome such problems, this study compared and analyzed the advantages, disadvantages, and regional adaptabilities of regression analysis methods and data consistency scoring methods. We chose the GWR and MFAS that are the most widely used as the representative methods respectively [5,21], and used seven satellite-based cropland maps to create synergy cropland maps. China is taken as the study area due to its large territory and high agricultural landscape heterogeneity. Three different experiments are conducted to compare the GWR model and MFAS method in terms of sample size, quality of input products, and landscapes. Three statistical measures, including overall accuracy (OA), coefficient of determination (R2), and area difference rate (ADR), were calculated to analyze the results of the synergy mapping.




2. Principles of the two synergy methods


2.1. Geographical Weighted Regression


GWR is a spatial analytical method employing locational information and smoothing techniques for regression models, in which regression parameters vary with different geographic locations [28]. Therefore, GWR usually has better simulation results for large areas than other regression methods. The principle of GWR is that the geographical locations of the independent variables in the regression and the observations are weighted by distance, and those closer to the studied locations have more influence on the parameter estimates. The GWR equation can be expressed as follows:


yi=β0(ui,vi)+∑t=1nβt(ui,vi)Xit+εi



(1)




where (ui,vi) are the coordinates of sample i; β0(ui,vi) is the intercept term; βt(ui,vi) is a geographical location function indicating the t-th regression coefficient of sample i; εi is the random error term of sample i; Xit is the cropland percentage of t input maps in the training sample i, and yi is the actual percentage of cropland in training sample i. n is the number of input maps. The estimation of the regression coefficients is based on a weighted least squares method as shown in the following equation:


βt(ui,vi)=(XTW(ui,vi)X)−1XTW(ui,vi)Y



(2)




where X is the matrix of the independent variables; XT is the transpose of X; W(ui,vi) is the spatial weight matrix whose diagonal elements represent the geographical weights of observations near i; Y is the matrix of the dependent variables. The adaptive kernel function based on a bi-square distance decay function is used to obtain the geographical weights. The optimal bandwidth of the bi-square function is determined by the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC).



The regression coefficients of the training samples are calculated by GWR, while the regression coefficients of other pixels are calculated by the inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation method. Finally, the cropland percentage map is calculated using the linear regression as follows:


yk=a0(uk,vk)+a1(uk,vk)×x1(uk,vk)+…+an(uk,vk)×xn(uk,vk)



(3)




where yk is the cultivated land cover at each location k; (uk,vk) is the two-dimensional vector of location k; x1⋯xn are the percentage of cropland from the individual input maps; a0 and a1⋯an are the intercept term and regression coefficients at location k calculated using GWR and IDW interpolation, respectively; and n is the number of input maps.




2.2. Modified Fuzzy Agreement Scoring


The logic of the MFAS method is that pixels with greater agreement among existing cropland data products are more likely to truly be cropland pixels [4,29]. The input maps are firstly ranked by their accuracy assessment, and then a score table is established for different map combinations according to the map ranks. The cropland areas from the agricultural statistics are used as the standard to select pixels with high ranks until the accumulated cropland area is close to the cropland area statistics.



The input cropland maps are first ranked to create an initial synergy map. Specifically, the training samples are used to assess the accuracy of each individual cropland map, and the rank of each map is determined based on its accuracy (i.e., the higher accuracy indicates a higher rank). A score table is then established based on the ranks and agreement of input maps. For example, when five different maps are employed, the values of the score table range from 1 to 32, as shown in Table S1 from the online Supplementary Material. The input maps are transformed into an initial synergy map using the score table. The initial synergy map is then calibrated by the “true” cropland area reported in the agricultural statistics. The pixels with high score values are selected and the total cropland area of these pixels is calculated based on the average cropland percentage and pixel area. The allocation process continues until the total cropland area is very close to the true area obtained from the agricultural statistics.



In this research, the synergy processing is conducted for each province. For each province, the accuracy of each input map is evaluated at first and the ranking of each individual input dataset is determined. The score table of each province is then established to obtain an initial synergy map. Finally, the provincial cropland areas from the agricultural statistics are used to generate the synergy cropland map by calibrating the initial synergy map.





3. Data and Experiment Design


We designed three comparison experiments using various sets of training samples, multiple cropland maps with different accuracy, and different landscapes (Figure 1). We chose China as our study area (Figure 2). A total of seven satellite-based cropland maps at varying spatial resolution were used in this study. The results of experiments were assessed and compared by spatial accuracy, consistency with cropland percentage of validation samples, and consistency with cropland area from the agricultural statistics.



3.1. Data and processing


Seven satellite-based cropland maps, including GlobeLand30, Climate Change Initiative land cover product (CCI-LC), MODIS Collection5, MODIS Cropland, GlobCover 2009, Unified Cropland, and the National land use/cover database of China (NLUD-C) 2010 were used for synergy cropland mapping of China in 2010. The GlobeLand30 map is at 30 m spatial resolution and was produced based on Landsat and HJ-1 satellite images using a pixel-object-knowledge method [30]. The CCI-LC map is a 300 m global land cover dataset based on the Medium Resolution Imaging Spectrometer Instrument (MERIS) time series data from 2008 to 2012 [31]. The MODIS Collection 5 land cover map was generated at 500 m spatial resolution based on MODIS bands 1–7 and the enhanced vegetation index (EVI) using a decision tree classification algorithm [9]. The MODIS Cropland map was developed from multiyear MODIS data with 250 m spatial resolution and cropland area statistics using a decision tree classification algorithm [10]. The GlobCover 2009 map is at 300 m spatial resolution and was produced by European Space Agency and the Université catholique de Louvain using time series of MERIS Fine Resolution 2009 mosaics [32]. The 2014 Unified Cropland Layer is at 250 m spatial resolution and was produced by combining the fittest products according to four dimensions: timeliness, legend, resolution, and confidence [33]. The NLUD-C map was produced from Landsat TM/ETM+ images by Chinese Academy of Sciences using human-machine interactive interpretation [34,35].



These cropland maps are based on different map projections, classification schemes, and spatial resolution. The preprocessing of these maps prior to the synergy mapping included projection transformation, cropland definition harmonization, and spatial resolution standardization. These input maps were first projected into the same map projection. We then harmonized the cropland definitions using the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) cropland definition as the common definition for the seven maps. The FAO cropland definition includes arable land and permanent crops. Pure cropland and mosaic cropland classes were given high and low weights, respectively [5]. Table S2 from the online Supplementary Material shows the cropland definitions and modified cropland percentage of the input maps. Finally, all maps were resampled to 500 m spatial resolution with the average cropland percentage.



A total of 2800 cropland samples and 2851 noncropland samples were used for the experiments. Among them, 443 cropland samples and 1687 noncropland samples were obtained from Tsinghua University (http://data.ess.tsinghua.edu.cn/). In the collection scheme of samples from Tsinghua University, the entire globe was partitioned by about 7000 equal area hexagons using DGGRID software, and 10 samples were selected randomly in each hexagon [36]. The land cover types were identified by visual interpretation via high resolution images. As there are only 443 cropland samples in China which is not enough for experiments, the other samples were collected from the study of Lu et al. (2017). In the sampling frame of Lu et al. (2017), the samples were selected by using the stratified random sampling method based on the agreement of input cropland maps [5], and their land cover types were identified by Google Earth images (provided by DigitalGlobe’s WorldView-2 satellite sensor and obtained from the Google Earth Pro software) circa 2010. For each of these samples (pixels) that were identified, we estimated the cropland percentage within the 500 m × 500 m pixel using Google Earth images. In this study, we used a stratified random sampling method to divide training samples and validation samples. 70% of the total samples were selected randomly for training, and the rest (847 cropland samples, 848 noncropland samples) were used for validation (Figure S1 from the online Supplementary Material).



The statistics of cropland area in 2010 were acquired from the project of Second National Land Survey, the official national statistics in China. The cropland area was estimated based on survey base maps which were created by remote sensing images, and the definition of cropland was similar to that used by the FAO. In this research, the cropland area statistics at the province level (Table S3 from the online Supplementary Material) were used for calibration in the MFAS method.




3.2. Experiment Description


The accuracy of the seven harmonized cropland maps were assessed using the validation samples (Table 1). The maps with accuracy from high to low are Unified Cropland (#1), GlobeLand30 (#2), NLUD-C (#3), MODIS Collection 5 (#4), CCI-LC (#5), MODIS Cropland (#6), and GlobCover2009 (#7).



3.2.1. Synergy Cropland Mapping with Various Training Sample Sizes


In this experiment, we analyzed the influence of the size of training samples on the two synergy methods. Seven groups of training samples, including 90%, 70%, 50%, 30%, 10%, 5%, and 1% of the total training samples were randomly selected (Table 2). In order to achieve best results, we chose the input map combination with the highest average accuracy (Unified Cropland, GlobeLand30, and NLUD-C) for synergy cropland mapping. The resulting maps were then used to evaluate the effects of the training sample size.




3.2.2. Synergy Cropland Mapping with Different Satellite-Based Maps


In this experiment, we assessed the influence of the quality of the input satellite-based map on the two synergy methods. All the training samples were employed for GWR and MFAS. We calculated the average accuracy of each combination of three input maps, and then selected seven groups of input map combinations, with their average accuracy ranging from high to low (Table 3). The combination of Unified Cropland, GlobeLand30, and NLUD-C had the highest overall accuracy (78.57%), followed by the combination of Unified Cropland, MODIS Collection 5, and CCI-LC. The combination including CCI-LC, MODIS Cropland, and GlobCover2009 had the lowest accuracy (72.35%). The synergy maps resulting from these experiments were then used to compare and analyze the effects of input satellite-based maps on synergy cropland mapping.




3.2.3. Synergy Cropland Mapping with Various Landscapes


In this experiment, we analyzed the influence of various landscapes on the two synergy methods. A series of studies showed that landscapes have distinct impacts on land cover/cropland mapping [12,13,37]. In China, the mountainous areas are usually characterized by heterogeneous landscapes, while plain areas generally represent homogeneous landscapes. Therefore, we used the elevation as an indicator to select areas with various landscapes for the comparison between GWR and MFAS. Chai et al. [38] divided the geomorphologic forms into plain (<20 m), hill (20–200 m), low mountain (200–500 m), medium mountain (500–1500 m), and high mountain (>1500 m). According to this standard, we chose five provinces including Jiangsu, Anhui, Henan, Shanxi, and Yunnan (Figure 2) for which mean elevations are shown in Table 4. All the training samples and input datasets were employed for the synergy mapping based on both GWR and MFAS. Then, results of the five provinces were extracted and assessed by 100 validation samples in each region.





3.3. Performance Assessment


The performance assessment included overall accuracy (OA), coefficient of determination (R2), and area difference rate (ADR), which were mainly calculated in ENVI software and IDL (Interactive Data Language). The overall accuracy (OA) was used to assess the accuracy of the synergy results. The overall accuracy is calculated as follows:


OA=ncn×100%



(4)




where nc is the number of pixels that were correctly classified, and n is the total number of pixels. According to Pontius and Millones (2010), we did not choose the Kappa coefficient to assess accuracy because it was misleading or flawed for practical applications [39].



The coefficient of determination (R2) was used to evaluate the correlation between the fusion cropland percentage and the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images (i.e., the cropland percentage from the Google Earth), and the correlation between the fusion provincial cropland area and the cropland area statistical data. The area difference rate (ADR) was used to assess the degree of difference between a single fusion cropland area and a real cropland area. ADR is calculated as follows:


ADR=|cp−sp|sp×100%



(5)




where cp is the cropland area of a single province p estimated by the synergy map and sp is the cropland area statistical data of the province p as the reference.





4. Results


4.1. Influence of Training Samples


The two synergy methods (GWR and MFAS) were employed for cropland mapping with multiple sets of training samples (Table 2). The two methods led to similar cropland distributions but exhibited large differences in cropland percentage (Figure 3). The cropland percentage predicted by MFAS was higher than that by GWR in some regions such as Sichuan Basin, Hunan Province, and North China Plain. This pattern was more obvious when the number of training samples decreased. By contrast, the cropland percentage predicted by GWR was higher than that by MFAS in Inner Mongolia and Xinjiang.



We compared spatial accuracy, consistency with the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images, and consistency with the statistics to assess how the performances of GWR and MFAS varied with the size of training samples (Figure 4). The overall accuracy of the GWR synergy results slightly decreased with the reduction in the number of training samples, particularly when the number of training samples was less than 10% of the original samples. The training sample size had no significant effects on the overall accuracy of MFAS synergy results (Figure 4a). For the consistency with the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images, when the training samples decreased, there was a slight reduction in R2 between the GWR synergy results and the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images. The impact of training samples on the R2 between the MFAS synergy results and the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images was small. For the consistency with cropland area statistics, as the training samples decreased, the R2 between the GWR synergy results and the cropland area statistical data gradually increased. The R2 values between the MFAS synergy results and cropland area statistical data were stable and higher than those of the GWR synergy results (Figure 4b).




4.2. Influence of Satellite-Based Maps


We selected three of the seven maps to form seven combinations with various average accuracy. These combinations of satellite-based maps were applied for GWR and MFAS to generate synergy cropland maps (Figure 5). With the decrease in the average accuracy of the input maps, the difference in the cropland percentage predicted using the two methods increased, particularly in Shaanxi Province and near the border of Shanxi and Inner Mongolia Provinces (Figure 5c1–c7). When the average accuracy of the input maps was the lowest, the difference between the two methods was the largest.



It is clear that the overall accuracy of the two synergy results decreased as the average accuracy of the input map combination decreased, and MFAS was more sensitive to the quality of input maps compared with GWR (Figure 6a). The R2 values between both synergy methods and the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images decreased with the reduction in the average accuracy of the input map combination. The average accuracy of the input map had significantly higher effects on the MFAS synergy results than on the GWR synergy results (Figure 6b). When the average accuracy of the dataset decreased, the R2 between the GWR synergy results and cropland area statistical data gradually decreased. However, the R2 between the MFAS synergy results and cropland area statistical data remained at high levels all the time and only slightly changed (Figure 6b).




4.3. Influence of Various Landscapes


To evaluate the effects of different landscapes on the synergy mapping of the two methods, we selected five regions of different landscapes for comparative experiments. In plain, hill, and low mountain areas, the percentage of cropland predicted by MFAS was slightly higher than that by GWR (Figure 7). In medium mountain and high mountain areas where the average elevation is above 500 m, the percentage of cropland predicted by GWR was gradually higher than that by MFAS.



This shows that with increases in average elevation, the overall accuracy of the GWR synergy maps decreased (Figure 8a). At elevations higher than 1500 m, the overall accuracy of GWR sharply decreased. The overall accuracy of the MFAS also decreased with the increase in average elevation. When the elevation is higher than 200 m, the overall accuracy of MFAS synergy maps dramatically decreased. The variation trends in R2 between both synergy results and the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution images (Figure 8b) were consistent with the overall accuracy trends (Figure 8a). The area difference rate between the cropland area of the GWR synergy results and cropland area statistical data was higher than that between the cropland area of the MFAS synergy results and cropland area statistical data. As the average elevation increased, the gap between the area difference rates of two approaches also gradually increased. Particularly for the GWR model, when the elevation is higher than 500 m, the area difference rate obviously increased (Figure 8c). However, the effect of various landscapes on the area difference rates between the cropland area of the MFAS synergy results and cropland area statistical data was relatively low and not obvious.





5. Discussion


The GWR model is a regression analysis based on the cropland percentage of the training samples [18,40], while the MFAS method mainly depends on the consistency of input datasets, and the training samples only play an auxiliary role [29]. We conducted three experiments to analyze the influence of the size of training samples, the quality of satellite-based cropland maps, and changes in landscapes on the performance of the two methods. GWR generally has higher overall accuracy and better consistency of cropland percentage, while MFAS has better consistency with cropland area statistics.



Training samples are essential input data for the synergy methods. GWR is more sensitive to and dependent on training samples than MFAS. For GWR, the more training samples, the more accurate the synergy map is and the closer the predicted value is to the real value. Previous studies showed that the representativeness in quality and quantity of training samples, as well as their spatial homogeneity, were quite important for the GWR model [20,41,42]. We also found that when the samples were relatively sufficient, the overall accuracy of the GWR synergy maps was slightly higher than that of the MFAS synergy maps. However, when the number of training samples was very small, the overall accuracy of the GWR synergy maps was lower than that of MFAS. With the number of training samples decreasing, the overall accuracy of the GWR maps and the MFAS maps decreased by 3.60% and 1.36%, respectively. GWR was slightly more sensitive to changes in the number of training samples than MFAS.



The quality of input maps has a significant impact on both methods, particularly on MFAS. The MFAS method is based on the data consistency [4,29]. Previous studies have shown that the quality of the input maps is important for synergy methods based on data consistency [5,29,43]. The improvement in the quality of input datasets can improve the accuracy of the resulting synergy maps [29]. Similarly, we found that the quality of the input maps influenced the accuracy of the MFAS synergy maps (Figure 5). Our results indicated that as the quality of the input maps decreased, the overall accuracy of the MFAS and GWR synergy maps decreased by 4.78% and 2.53%, respectively. The GWR method was less affected because the cropland percentage of the training samples was directly used.



The landscape is another important factor influencing the performance of the two synergy methods. Our results showed that the accuracy of the MFAS synergy maps was significantly affected by landscapes when the elevation is higher than 200 m. The GWR synergy maps were significantly affected only when the elevation is above 1500 m. The quality of the training samples and input maps was related to the landscape pattern. In heterogeneous regions with high elevation, the croplands are generally fragmented, and the consistency of the input satellite-based maps is typically lower [13]. Our results showed that MFAS was more sensitive to the changes in landscape. In the absence of higher resolution and more accurate input cropland maps, GWR was better than MFAS for heterogeneous areas. Lesiv et al. [25] also indicated that, in global forest mapping, GWR was more suited to regions with highly fragmented landscapes than other methods.



Compared to the GWR model, the MFAS method can generate synergy maps with a higher correlation with the cropland statistics. That is because MFAS uses the statistics data to calibrate the initial synergy maps, while the GWR model only considers the spatial distribution of cropland and does not involve the distribution of cropland areas. Schepaschenko et al. [20] compared a “best guess” hybrid global forest map by GWR and a hybrid global forest map calibrated with FAO FRA (Forest Resource Assessment) statistics. Their research showed that at the national scale, there were some differences between forest area based on GWR and forest area calibrated by FAO statistics partly because FAO FRA considers forest as land use rather than land cover [20]. Similarly, GWR considers cropland as land cover, while MFAS considers cropland as land use. It should be noted that when the number of the training samples decreased, the correlation between the GWR synergy maps and the cropland statistics increased. The reason is that the three input datasets used for synergy are highly correlated with statistical data. When the number of training samples decreased, the influence of input maps on the fusion results became larger, the prediction results were closer to the input maps which were used for regression, and the correlation between the GWR synergy result and the statistical data increased.



Cropland percentage predicted by the GWR has higher consistency with the cropland percentage identified from high-resolution image, compared with MFAS. GWR uses cropland percentage samples for regression, while MFAS employs the agreement of input maps to conduct experiments. In the MFAS method, the samples are only used to assess the overall accuracy of the input maps and to establish a detailed scoring table. However, GWR generally overestimated cropland percentage, such as some areas in the south and northwest of China. In these areas, the cropland is relatively fragmented and scarce [44]. Meanwhile, in the GWR model, regression parameters depend on geographical locations [28], and those pixels closer to croplands are more likely to be predicted as cropland areas. Many rivers and lakes are usually surrounded by croplands because of sufficient water supply for irrigation. The cropland percentage of those pixels at the junction of croplands and rivers/lakes was overestimated.



Method selection is dependent on the input data, landscape, and application purpose. The input data is the vital baseline information for synergy mapping. Because GWR is more dependent on training samples, when training samples are insufficient, MFAS is a better choice. For homogeneous regions, the input cropland products usually have higher accuracies and better consistencies. Therefore, MFAS is also a good alternative because of its easier and faster operation. For heterogeneous regions, GWR is a better choice because it outperforms other methods [25]. MFAS can generate a synergy map which has higher correlation with cropland statistics; therefore, this method is recommended for synergy map applications that require accuracy cropland area, such as yield estimation [45] and crop distribution mapping [46]. Meanwhile, for some applications, such as cropland fragmentation analysis [47], GWR is suitable to generate synergy maps because of its accurate cropland percentage. In this study, we only compared the two synergy methods GWR and MFAS. In the future, we will make more comparison experiments, including Naive Bayes and Logistic Regression among others, to provide more references for method selection.




6. Conclusions


Identifying the advantages and limitations of different synergy methods is critical for generating accurate spatial distribution information for synergy cropland mapping. In this study, we assessed and compared the influences of the size of training samples, quality of satellite-based cropland maps, and changes in landscapes on the performance of two synergy methods: MFAS and GWR. We also analyzed the advantages, disadvantages, and regional adaptabilities of regression analysis methods and data consistency scoring methods. When the number of training samples was relatively large, the GWR method had a higher overall accuracy than the MFAS method. The MFAS method was less dependent on the samples, and thus it is more suitable where the number of samples is relatively small. The quality of the satellite-based maps influenced both methods, particularly MFAS. Furthermore, GWR was less sensitive to changes in landscapes than MFAS. Cropland areas estimated by MFAS were more correlated with cropland area statistical data, while the cropland percentage predicted by GWR was closer to the values as identified from high-resolution images in magnitude. The GWR model is more suitable for regions with heterogeneous landscapes such as hills and low mountain areas, but the premise is that the cropland is more widely distributed. On the contrary, MFAS is more suitable for regions with homogeneous landscapes such as plain areas. MFAS is adequate for producing a global or regional large-scale cropland map that can be used in a global economic, biophysical, and other land use model, because it deals with cropland maps as land use types. If the GWR maps are applied for land use models, calibration by statistical data (such as FAO) is necessary. MFAS is more economical than GWR, because it is less dependent on sample data and computing resources.
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Figure 1. The flowchart of the comparison experiments. 
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Figure 2. The study area: China and five provinces (Jiangsu, Anhui, Henan, Shanxi, Yunnan). The Digital Elevation Model (DEM) represents the landscapes of the study area. Synergy cropland mapping with various training sample sizes and synergy cropland mapping with different satellite-based maps were conducted in China. Synergy cropland mapping with various landscapes were conducted in five provinces. 
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Figure 3. Synergy cropland results of: Geographically weighted regression (GWR) (left panel) and modified fuzzy agreement scoring (MFAS) (middle panel) and their difference images (right panel). Panels from top to bottom represent synergy results with various sample sets as shown in Table 2. 
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Figure 4. Performance assessment and comparisons including spatial accuracy (a), consistency with cropland percentages, and consistency with cropland area from the statistics using various sample sets (b). 
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Figure 5. Synergy cropland maps of GWR (left panel) and MFAS (middle panel) and their difference images (right panel). Panels from top to bottom represent synergy results with various average accuracy of input satellite-based map combinations as shown in Table 3. 
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Figure 6. Performance assessment and comparisons including spatial accuracy (a), consistency with cropland percentage, and consistency with statistics using input satellite-based map combinations of various average accuracy (b). 
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Figure 7. Synergy cropland maps of GWR (left panel) and MFAS (middle panel) and their difference images (right panel). Panels from top to bottom represent synergy results with various landscapes as shown in Table 4. 
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Figure 8. Performance assessment and comparisons including spatial accuracy (a), consistency with cropland percentage (b), and consistency with statistics (c) using various landscapes. 
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Table 1. Accuracy and consistency with cropland percentages and statistics of the seven harmonized cropland maps.
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	Cropland Maps
	Overall Accuracy (%)
	R2 between Maps and the Cropland Percentage
	R2 between Maps and the Cropland Area Statistics





	Unified Cropland
	81.18
	0.68
	0.79



	GlobeLand30
	77.76
	0.60
	0.80



	NLUD-C
	76.76
	0.55
	0.83



	MODIS Collection5
	76.58
	0.38
	0.74



	CCI-LC
	75.69
	0.36
	0.58



	MODIS Cropland
	71.86
	0.27
	0.44



	GlobCover 2009
	69.50
	0.23
	0.38
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Table 2. The design of the experiment for assessing the influence of the size of training samples for synergy cropland mapping. The cropland maps used are Unified Cropland (#1), GlobeLand30 (#2), and NLUD-C (#3).






Table 2. The design of the experiment for assessing the influence of the size of training samples for synergy cropland mapping. The cropland maps used are Unified Cropland (#1), GlobeLand30 (#2), and NLUD-C (#3).





	

	
Samples 1

	
Samples 2

	
Samples 3

	
Samples 4

	
Samples 5

	
Samples 6

	
Samples 7






	
Proportion of total training sample

	
90%

	
70%

	
50%

	
30%

	
10%

	
5%

	
1%




	
Cropland training samples

	
1777

	
1383

	
969

	
574

	
176

	
92

	
15




	
Noncropland training samples

	
1783

	
1386

	
1009

	
613

	
220

	
106

	
25




	
Validation samples

	
Cropland: 847 Noncropland: 848




	
Input datasets combination

	
#1, #2, #3
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Table 3. The experiment design of the influence of input satellite-based map quality. The cropland maps used are Unified Cropland (#1), GlobeLand30 (#2), NLUD-C (#3), MODIS Collection 5 (#4), CCI-LC (#5), MODIS Cropland (#6), and GlobCover2009 (#7).
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Group 1

	
Group 2

	
Group 3

	
Group 4

	
Group 5

	
Group 6

	
Group 7






	
Input map combination

	
#1, #2, #3

	
#1, #4, #5

	
#1, #4, #6

	
#2, #5, #6

	
#2, #3, #7

	
#3, #5, #7

	
#5, #6, #7




	
Average accuracy (%)

	
78.57

	
77.82

	
76.54

	
75.10

	
74.67

	
73.98

	
72.35




	
Training samples

	
Cropland: 1953 Noncropland: 2003 Total: 3956




	
Validation samples

	
Cropland: 847   Noncropland: 848
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Table 4. The experiment design of the influence of various landscapes.
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Test 1

	
Test 2

	
Test 3

	
Test 4

	
Test 5






	
Province

	
Jiangsu

	
Anhui

	
Henan

	
Shanxi

	
Yunnan




	
Landscape

	
Plain

	
Hill

	
Low mountain

	
Medium mountain

	
High mountain




	
Average DEM (m)

	
13.26

	
119.01

	
247.59

	
1160.68

	
1889.64




	
Validation samples

	
Cropland

	
74

	
70

	
70

	
60

	
35




	
Noncropland

	
26

	
30

	
30

	
40

	
65
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