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Fig.1 Relationship between sliding distance

and landslide volume
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Fig. 2 Relationship between sliding distance

and landslide length
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Fig.3 Relationship between sliding distance

and landslide width
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Fig.4 Relationship between sliding distance

and landslide thickness
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Table 1 The fitting equation of sliding distance and each

parameters of sliding-body form on the edge of loess platform

F2 BWBEHHEE
Table 2 Calculated values of sliding distance by Multiple

Linear Regression
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values by Multiple Linear Regression
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Table 3 Constitute of the judgment matrix
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Table 4 The original information distribution matrix Q,, (8 x16)

L1 2 L3 A L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15 L16
dl 4.29 7.87 1.73 0. 04 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00
d2 4.12 5.13 4.20 0.70 0.01 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0. 00
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Fig. 6 Contrast of actual sliding distance and calculated
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Fig. 8 Contrast the deviation of the calculation

by different methods
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Table 6 Statistics the deviation of the calculation by
different methods
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Relationship between sliding distance and sliding-body form
of loess landslides on platform

FAN Cheng-yi, LIANG Shou-yun

(Key Laboratory of Mechanics on Disaster and Environment in Western China, the Ministry of Education of China, Department

of Geological Engineering, College of Civil Engineering and Mechanics, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China)

Abstract: Loess landslides developed frequently on the edges of loess platform because of overirrigation. With 24
landslides at Hei Fangtai in Gansu province and 11 landslides at South Jingyang Plateau in Shaanxi province as the
research objects, analyzed the relationship between sliding distance and parameters of sliding-body on the area of
edges of loess platform, the results showed that the relationships between sliding distance and landslide volume,
width, thickness are obvious, and the parameters of landslide length, width and thickness which have no correlation
each other can represent the sliding-body form as factors, calculated the sliding distance by the Multiple Linear
Regression and Fuzzy Information Optimization method, then compared the calculation results and the actual sliding
distance, the results displayed that both calculated values had a good coincide degrees with actual value, so they can
provide the references for the calculation and the statistics of sliding distance.

Key words: loess landslides on platform; sliding-body form; Multiple Linear Regression; Fuzzy Information

Optimization ; sliding distance





