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Abstract

Supervised classification is a common method of remote sensing image classification. In order to
explore the accuracy of different supervised classification methods, we used neural network, spec-
tral angle, maximum likelihood, minimum distance, spectral information divergence, Mahalanobis
distance, parallelepiped, support vector machine, binary coding methods to classify and precision
analysis with Landsat 8 images in Lufeng county, Yunnan Province. The results show that: from the
perspective of overall accuracy, the accuracy of the neural network, support vector machine, and
maximum likelihood method is high; from the accuracy of different land types, the maximum like-
lihood method has the highest classification accuracy for grassland and cultivated land, the neural
network classification method has the highest classification accuracy for forest land and unused
land, and the support vector machine method has the highest classification accuracy for urban and
rural industrial and mining residential land and water.
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Figure 1. Location map of Lufeng County
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Figure 2. Pretreatment results
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Figure 3. Sample location map
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Table 2. Values of various samples
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Figure 4. Classification results
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Table 3. Kappa coefficient of each classification method
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Table 4. Table of error coefficients for classification of ground features
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Table 5. Misclassification rate of different classification methods for different features in the study area
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