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Prediction of Software Development Effort via

Project Analogy-based Linear Multivariate Regression Models

X1a0 X1a0'®  Tapasur Dour!-P)

Abstract: In this paper, we propose project analogy-based linear multivariate regression models to predict
the necessary development effort of the current progressing software project. More specifically, we identify
the similar projects by calculating the similarity between target software development project and completed
ones, and utilize only the similar projects as the input of the linear multivariate regression models. In nu-
merical studies with real software development project datasets, we evaluate the effectiveness of our models
quantitatively. The analysis results show that our models achieve higher prediction accuracy than the con-
ventional regression-based models without similarity measures, such as OLS regression, Ridge regression and
Lasso regression.

Keywords: software development effort, project analogy, linear multivariate regression, Ridge regression,
Lasso regression, prediction.
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COXSBHEFENDL, KONHNTHDOEBINZZF AT
2BF—RA =V I (1], 8] Y T R 2 T B
DFHNEHENS K S > 7. i, Dejaeger [8] 5
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WEMNEH LD, 9 FEOERETIVICMA, Za—
Tty bT—=7 [9] Y R—FRT ML T Y (10] B E
ZESic 13 HEOBETHY, #HRELT, T—2Ox
B S /N3 (ordinary least squares; OLS) IC
XM ERBIRE T IVH RS KW TPRREEZHRD T LAVR
INnr.

—Jj, EFETIE, VI Uo7 T 7 MEOME
PEICEE LI PRITFEDRHICHER SN TE D, HpIN—
AHER (case-based reasoning; CBR) [11], [12] i 7 «
V2 2 (collaborative filtering; CF) [13], [14] ICED
WIHEMERENT WS, BETmd e 7 b SEITY
0¥z MCHU LT =22 T 5729, 7udzy
~ ORI Z & DR K U7z FHl7Z21TA 5 T LRI L
BoTWA. VT Y7 HlFEBS TIIBHEICEMRIC X
BRI R [5) AV BNA C & 6537, CBR
® CF 3T D& S IR > 7o Tl 2 R4l 5 75k
Thsd. KgX T, Bfr7ayz s @i uvy
~ ORI ZRER DI E 7 IVICE D AN THIFL 242
F9%. X9, B2 HEE 3HITIE, CROBEERIRE
TV E CBRICK 2 FHITHAICDOWTHIN G 5. 5 4 HiT
&, a7 MELEICHE D W IR SR E TV 2 i
PRI 5. HHEITE, 2MEOV T MY VR TOY o
I TF=2EANT, BEETIVOHMNEC OV TERMN
IRAHiiZATS . 2B 6 i CIIAMR DX L LS ROMEIC
DVTHNS.

2. BEEMEFICESTFAFE

KEERE)F (linear multivariate regression; LMR) &7
VT, VI b TR EHNEREL, Thel
BTy 27 MEEOBRIEREAIC K > TR 5. —fik
fIC, LMR €7 ISR ZFED.

Y, =) BiXij+e. (1)
j=0

Y, £ X 3FENENTuY s hi(=1, 2,..., m) DY
ThU TR TaY 2 7 MRt G (=0, 1,..., n)
ZFKY. TTT, —RIERES LB, Xipg=1 LIRE
5. £z, Bos Biy.--s B BEIRGRETH D, Rk
He 3K (1) THASNSHEME LB E O XL 72 it
I BMEREBTHS.

2.1 BRNZFEE
/N_TEk (ordinary least squares; OLS) (2 D HiIK
% TR &S O 7 & 2RI D728, 1EkD LMR
ETIVOHRTEHONEEEIZEH>TER. 9, IFD
REZFT 5.
(IRE 1) BHHHMEORRZEIIIRD HEv. 974&bb, e
DN 0 Th 5.

{0
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Ele] = 0.
(IRE 2) BIAMEDZAEDITEIE—ETH 5.

Varle] = o2.
(RE 3) HEHERAGHWCHNITH D, ZOHpHuE

TRTths.
Elgieir] =0,
(i, i=1,0xm, i =1,%xm).

(RE 4) RALUNOX S iR LIS .

p(z) = (2n0?) Y2 exp| 2%/207).

CTTC, o (>0) 3MFEER~AZLITEHTDHS.

PEDREDTT, KL<FHS5NTz Gauss - Markov OEH
XD, [BRERE B = (Bo, Bi..... Bn) D OLS HEEfHIE

2
Bors = minz (Z/i Z/Bﬂza) ; (2)
B i =0

ICko>THEABNS. TTT, y & ai, @RZhZNY; &
Xi; OBHIETSHS. Lo OLS HEE MG RAHEE M T
BBHT LIZBMBNEERETHS. Lh LERICIE, 3
WHZEBL X, RISV Z RO T 222 <, (IRE 3)
D Elejer] =0 755 LRBLARTHS. COES%
LESBIEDEET BHAICHBOTIE, OLS HEE A RE
FLBBTEMMOENTED, ZEERETS CLicko
T HIZERICH L CEIC IR D B 5 HIL D BB KT 2
BB B, AHSCTIE, FUEREILE (AIC) ZREE L
F2AF T A ZHEEVS.

2.2 Ridge ElJf#& Lasso El

ZEIRMEIC LT B 72D Tk & LT, Horel and
Kennard [15] IC & % Ridge Alf@h® 5. ZHUIEIHIT—X
ICETRDIETIVOLEICEH ST 2 4k LTHISN
TWa. OLS [AlFE, X (2) DX S ITFEOKRF] (residual
sum of squares; RSS) ZH/INC T 5 2 EMHMNTH % DIC
X UC, Ridge B EEIRFRE B Oz g GER]
bIE) & U T/MEBRBIBICIA 5. —M%INIC, Ridge
M K 5 Wk fRE 8 O Ridge HEEMEIE

2
Brig = min{z (yz Zﬁj%,j) +SZ/3J2}a
B (i Jj=0 Jj=1
(3)

IKk->THALNS. TTT, s(~0)F Ridge /8T A—%&
LRI, FIRRE B ISR A2 a2 ha—)Ld %8
FTRA—RTHB. WEMIT, s =0 DA Briu = Bors
B T, s WMREWVIRC, [BRFRE B 1 0 1caD
Xk hEND. —IIIC, Ridge /8T A—% 5 D
PUEICIE—{b 7 1 ANY 57— 5 > (generalized cross-
validation; GCV) i [16] BHWSENS. GCV REZLT
DEXSICEHET 5.
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LS~ Y B

GCV(s) = EZ:: T))/m)? (4)
T T T, trace(H) BARNST XA—=2%L, §;(s) I& Ridge /37
A—R s ZHBMEFELTLETIBEENE Y7 b
i OFIFFHOHEEMEEET. TDXIIC, GOV(s) 13785
A—=2%2 s OBFICTEZ > THD, fuill’s s 13 argmin GOV (s)
Dff L U TEFEEINS. Ridge Mz 7 b = 7 BIFRH
FOTFHNCHI D THA LT BEFZEE S (8] TH 5.

—77, [ElRfRE B oot 2 SR (ERHEED) &
L 72D Tibshirani [17] IC & > THREE N7z Lasso (least
absolute shrinkage and selection operator) [A[l & FEIE N
HHEELETH S, Ridge [l & [FERIC, Lasso Bl X 2
R REC B D Lasso #EEEIZ

2
@Las = mln{z (% Zﬁsz]) +SZ ﬂj }a
ﬁ i=1 Jj=1
(5)

KX THALNS. Ridge s1HIEH s Y7 87 DIHD
I Lasso gIHIBH s 377 B WHWVHNTVS T LITER
INTzW. Lasso NT A—% s & FFddD GOV £l ko T
PET AT ENHHKS. TNETIC, Lasso HlFZzY 7 b
Y 7 BRI IO TN AN TR 5 <, AR T
ZOWMMATEEEICOVWTIARS C LIZEERTHD LE
AB.

3. CBR Ic&BFRIFE

Mukhopadhyay 5 [11] & CBR €7 /)Lb.& LT, HiHEH
5 EEfRRA TR Z flAAATE Estor 2422 L THD, HY
K, COCOMO, 777 aviRA Y MTEDWIRH
KXOEHXRLOTHRIERMEO NI EHREL TS, L
L, By ay 7 b EFT 5 2 FRCS 2 FMERIC
KIFT 2T D Estor DFFREFA 5.

Shepperd and Schofield [12] IFEMRZE L Uil
7% CBR HHRZEHAL, 70z MAREICEDY
TFEZEROV T VY o TEFE TR Y 2 7 b7 — R
Al HoD0FETE, £9, BE7nyz 7 bhoBl
froayz s McBLIzb 0z 3 DFEHL, ZLT, M
W7aY 7~ ORI OB 2B T 70y 2 s
FOBFRFNIOTHHEE LTW0a. T a7 Mdn
JoeZE N BT ZHEZ RIS 5 T LI K DREHIRS.
ARG SCCEFAIE ORI R L & LT, Sk [12] TRIHEN
fea—2U v Fifff (Euclidean distance; ED) ICIA T,
REHULE (Cosine similarity; COS) [13] ZHW 5. FifLl
JEZEIT B, TuY s MEES E ORI OENDT
W2 520K SICT 308055, £, #HES
OV 7 bORRF Sy 7Y U MR 2 ZLLT
DESICIERET %.
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1 m
Yi D ity Yi
() = = — : (6)
\/m YoiciWi o 2ot vi)?
Tij o die1 Tiyg

\/ﬁ Y@y ity wig)?
ZLC Bir7uyzrha bi@E70Y b p (1>
p>m) DL—2 Uy Fififf ED,, &REHLE COS,,
FENTN

Doy = \/S)y (Z(ay)  Zlwp;))? (8)

&

21 Z(wa ) < Z(wp,5)
Vi 20T 2 ()
DEIITEREINS.

4. 7OY U MEUEICRE DV ERERR
7V

fiEk®D LMR €7V TR, #EOe7nY 7 bz AN
T—=REUTHA%D, ETFIVOFHREEZENT—XIC
BENBNIUAICHEEIND LM, 2D, [Hlk
RE B ZRkDB LT, #EoETuY sy FTIREH
L7y bOBREHNLZZENKDBHNTH S L
EZbN5. XoT, 7uvcy MEOKLIEICHE DOV
KR EER (analogy-based linear multivariate regression;
anaLMR) €7 )V ZLL FOTHEIC K > THET 5. £7,
By helETny s 7 FOFELEZEET 5.
T, BUEOEWIEIGEE 7O =7 FRIUNEZ, &
UL bk fo#E 70y 7 b5, 2L,
kEo@E7 Y27 b A7 —2E LT LMR €7V
ICH A, FRERE B OHEEEZRD S . BERIC, RIRHRE
B OHEME BT OY =7 bOT Y U MEEOBI
iz, BT uy 7 MRS IO PRlEZE T
%. £o7T, anaLMR EF7/)VOEIFEE 8 D OLS #EE
fE, Ridge #EEMH, Lasso fEEMEIZZNZENLLFDOL S I
Hzbn%.

2
k n
Bors =mind |y > Bz | (10)
B = j=0

COS,, =

2
k n n
B?—;Z{Lge = mln{z (yl Zﬂjxi,j) +526]2}7
i j=0 j=1
(11)
k n 2 n
Bla: = min{z (yz Zﬁjxi,j) +sY B }
j =0 j=1

(12)
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£ 1 Desharnais 77—t b ().

No. Pro | TeamExp | ManagerExp | Length | Transactions | Entities | PointsAdjust | Envergure | PointsAdjust | Language | Effort
1 1 4 12 253 52 305 34 302 1 5152
2 4 4 1 40 60 100 18 83 1 805
3 2 1 9 119 42 161 25 145 2 2569
70 4 4 36 886 241 1127 34 1116 1 23940
—RIE, LMR EFVOFARERE EX 5 EE AV s MG EEE (rely), F— & N—ADY 1 X
LT, 77— XD #2175 T EMH5N T (data), #ZHEEE (cplx), CPU REEIHIFIZEM (time), FACHE

% [18]. 2.1 fiTHhRFz&L S, LMR T IVIEREAMNER
SHICHES TR ELTWS. LAL, Y77
B0y 27 b OBIT— 23> Te IS T e
H%. HlZIX, Boehm [1] % Desharnais [19] ICIBNTH
RINEY IR 7ROV 27 b TF—2DEEIX
ZTNEN 437 £ 197 ThHhoTz. TNHDT—RITHL,
Kitchenham and Mendes [20] (& HIVZETH 2 BFETT )
KA, SHEABTHZ oo r v a Bk ny e
7 MRFAICET 20O DT I Y o 7 MRS
ZHHT 5 L, BIEDO M IERSHIGEDE, Tl
JEDEW LMR €7 VM5 NE T L ZRL TS, K
YT, T—XOFEE LT, HNERE2TOHRAZE
Bz L, X (1) © LMR £7Uchiz, MR
® LogLMR E£7°)l

logV; = Y Bjlog X, ; +e,
=0

THHEAZB. TTT, e d3 (1) LHAMZEHREATTHS.
X o T, LogLMR E7/)VOEIFEE 8 O OLS HEE A,
Ridge #£/EM#, Lasso #iEMIEZNZN, X (2), X (3), X
(5) Dy, & a;; DRDHOIC log(y;) & log(z; ;) ZHN5
TEICK->TIRBTEMHRS. bk, 7y 7 M
DOFALIEIC I DNz LogLMR £7 )V (BAF, anaLogLMR
TV ERT) O EREE 8 O OLS #EEH, Ridge #EE
fil, Lasso #&fEZX (10) / (12) D y; & x;; DD
I log(y;) & log(z;;) ZHWBZ LICK>TIHENS.

5. &

51 F7—%+tv
RETTIVOMEETHMICH W27 — & Boehm 7—#
v b [1] & Desharnais 7—%t v I [19] TH2. Thb
(¥ PROMISE Software Engineering Repository [21] 705
AFTE%. Boehm 7—X+tv M& 1970 405 1981 4
X COMICRRI> T2 THEHEN TN Y T by T
O TOY 7 b T—2% 63 fFFATED, COCOMO
DFHHICE BN TWVWS. GEkEN T3 16 D~

(13)
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KRB (stor), ARRRREEARZENE (virt), B
Wi (turn), 2HTEEENT (acap), IGHIREER (aexp), 7015
T —HEN] (peap), IRAHGLIEIEERER (vexp), 07T 3
VU SRR (lexp), T0TT IV THBE (modp), V
T 77 —)VOER (tool), BHFEHERIFISEIE (sced),
JO— R{78 (loc) TH%. Desharnais 7—X 1t Md 1980
FRIEHTZOVT b 2T RETNES N 81 fFO TS
Ozl b T—2238. 55 4 fFET7—2DREND
D, THE 0 ZEGTTDMBEIRTERVDT, KX T
&, oD 70 HoTaY 2 s FHOWTREET VO T
WKSEZ5HMEid 5. 7—2ty MclZ 9o ryay
MEEDNETENTED, ThEh, F— LR (TeamExp
in years), ¥ 33— ¥ —#R (ManagerExp in years), FA%E
M (Length in months), b > %7 ¥ 3 »# (Transac-
tions), T 7 1 7« # (Entities), #%% 7 7 > 7 > a vk
4 > I (PointsAdjust), ¥t (Envergure), KT~ 7 > 7
>3 YRA 2 (PointsNonAdjust), FIFSGE (Language)
TH%. £ 11T Desharnais 7—X v Oz kL
TeE DZIRT.

5.2 RERFIEEFTHMERE
FERTIE, leave-one-out 7 1 ANY F—3 g Ve N

5. BARMZGETFIEZLLFIORT.

(1) m oL T oY 7 M 6—D80, HN7 Y =7
Fa(l1>a>m) &L, 0D m 1{HOTOT =y
Mebhl—=2r7aycbp(1>p>m; pka)
9%,

(2) H7 vy 2/ b a b E2TOML—=2V 7 T0T 2y
k p OFELEZEIHET 5.

(3) F|LUZEDEWVIEC s L—=>7 a7 b p ZiliN
Bz, ROEM LUz ko7 ay o7 M@ T 5.

(4) ko7 27 Ve AT =2 UTIERET
IVIFREETIVICTRAL, BNZ7TY 27 bk o DR
FH 172 TT B.

(5) ATv 7 (1) /(4 27Tzl ba=1,2,...,m
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KR LTI, 271y 7 SO o FRlE
gj((,,k) (a=1, 2,..., m) &ZRD5.
Pl HE & LT, PN ER 2 (mean magnitude of
relative error; MMRE) & Preds; 2 M0 % [8].

MMRE = 100/m < MRE;. (14)

m | 1, it MRE; > 25%,
Predss = 100/m < (15)
=11 0, otherwise.
CCT,
MRE; = y; 4" /u; (16)

BHFEETH D,y b g dEhEnTaYc s b i 0
BIFEN O FPME L PRIEZE KT, Predys B R7T0Y 2
27 L OHT, MRE OfEiAY 0.25 LR TFHIT % C &AMk
7OV DD REEEELTED, EAKEVRE
VRS T RIS T L2 KT

5.3 BUTOVIY M E QRO

# 21T Desharnais 7—2Z+ty bO7ay 7 EOME
PE2—21) v Fif#E (ED) Z/R"3. SrdENmaY o
Jbha%, WERL—=vr 70yl pERLT
B0, Hl2X, (a=1, p=2) DA Tavzr 1%
HW 7y 7 e UEHIC, a7 2 D ED D
HZRLUTS. EOhSHEHIH RS XS, FllTuy o
Mk Z—ICOTLES &, Yryc 7 FHNTE
WGEHES NS 0y 7 s OFELIE OHEIFHIC R D DE
MELS. iz, 7y ba=1069 O L —
—v77muY 7 MEHWTERE L ED OEOR/IMEX
1.573 C, wAffIZ 8.732 THADICH LT, Ty sk
a =70 DBFEIIEVIMED 5.247 T, &AMD 13.004 TH
5. RIC k=20 £5HUE, TV a=1 DU
Oy 7 hORTREI—7Y v RN ENTTY = 7
k& DELEIX ED = 2.836 THEHDICHL, vy
ka=70 ERbEWTEY 7 FOMELEIX ED = 9.875
ICZ>TL%E9.

AT, T oY 7 Mk 2 —HICRET B
KRboic, ED Db AL N oHlTuy e 7 ik
9. £ 21TRLE ED ZUNEZ, /IMERTSE 1 15
94 PUDRiEE Qo, Q1,..., Qi TEIT L, Qo = 0.665,
Q1 = 2.820, Qo = 3.681, Q3 = 4.728, Q4 = 13.004 I 7%
5. SHOMEE L, ED W | WO Fo 7 my o
7 bOE Npp(Q) TEL, Hl7ay 7 MLk &
k > Npp(Q)) WCRELTHEEZITS . —J7, REHLL
JE (COS) &, ii7myx 7 bR —MT 25EE1F
COS =17, 2LHWDHHFF COS= 1 &ih%. #Eto
T, COS BB AU EESHL a2 7 N RET.
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£ 2 vz MEOEMLE (ED).
(Desharnais 7—% v s O—{BHy)

p=1 p=2 p=3 p="70
a=1 3.957 3.204 8.732
a=2 3.979 - 3.437 .. 11.075
a=3 3.212 3.429 - e 10.335

a="170 10.029 12.726 11.856

£ 3 vz MEAOHLEZEORE R (ED ZHWIZEA).

T—2tv k Qo Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

B Boehm [1] 0.018 | 4.499 | 5.353 | 6.426 | 13.949

T—& Desharnais [19] | 0.665 | 2.820 | 3.681 | 4.728 | 13.004

WHEZE 4 | Boehm [1] 0.068 | 4.627 | 5.429 | 6.392 | 10.171

#7— % | Desharnais [19] | 0.573 | 3.144 | 3.951 | 4.885 | 10.018

&4 TaYz FEOBLIEOHEHE (COS ZHWHH).

F—Ztwv k Qo Q1 Q2 Q3 | Qu

Gl Boehm [1] -0.806 | -0.259 | -0.016 | 0.248 | 1.000

T Desharnais [19] | -0.960 | -0.344 | 0.005 | 0.367 | 0.965

FHEZEH | Boehm [1] -0.803 | -0.249 | -0.019 | 0.236 | 1.000

%7 —%4 | Desharnais [19] |-0.957 | -0.352 | -0.007 | 0.343 | 0.981

COS W 1 Ui L7 ay = 7 S O¥ZE Noos(Q))
TEL, Hl7aY 7 bk % k ~ Noos(Qp) 1Z3%
TLUTHEEZITS. BEDRDIC, £3 R 4IIEFNT
NLED & COS ZHWIEGBEDET—21y MBS

QO? Qlwu, Q4 %iky)ﬁ:.
54 BREEE

£ 5 L& GIHEELTT IV anaLMR ZHVWTET—X
v M B FillET- IR R e, —HEDOYIZ4E
Ty b F—ZIC analLMR ETIIVEENT 5 & 7R
LTHED, kO LMR EFIVIC X % FHiiGE R & —8d 5.
KHEITORRBGHEZ FRTHLTEBD, TNTho
F—&+tw McElF 2 MMRE & Predss O EAEIZT A
BZYA7 (*) THILTWA. £9, SITORBEN—FL
D (FEkdD LMR £F)V) IKhilE LixnC LIciEH S h
7z, FRCE 6 DIFE AL TOITT, REMHEITHELIT 0
VU MILEk ZRENESRELTEED (K~ Neos(Q3))
KBV TELNEC EPMETES. chud, il o
Va7 Mk BV TNIET BRIERT T IVOMEREN
B2 eZEMT 2D TIEERL, KD LMR €7
Vokaceryave 7 VWAL S, FHlTaY o
7 L DR LT PR EOR LR TES L E
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&£5 I1—2Vv R (ED) ZHWVz anaLMR E7/VIC & %GS5,

FT—XRtw k ElE AR k < Negp(Q1) k< Negp(Q2) k < Nep(Q3) k < Ngp(Qa)

(1% LMR €T )V)

OLS MMRE 922.651 964.299 490.544 715.215

Predas 0.000 14.706 15.000 8.889

Boehm [1] Ridge MMRE 449.737 580.326 490.990 628.443

Predas 14.815 15.556 18.000 26.000

Lasso MMRE * 381.095 461.192 823.590 596.443

Predas 12.500 10.638 *24.000 16.327

OLS MMRE 45.315 45.346 53.404 59.924

Predas 32.609 40.103 29.851 30.882

Desharnais [19] Ridge MMRE * 40.845 48.647 50.500 53.024

Predas * 47.917 37.288 38.235 37.143

Lasso MMRE 45.071 44.835 49.818 53.023

Predas 43.750 40.678 41.791 40.029

& 6 ALY (COS) ZHW 7z anaLMR €7 VIC & % 7T

F—2Ey k MR | AHBRUE | k> Neoos(Qs) | k2> Ncos(Q2) | k> Neos(Q1) k> Ncos(Qo)
(PEkD LMR ET)V)
OLS MMRE 214.426 930.041 843.181 715.215
Predas 12.500 10.256 8.333 8.889
Boehm [1] Ridge MMRE 208.754 614.329 521.325 628.443
Predas * 31.250 16.364 20.000 16.000
Lasso MMRE * 189.840 797.279 597.825 596.443
Predas 23.529 14.035 19.231 16.327
OLS MMRE 57.796 64.218 60.490 59.924
Predss 30.909 33.333 36.232 30.882
Desharnais [19] Ridge MMRE 52.461 58.864 60.088 53.024
Predss 44.828 37.143 37.143 37.143
Lasso MMRE * 51.493 62.090 56.373 53.023
Predss * 48.214 35.714 41.429 40.029
ZbNs. X<, ¥ LI OLS A%, Ridge [A%F, Lasso mZFEREZD>TVS.

mFZ LR U TH 5 &, Ridge BIFNIE Lasso AR E
/NEW MMRE Xi3HRd KEWV Predys 29 T EXV0H
5. I, Lasso [ FHIKEEIE ED % COS OFLE
ICBE5Y, OLS MK O BN THD, Ridge [tz 1

©2013 Information Processing Society of Japan

KT, BT — 2O LM EZHES BEET IV
anaLogLMR IC X 2 #ffifi R 2 & 7 £& 8 II/RT. [A
RIS, —FBADYIZET Ty 27 b7 —&IC anaLogLMR
ETNWVERHEHAT T E2RLTED, kD LogLMR €
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&£ 7 31—7Vv R (ED) ZH\ 7z anaLogLMR E7 /I & % #Hillifs R,

F—&Rtwy k FIE | FMGRE | k< Nepp(Q1) | k< Nep(Q2) | k< Nep(Qs) k < Npp(Qa)

(BEHKD LogLMR ETIV)

OLS MMRE 365.078 62.706 60.734 45.803

Predos 24.000 46.000 30.645 38.095

Boehm [1] Ridge MMRE 59.046 51.614 51.810 46.562

Predos 36.000 38.000 32.258 38.095

Lasso MMRE 64.940 48.335 43.994 * 43.282

Predos 44.000 44.000 * 48.387 41.270

OLS MMRE 57.452 54.916 57.608 52.858

Predss 34.615 33.846 37.143 33.286

Desharnais [19] Ridge MMRE 46.695 45.776 51.934 47.098

Predos 40.385 * 44.615 38.571 38.571

Lasso MMRE 47.744 * 43.506 52.439 46.447

Predos 42.308 * 44.615 41.429 41.000

£ 8 RLHLUE (COS) ZHW 7z anaLogLMR. €7/ K % ififfifdi .

F—Rtwy Bl FHERE | k> Neos(Qs) | k> Neos(Q2) | k> Ncos(Q1) k> Ncos(Qo)

(PEHRD LogLMR ETIV)

OLS MMRE 107.329 60.441 48.803 45.803

Predas 11.111 34.921 39.683 38.095

Boehm [1] Ridge MMRE 57.831 50.188 46.059 46.562

Predas 27.778 28.571 36.508 38.095

Lasso MMRE 54.256 * 41.525 43.683 43.282

Predas 38.889 39.683 * 46.032 41.270

OLS MMRE 57.325 51.844 57.583 52.858

Predas 33.871 32.857 30.000 33.286

Desharnais [19] Ridge MMRE 49.248 47.854 51.840 47.098

Predas * 41.935 41.429 40.000 38.571

Lasso MMRE 47.186 47.415 54.112 *46.447

Predss * 41.935 41.429 37.143 41.000

TINC K BRHIAE R & —3T 5. HERIZETlE, s THREEZFFDO T LR LT, AZEORBRICBNTEHE
DOAMEICE U CHERNILE AT L EHS N TR E D> KD LogLMR E7/MICB U Tld 2L ARROAER 2 1R
Te iy, BRI E T IV O RSO EIicDEN S DTEMHRI.. K5 K7, K6 K8 D—FLDY]
TSN TV [20]. Dejaeger [8] S Iz ZHRINRTHZ L, VI N2 T7HFE TR 27 b T—X
5 OLS [ElfFE T ILAH 13 FFHOMFETFEOH Tl K OFFFE R TFEDBEWICED 59, M HZEIH T —
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RIERT 2D ED/NEWV MMRE & KEUW Predys &
RY. ZOEFTMERZE MMRE ICBWCHEE L 5. R
IZ, Boehm F—%+tw MCBHL TlX, EOBHT—XIC
E# OLS [E%F#, Ridge [, Lasso [EINEZ#EM L7z, F
MERAE MMRE 2078 D KE L H2DICH LT, S
A UGB O TN ET A b2k 7T &K 8
X OfERHNKS. —77, IREET )V anaLogLMR Tldxf
BEBOGMMEE S A HEWEREEZ-> TS, £5
KT, K6 LERSDT ARV AT DDNTWBIHZHLL
NNETN B LS, Boehm T—Z 2w b TlENEZ
A U250 MMRE HDV/NE <, Predos DRKEWNT
e, UL, Desharnais 7—&t» b Tld, Fi
21—y R ED Z AW RET S BOTREE
BOMRITHE D REoNiah oz, Mz e D38
T — 2 EENBNNEZFNT B EM—DDHMNT
HolzDT, HELUEEEZEEETEIOY 7 bEHOT#E
W UL TR ZOMENREN T2 EEZDBNS. C
MUCH LT, EFETIHUT e 27 M e#Eilid s
Sl K> TN Z B 2 FEERRIMER 2 DT, FHEZEH D
BRI THRECDEORESEELENVETAS.

6. FLHESERDRE

AKX TlE, V7 b 7R 172 T 5701,
Bz EZ R U ERRET VERE L. VT T
TrT7RTOY U b T2 OGRS TR, B
EIEREICHEDOIREZET VENERD OLS FBlFE TV,
Ridge [A/f#E 7 )V, Lasso [AllfE 7 /)L 7% L0l % FHIKE %
RS T DRIz, KRIZ, Lasso [Elf@iftiad gk 0
& FHFRAEMNNE < Predos MREWVRER LR S>TED,
VT b TEFENZTINT BT00RELTETE
HAhTHdEeEALNS. FLIEOFREIX MIIEFEIT/N
VDT, HHATROREEDN LICTKE S EBRY % TREM:
W H % it 5 2 EhHRS. 5%k, K02
{DOTF—=2ty b Z2HWTERZITS T LT, KX TH
SNTHIRDO—MEZMFET 2 T ETHSD. £, 21—
Uy FEEEER RIS DA OB R EIC DV T E
ERL, HZT5REBNHBEEZENS.
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