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Abstract

The article is devoted to the problem of inconsisjein the pairwise comparisons based
prioritization methodology. The issue of "inconsisty" in this context has gained much
attention in recent years. The literature providesvith a number of different "inconsistency"
indices suggested for measuring theonsistency of the pairwise comparison matrix (PCM).
The latter is understood as a deviation of the H@ivh theconsistent case - a notion that is
formally well-defined in this theory. However theage of the indices is justified only by
some heuristics. It is still unclear what theglly "measure”. What is even more important
and still not known is the relationship betweenirthvalues and the "consistency" of the
decision maker's judgments on one hand, and tlbét@mation results upon the other. We
provide examples showing that it is necessary stindjuish between these three tasks: the
"measuring” of the "PCM inconsistency" and theMPRased "measuring” of the consistency
of decision maker's judgments and, finally, thmeasuring” of the usefulness of the PCM
as a source of information for estimation of th®nity vector (PV). Next we focus on the
third task, which seems to be the most importaetiorMulti-Criteria Decision Making. With
the help of Monte Carlo experiments, we study tkeefggmance of various inconsistency
indices as indicators of the final PV estimatiarality. The presented results allow a deeper
understanding of the information contained in thesdices and help in choosing a proper
one in a given situation. They also enable us teeld@ a new inconsistency characteristic
and, based on it, to propose the PCM acceptanaeagpthat is supported by the classical
statistical methodology.
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1. Introduction: an issue of inconsistency in pairise comparisons.

One of the fundamental problems in decision makinig theprioritization of available
alternatives which is typically done by assignagriority weight to each of them. The
weights indicate the alternatives’ relative intpoce with respect to a given criterion. The
tuple of all priority weights forms ariority vector (PV) and deriving the PV on the basis of
the information gathered from a decision maker (DMg essence of all prioritization
techniques. Many of these techniques are baseuhiowise comparisons of the decision
alternatives. As a result of such comparisonpaawise comparison matrix (PCM) is built -
the elements of the PCM represent the DM judgmaimbsit the values of the priority weights'
ratios. Although the idea of pairwise comparisoextremely natural and certainly very old,
perhaps its first modern scientific applicatiorsrgvanalyzed in (Fechner 1860).

Nowadays the pairwise comparison is a common tegcenthat is primarily used in the
analytic hierarchy process (AHP) - one of the npgiular tools for multi-criteria decision
making (MCDM). AHP was developed in the sevengied eighties of the last century by
Thomas Saaty. Saaty's seminal study (Saatyl977)ahadndeniably great impact on the
development of the pairwise comparisons basedifzetion methodology. Present-day



applications of the AHP include such diverse fots as shipping management (e.g. Bulut
et al. 2012), evaluation of new service concepts. (eee et al. 2012), or some military tasks
(Jin & Rothrock 2010) to name just a few intemggtexamples from very recent years. Two
theoretical issues connected with the usage ofptienise comparisons are of special
interest: thechoice of a prioritization technique and inconsistency evaluating. The former
refers to the PCM-based PV estimation methods,ewthié latter concerns "measuring” the
credibility of the PCM (or of the DM her/himseHl}¥ a source of information about the PV. It
is claimed (and it is quite intuitive) that sersoerrors in judgments about the priority ratios
make the data contained in PCM useless and thgtrtfay result in poor PV estimates, see
e.g. (Saaty 1980, 2004, Saaty &Vargas 1993). Insaet making practice it is a very
important problem. Therefore, in recent years, we @esented with a number of papers
dealing solely with the analysis of the incoresisty of the PCM. According to this literature
consistency control is nowadays "a unique and meupart of every AHP study" see (Bulut et
al 2012), and the "possibility of evaluating, imiaect manner, the inconsistency of decision
makers when eliciting the judgments" is of speiglortance in the AHP , see ( Aguardn et
al. 2014, Altuzarra et al. 2010). The importatdhe inconsistency measurement in the
AHP practice was also emphasized in a number dicgdion-oriented articles, (e.g. Duru et
all 2012, Bulut et al 2012, Jin & Rothrock 201@elet al. 2012) and/or in the context of
group decision making, (e.g. Aguaron et al. 201 et al. 2012, Lee 2012).

One can also find a number of articles devotethéodevelopment of procedures enabling
the consistency “improvement” and/or "monitoringisually with the underlying aim of
improving the final estimate quality, see e.g.riiBez 2012, Bozoki et al. 2011, Koczkodaj
&Szarek 2010, Lamata 2002, Liu et al. 2014, Xiale2013, Saaty 2003, Saaty& Ozdemir
2003).

In order to "measure” the inconsistency of a giv&CM, various characteristics (called
indices) are proposed. As a matter of fact thede@s are not any measures (certainly not in
the mathematical sense). They are just some Kistaracteristics of the degree of the PCM
deviation from the one obtained in a perfect judgtncase. The first and perhaps still the
most popular inconsistency characteristic is dueSaaty. In the fundamental paper (Saaty
1977) he introduced an inconsistency index - dehbtre as Sl - which is closely related to
his right eigenvalue prioritization method (REVAnother popular index is connected with a
prioritization technique that is known as the Rowo@etric Mean method (GM). The GM
was introduced in a paper (Crowford & Williams 1985 the same article the authors also
suggested th&eometric Consistency Index (Gl). The practical usage of this characteristic is
analyzed e.g. in (Aguarén & Moreno-Jiménez 2008t another interesting proposal is due
to Koczkodaj. In (Koczkodaj1993) he proposed arcomsistency index (KI) that is based
upon the notions of &iad and its inconsistency. Koczkodaj's index Kl i$ connected with
any specific prioritization technique. Its performa was analyzed in various papers (e.qg.
Bozoki &Rapcsak 2008, Koczkodaj &Szwarc 2014).

Apart from the indices Sl, GI and Kl, we are alsegented with various other PCM
inconsistency characteristics ( e.g. Dijkasra 20G8ybowski 2010, 2012, Kazibudzki
2012,Pelaez and Lamata 2003) or (Dong et al. 2fit4hterval PCMs. There are also some
proposals for measuring consistency in the fuzagwyse comparison framework, such as
the centric consistency index (which is based ol @bposed by Bulut et al. (2012).
However it seems undoubtful, that these three abosm@tioned indices (SI, Gl and Kl) are
the most widely used ones in the pairwise compasismethodology, see e.g. ( Choo &
Wedlay 2004, Lin 2007, Grzybowski 2012,Fedrizzi &uBelli 2010,Dong et al. 2008).

All the inconsistency indices known from literaguhave one common feature: they are
nonnegative and they equal O only in the case perdectly consistent PCM - a notion



formally defined in this theory. The users of thestices alsdope that greater index values
indicate worse consistency of the DM judgmentssdme problems it would be perhaps the
most desired property of any inconsistency indeswelver such a claim is supported only by
some heuristic arguments. One can find articlesrevBuch arguments are based on various
intuitive "psychological" requirements, which aatdig to the authors' opinions, should be
reflected by the index properties. Among the liter@ we can even find some interesting
attempts to construct a system of intuitive, psyatically-justified axioms which should be
satisfied by "good" inconsistency indices, (Bruné&lFedrizzi 2013, Koczkodaj & Szwarc
2014)

Another claim, fundamental for many applicatioissthe following: "the less consistent the
DM judgments, the poorer are the PV estimatesedms intuitive, but is it true? It turns out
that it is not always - we provide examples heregowsng that theimproving of the DM
judgmentsconsistency may lead to PV estimatessrors increment. Thus it is important to
distinguish these two tasks :

- characterization of the dependence between@ &d the consistence the DM
judgments and
- characterization of the dependence between@i &nd the PV estimatessrors

To our best knowledge, all literature so far deddit® inconsistency analysis focuses on the
first task or takes the existence of the dedileggendencies (between index values, judgment
consistency and magnitudes of PV estimation erforgjranted.

The first of the above tasks is certainly importéam some situations, (e.g. Temesi
2011,Brunelli& Fedrizzi 2013). For example it isgaed that " ... the more rational the
judgments are, the more likely it is that the decismaker is a good expert with a deep
insight into the problem ... .", (Brunelli& Fedriz2013). However this task is related to the
psychological analysis of the decision making psscand it is beyond the scope of this
paper (although we will address some such issugsviefly).

In this article we focus on the second task, whsgchbf primary interest in MCDM. We will
study the relation between the values of inconsetandices and the quality of the PV
estimates (reflected in the magnitude of estimatesrs). In this context we feel that the
name "inconsistency index" should be replaced Vgstimates quality indicator". However,
in our paper, we study inconsistency charactessthat are already well known from
literature, so we preserve the traditional terragy. Nonetheless, it should be understood
that we are primarily interested in studying hoveharacterize the usefulness of the PCM as
a source of information for estimation of the AWe results of such studies allow the DMs
deeper understanding of the information contaimethe indices and may help her/him to
choose the one that is good (or the best) in angsiteation.

Finally we also have to address another termgiockd issue here. In literature one can
come across the termsonsistency index andinconsistency index. Both can be found even in
the same text and both are used even for the shamaateristic. For example Saaty &Vargas
(1984) use term "inconsistency" index, while Igt@aaty 2004, Saaty Ozdemir 2003) use the
term "consistency index" (although he admits trefatto it indicates "inconsistency” of the
PCM), Dijkstra (2014) uses the terms  "consistemyex" as well as "inconsistency
measures"”, whilst e.g. in ( Brunelli & Fedrizzi Z)Bozoki & Rapcsak 2008) or (Koczkodaj
1993 ) authors prefer the term "inconsistency xfide Although consistency and
inconsistency measuring are dual and interchamgegiyoblems, we feel that the term
"inconsistency index" Dbetter reflects what we wemstudy, so we use it in our text, as



hereinbefore. This terminological issue may seebitdoo academic, but we think that it
should be elucidatedt this point.

The paper is organized as follows. In the nextisetome necessary definitions and facts
related to our problem are provided. Section 3agoted to a more detailed insight into

various types of "inconsistencies" and their relatwith the quality of the PV estimates. In

Section 4 we present the results of the simulatioalysis of the relationship between the
inconsistency indices and the magnitude of the Stiirmation errors. The article is concluded

with some remarks stated in Section 5.

2. Preliminaries

Let us considern decision alternatives that are to be ranked aaogrh a given criterion.
Deriving PV from a given PCM is to estimate prignweightsw=(wj,...,w,) on the base of
the matrixA=[a;]nxn, Where the elements; of the matrixA are the DM judgments about the
priority ratioswi/w; , i,j =1,...n. Usually the priority weightsy, i=1,...,n, are nonnegative
and normalized to unity}w; =1. In the AHP practice the DM judgments are typical

expressed in linguistic terms which are transfornt@deal positive values taken from an
appropriate numeric scale.

Definition 1

A given matrixA=[a;]nxnis called reciprocal PCM (RPCM) if the conditioa;=1/g; holds
for anyi,j =1,...n.

Definition 2

A given matrixA=[a;]nxnis calledconsistent PCM (orcardinally transitive) if it is reciprocal
and its elements satisfy the conditiomay = ay for alli, j, k=1,...n.

The necessary and sufficient condition for any fpasimatrix A to be consistent is the
existence of aertain vectorw satisfyinga;=wi/w; for alli,j=1,...n.

Over the last decades many prioritization methasetbeen proposed in literature. Choo et
al. (Choo & Wedley2004) discussed 18 such methbats(Lin 2007) argues, that among
these methods we have only 15 actually differergsorin very recent years some new
interesting proposals have appeared in the literatsee e.g. (Kazibudzki 2011,2012,
Grzybowski 2010, 2012, Dijkistra 2013). All thepeoritization methods are based on
various concepts of the estimation criteria andtodifferent assumptions about the sources
of PCM inconsistency. However it is perhaps the REMch is the most popular. It was
developed and applied in the AHP by Saaty, (Sa@®7,11980). In his approach to obtain the
estimate of the PV on the base of the mairiwe need to solve eigenvector equation

AW=A a2V )

whereAnax is the principal eigenvalue. It is well-known (ReT-Frobenius theorem) that for
any positivereciprocal matrix A the valuednax is always real, unique and not smaller than
In Saaty's approach as an estimate for the true W&/,assume the normalized right
eigenvectomw associated with this principal eigenvalue.

In reality, the PCM is usually inconsistent, evkthe pairwise comparisons are done very
carefully. So, as it was argued in the introduttiee need to measure the degree of the PCM
deviation from the perfect case. According to Saatpncept the inconsistency of the data
contained in the PCM is measured by an inconsigtemex Slf) that is computed according
to the formula, (Saaty 1980):



Si(n) = Ama— D 2)
n-1

In AHP practice, the value of Sl is compared withaaerage consistency index Aglgvhich
is computed from a sample of 500 randomly generagegprocal matrices of ordex Saaty
proposed the so-called consistency ratio CRy8BASI(n) for testing whether the information
contained in the PCM is consistent enough to bemable. Various shortcomings of this
approach have been reported in literature, so ebeuf modifications have been proposed,
(Alonso & Lamata 2006 , Grzybowski 2012)

Most of the REV alternatives are optimization dthsAmong them the most competitive
and very popular is the GM, (see Budescu et al6198e 2007, Choo & Wedley 2004,
Grzybowski 2012, Kazibudzki 2012, Zahedi 1986).e Hstimates of the weights in the GM
method are obtained from the following formula:

n 1/n 0l n 1/n
(i)
j=1 i=1\ j=1

There is also a consistency measure connectedhvét®M method. The index , denoted here
as Gl, was introduced by Crawford and Williams @defined as follows, see (Crawford &
Williams1985):

Gl(n) = ZIng(aij w;/w,) (4)

2
(n-D(n-2) 15
This index was put into the AHP practice mainly Bguaron and Moreno-Jimenez
(Aguaron & Moreno-Jimenez 2003). These authors #&smd formula describing the
relation betweeCl andCl and proposed consistency thresholds for acceptantee PCM
based on the value GiCl.

The third popular inconsistency index is due to ¥Haxaj, (Koczkodaj 1993). To define the
index we need the notion of a triad. For anyeé¢hdifferent decision alternatives we have
three meaningful priority ratios - say, £, ¥ - which occupy different places in the a PCM
A=[aj]nxn. The tuple &) is called driad if a=a , ,8=a”_, X=8, for some different, j ,k

<n. It is obvious that for all triads in angonsistent PCM the equalityS=ay holds.
Equivalently in such a case equationgflay)=0 and 1ax/5=0 have to be true. Therefore
Koczkodaj proposed the following ind&k for characterization of the triad's inconsistency

|

Now, Koczkodaj's inconsistency ind&x of any reciprocal PCM is defined as a maximum of
triad's inconsistencies i.e.:

Tl(a,B,x) = min{

1—£|,|1—ﬂ
ax B

Kl=max[TI(a,8.x)] (5)
where the maximum is taken over all possible triadbe upper triangle of the PCM.

The three above-introduced inconsistency indicesiaed for characterization of the
inconsistence of the PCM.

At this point we should realize that we have thaetially different notions:

- thePCM inconsistency - understood as PCM deviation from the consisterd,csee
Definition 2, and expressed in terms of the spediftonsistency index values,



- the DM inconsistency - perhaps a better phrase should be Dhdtworthiness - thatis
somehow reflected by both the number and the madmiof his/her judgment errors.

- theusefulness of the PCM as a basis for PV estimation, "measurement/hoch is the
implicit yet perhaps most important task in MCDM.

In the next section we present examples that iltsstsome important problems connected
with the relationship between these three notions.

3. PCM inconsistency, DM inconsistency and the quéf of PV estimates.

In this section we state some remarks concerniagelationship between the three notions
indicated in the above section title. It is a gomoment to address the notion of the "quality
of PV estimates". The notions @ood and poor estimates are imprecise. Certainly they are
related to the estimation' errors but even theomotif an "error" raises important question:
what performance criterion (in statistics usualiled a loss function) should be applied to
inform the DM how big a mistake is related to specastimates of the PV. Moreover the
errors also depend on the adopted prioritizati@thad (i.e. PV estimator). Therefore we
need to clarify here what methods and criteria @ltaken into account in our research. So,
hereafter we consider the two previously-descriporitization methods: the REV and the
GM. For measuring the errors we adopt the followoss functions:

N
average absolute errpAE(v,w) = %ZN ~W| (6)
i=1
. 13|V —w
average relative error:  RE) :NZ— (7)
i=1 i

wherev=(vs,... V) is the true PV while the/=(ws,...w;) is its estimate received with the help
of a given prioritization method.

The average absolute error AE is a rather comrmoss function that is used in a number of
papers devoted to simulation analysis of the graaiion methods, (e.g. Zahedi 1986, Lee
2007, Dong et al. 2008, Grzybowski 2012, Kazibud4kl1). However in our opinion the
average relative error RE is also of specialredein many applications, especially where -
as in AHP - we build some kind of hierarchy anditiae develop the overall final ranking by
the aggregation of the partial rankings. This tygeerrors seems to be also of special
importance in the group decision making. It is hmseaeven "small" errors (in terms of
absolute values) may significantly change the fraakings if they are big in relation to the
true value. That is why we also consider this lahtbss function here.

Now let us start our considerations with theldi@ing example which is a kind of the mental
experiment.

Example 1

Let us look at the problem where a DM needs to rimk decision alternatives. Let us
assume thawe know his true PV:v=(0.46, 0.25, 0.19, 0.10). The matrix of the truenity
ratios (MPR) related to this vectors the following:



1 184 2421 46
MPRy)<| %543 1 1316 25
0413 076 1 19

0217 04 0526 1

Now let us assume that instead of this above penfatrix, the DM produces the following
PCM:

1 314 2421 460
0318 1 1316 2625
0413 076 1 4147

0217 0381 0241 1

We see that he/she matteee errors: the underlined entries, a4 andag, are erroneous.
Table 1 presents the PV estimates obtained witlhéhe of both prioritization methods on the
basis of the matriXA along with related errors.

Table 1 The estimates of true PV based on the métrand their errors.

\Prioritization. =~ Estimateof PV i ] Errors
method | ! AE ! RE
REV L__(Q 495036, 0.208474, 0. _2__1_9?28_4_9_97__7_1993_’) _________ @032:  15,65%
GM 1 (0.496284, 0.209004, 0.217993, 0.0767189) 0.032% 15.58%

Now let us imagine that apart from the previousesrthe DM also made aaditional one -
the one indicated in parenthesis in the followiragnm B:
1 314 2421 460
0318 1 (1944 2625
0413 (0514 1 4147
0217 0381 0241 1

The estimates and errors received in this casprasented in Table 2.
Table 2 The estimates of true PV based on the m&rand their errors.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

' Prioritization: Estimate of PV . Errors
method 5 ; AE i RE
REV | (0.490538, 0233224, 0.109963, 0.0762749) 8020  10.58%
GM 1 (0.495711, 0.23016, 0.197499, 0.0766303) 0.0216 10.75%

We can see - maybe unexpectedly for some readd#rat-the matrixB leads to better
estimation results than matixwhich contains one error less. It is true forrbptioritization
methods and regardless the type of consideredilossion. Apparently in this example, the
less consistent DM judgments surpassingly leacettebestimates.

This example may look a bit strange for those wigoused to PCMs with the entries filled in
with numbers taken from a proper scale (this reéssecially to AHP users). However, we
can also check how this example works when we ush a scale. For this purpose let us
adopt the Saaty's scale which contains the intdgars 1 to 9 and their reciprocals. In such a
case theperfect DM should round the elements of MRAR(to nearest value from the scale. As
a result in our example we obtain the followingmded MPR (denoted as RMPR):



1 2 2 5
/2 1 1 3
/72 1 1 2

1/5 1/3 1/2 1

Let us also round elements of the matridesndB. We receive the following matricésA
andRB:

RMPR(v) =

1 3 2 5 1 3 2 5

3 1 1 3 s 1 (29 3
RA = , RB =

1/2 1 1 4 172 (1/2) 1 4

1/5 1/3 14 1 1/5 1/3 1/4 1

Table 3 presents the results obtained in this itmaThese results are even more amazing
than in the previous (unrounded) case. In cashef3M method (which appears to be better
in this example) both types of errors related t® ‘tWorse" matrixRB are about twice less
than those related to the "better" matiA.

Table 3 The estlmates of true PV based on the matRZesndRB and their errors.

. Estimate of PV . Errors
! Prlorltlzatlon : .
. method AE : RE
| Results based on the matiRA
REV ! (0.480098, 0.204182, 0.242105, 0.0736147) | @036; 19.13%
GM 1 (0.47871, 0.204547, 0.243248, 0.0734945) 0.0360 19.19%
S Results basedonthemat®®
REV | (0.476078, 0.247112, 0.204738, 0.0720718) | @015  10.08%
GM (0.47871, 0.243248, 0.204547, 0.07349475) 0.0166 10.23%

So, we see that results of the PV estimation whiehbased on the information gathered
from less trustworthy DM (i.e. producing PCM with greater number of esjonay be better.
Interesting question is: how about the behaviomabnsistence indices in this case? What
should they indicate in our example; the fact thatmatrixRB contains more errors (and the
DM judgments are less consistent) or the factRiais a better basis for PV estimation?

Let us check how they actually behave here. Tablprebents the values of the three
considered inconsistency indiceSl, Gl, and KI. For both matriced®RA all the indices
indicate the matrbRB as the less consistent one - and it is true eg&nw (in that sense,
that it contains more judgment errors). Howevenaty suggest that these indices are better as
indicators of the consistence of the DM judgmethian as indicators of the estimation
quality. Later on we will address this issue mdreroughly.

Table 4. The values of the inconsistency |nd|ces for masBRA andRB.

Incon5|stenc PCM:
index ' RA ' RB
st 0017 G 0.058
Gl 0068 i . 0228 .
Kl 4/9 2/3

Now we address another interesting issue connegittdthe PCM inconsistence. A quite
popular belief (at least with AHP practitioners)tigt consistent PCM yields no estimation
errors. However it is not true. The problem wadradsed e.g. in (Temesi 2011) or (Choo &
Wedley 2004) where authors distinguish between"tlo@sistent” and “error-free” PCMs.
Temesi in (Temesi 2011) states a remark (Proposhi therein) " It is possible to have a



consistent PCM that is not error-free". The follogriexample shows that it is even very likely
to come across such a case.
Example 2
Let us consider a DM who should rank four decisidternatives and again lat us assume
that we know his/her true PVv=(0.35, 0.3, 0.2, 0.15). In this case the MPR(oks as
follows:
1 7/6 7/14 713
6/7 1 3/2 2

MPR(v) =
V) 4/7 2/3 1 4/3

3/7 1/2 3/4 1

Let us also assume that our DM is very trustwordimg, using the Saaty's scale, he/she
produces the following PCM that is equal to RMPR(

1 1 2 2

1 1 2 2

PCM = RMPR(V) =
1/2 1/2 1 1

1/2 1/2 1 1

Let us note that this PCM is consistent! Howevepaaipntly it is not error-free. But all
inconsistency indices take on the value 0 andggests that we deal with an ideal situation,
but it is not so - based on this PCM we make egton errors. Indeed, in such a case every
prioritization method gives the same PV estimaezew=(1/3,1/3,1/6,1/6), and the errors are
the following: AE{,w)= 0.025 and REAw)= 10.91%. It is quite an interesting observation
that the rounding errors alone may lead to ewas, yet consistent PCM.

As we emphasized in the introduction, our princigiah is to study the performance of the
inconsistency indices as indicators of the PVneation quality. In the light of the above
examples, it may happen that a "poor”, inconsistaatrix allows one to derive good
estimates, and it is also possible that even aistem$é matrix leads to quite significant
estimation errors. But theight question that should be asked now ishow likely is it?
Therefore, to achieve our goal of finding a gootinegtion quality indicator, we should ask
guestions in a statistical manner: given a fixeldi@af an inconsistency indelkow often can

we obtain good estimates of PV amuv likely in the same case do the estimates appear to be
poor? And finally: which inconsistency index , ihyg is the best one in answering these
guestions?

Consequently, in order to choose a proper insterscy index (with our purpose in mind)
we need to perform a statistical study. The netess$ithe analysis of the error distribution is
quite obvious in the AHP and indicated by some ansth(e.g. Dijkstra 2013). However, to
our best knowledge, there are no such results texpam literature so far. The only way one
can achieve it is via computer simulations. Theaultssof such studies are presented in the
next section.

4. Indices comparison — simulation frameworks andesults

In the Monte Carlo experiments described in thistisa, we simulate the prioritization
problems under various assumptions concerning agra of the judgment errors. The most
common and natural ones are the errors resultimg fthe limitations of the human brain
capabilities. In literature devoted to simulatiomalysis of the prioritization methods, these
errors have been modeled since the 1980's . Tleeysarally treated as realization of random



variables. In such a case the relation betwee?@®@M elements and the true priority ratios is
often expressed in the following form(e.g.Saaty@Q98
W,
a =& — (8)

Wi

Probability distributions (p.d.) of the perturbatidactore; mainly involve log-normal,
gamma, uniform (e.g. Budescu et al 1986, Zahedb1B&sak 1998, Grzybowski 2010 ) and
truncated normal ( e.g. Choo & Wedley 2004, Lin 208rzybowski 2012). Apart from these
most popular probability distributions, one casodlind applications of the Laplace, Couchy,
triangle and beta p.d. (for discussion see eigaBira 2013 and Lipovetsky & Tichner
1996).

Additionally some authors (e.g. Bulut et al. 20LEhovetsky & Conclin 1996, Temesi 2011)
argue that the errors can be also the result of :

- the questioning procedure itself,

- erroneous entering of the data (i.e. the judgmehtes),

- the scaling procedure (rounding errors)
The above types of mistakes can result in bigrermn PCM - in (Lipovetsky & Conclin
1996), named as Unusual and False Observatitl¥0s. Our Monte Carlo experiments
take into account all these important situations.

Let us start our simulation analysis with a vemnglie experiment. In this experiment we
investigate tk impact of the magnitude of a single error € on the values of the indices under
consideration.

For a given number of decision alternativgsin this simulation framework we run the
following steps:

Sep 1. Randomly generate a priority vectoand related perfect MPR(= M

Sep 2. Randomly choose a positiag)( in M, i/41,...,n-1} andj/{i+1,...n}

Sep 3. Randomly choose a numigeirom an interval [1.01, 1.075]

Step 4. Successively for eadhfrom 1 to N. replace an elememt; with m;e® andmy; with
1/(m,-sk) . After each replacement, compute the values of examined isdasewell as the
REV and GM estimates of the vectoalong with these estimates' errors AE and RE. As a
result we obtain the vectors: VectorSl, VectorGl,ectorKl, VectorAE(REV),
VectorAE(GM), VectorRE(REV), and VectorRE(GM). Thlimension of each of these
vectors equals N

Sep 5. Compute the Spearman and Pearson correlatieffiatents between the vector of
errorse={¢, €%... "%} and each of the vectors received in Step 4.

Sep 6. Repeat Steps 1 to RMmes

Sep 7. Return  themean values (w.r.t the number of runs) of all correaticoefficients
computed during all runs in steps 5.

The above simulation framework will be addressedhagnitude of a single error simulation
framework (MSE-SF).

We perform experiments based on MSE-SFH1ifer4,..., 7. In each experiment the number of
runs equals N=1000 and the number of error increments equak2s .

In the analysis of inconsistency indices the mimgportant is the Spearman rank correlation
coefficientp. This coefficient tells us whether the incremeih& single judgment error results
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in an increment of a given index value. It is onketloe desired features of a good
inconsistency indicator. Consequently, any incstesicy index should have the value of
p equal to 1 (at least very close to). It appeaas &l considered indices perfectly pass this
trial - all of them haven each run the value of the Spearman correlation coefficequal to 1
and, obviously, such were the means of them. Maneat turns out that under the MSE-SF
the Spearman correlation coefficient between tlagmiude ofestimation errors and the
indices values in each case also equals 1. This was observeddiegarof the estimation
method (REV or GM) and the type of the loss funti{AE or RE).

The Pearson correlation coefficients are less important in the analysis of inconsistenc
indices. However they are quite interesting, beeahsy tell us whether the changes of the
values of one quantity results in proportional demin values of another (or: whether the
relation between these quantities is close to tinea). In the case of the estimates errors and
the inconsistency indices such relationship woutdviery convenient, especially from the
point of view of constructing PCM acceptance ruldsappears that under the MSE-SF all
considered indices are very satisfactory, alst waspect to such a requirement. Although in
each case the highest values of Pearson corretatvith estimation errors are gained by the
index KiI, all of the indices perform really wellaing value r greater than 0.965 ( again
regardless of the estimation method and the typgbeofoss function). On the other hand, the
Pearson correlation coefficients between the inisterscy indices and the magnitude of the
judgment errors are higher in the case of the exliGl and SI, although agaail the
coefficients are very high ( greater than 0.960pn&theless itmay suggest that the index
which is better in indicating DM inconsistency, daa worse in indicating the PCM's fitness
for estimation of the PV. But as a whole, the resstdceived under the MSE-SF do not reveal
any important differences between the examinet&sd

Let us check whether this observation will be conéd under other simulation frameworks.

The second natural task is to investigate theioglghip between the inconsistency indices
and thenumber of equal errors. So now we describe an experiment designed toy stud
relationship.

But first let us introduce aew inconsistency characteristic. The new index is based upon
Koczkodaj's idea. Koczkodaj's indeKl, is defined as themaximum of all triad
inconsistencie3l(a,b,c) , see (5). It is obvious that the valuekdfis rather robust against the
changes in the number of errors if their magnitisléghe same (the influence of changing
number of errors is shadowed by the biggest onlelisTwe propose another characteristic
which is much more sensitive to such changes iMPtbe average value of all "triad
inconsistencies". More precisely, the new ind&@x is defined by the formula:

ATI= Mean[Tl(a,B8.X)]

where the above arithmetic mean is computed obakes of all different triadsa(S,x) in the
upper triangle of the considered PCM.

Obviously if there is only one judgment error iretRCM then the new index ATI takes
exactly the same value as Kl, and thus under th&486 both of them perform exactly the
same.

The simulation framework for the study of the tielaship between the consistency indices
and thenumber of equal errorsis the following ( this framework will be denot&tEE-SF).

For a given number of decision alternativesn this simulation framework we run the
following steps:

Sep 1. Randomly generate a priority vectoand related perfect MPR(= M
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Sep 2. Choose random permutatipiof all elementsm; in the upper triangle d¥i

Sep 3. Choose random valgeof the error from the interval [1.1,.., 1.8]

Sep 4. Successively (in the order defined by the péatmn p) replace each element; in

the upper triangle withm;e; and thermy; with 1/(m;e;) . Similarly as in the framework MSE-
SF, after each such pair of replacements compaetedlues of all examined indices as well as
the REV and GM estimates of the vectalong with these estimates' errors AE and RE. We
obtain the vectors: VectorSl, VectorGl, VectorKl, edlorATIl, VectorAE(REV),
VectorAE(GM), VectorRE(REV), and VectorRE(GM). THanensions of these vectors equal
n(n-1)/2.

Sep 5. Compute the Spearman and Pearson correlatigffictents between the number of
errors - i.e. the vector (1, 2, .n(n-1)/2) - and each of the vectors returned in Step 4

Sep 6. Repeat Steps 2 td\p times

Sep 7. Repeat Steps 1 td\g times

Sep 8. Return the arithmetimean values (w.r.t the number of all runs) of all cdaten
coefficients computed during all runs in steps 5.

Note, that Step 6 is important, because for a gREM the correlation between the vectors
computed in Step 4 and the number of errors magmtewn both the order of disturbed
elements (i.e. on the permutatipnas well as on the magnitude of the error randauindyvn

in step 3. Thus in our experiments for each peneatrix M generated in Step 1 we observe
the examined relationship i different setups.

We run simulation experiments based on NEE-Skfer4,..., 7. The studies fo=3 are not
interesting, because for such a number of altarestthe considered indices are directly
related to each other, (BozOki & Rapcsak 2008, €igk 2013). For each considered number
of alternativesh the number oN, equals 5 andilzr equals 200. Consequently all mean values
of considered correlation coefficients are based@00 different random setups.

As opposed to the previous results, the ones addaimder the NEE-SF are not so
predictable. They reveal some interesting findirfgsst, let us look at the Spearman rank
correlation between the number of judgment errarsl the magnitude of the PV estimation
errors. Their values are presented in Table 5thke rank coefficients are significantly less
than 1. It shows that such phenomena that wasideddn our Example 1 is not very rare - it
is not so unusual when an additional judgmentremdicted on the PCM results in
diminution of the PV estimation error

Table 5. Average Spearmarnank correlation coefficients between the number of équdtiplicative
judgment errors and the corresponding estimate’sertAE(REV), RE(REV) , AE(GM), RE(GM) .
Results based on 1000 random setups for e=a4/b,6,7

___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
-----------------------------------------------------------

Another important observation is connected with $pearman rank correlation coefficients
between the inconsistency indices and the PV estmarrors. Again, none of them equals
1, not even once. Their average values are prasamfEable 6. It can be observed that they
are even not close to 1. This fact proves that guite possible to face the situation where the
inconsistency index values are misleading - they mdicate a given PCM as a good one,
while it turns out to be poor as the PV estimatiasis (this remark refers to all investigated
indices). However it can also be seen that in ales (i.e. regardless of the number of

12



alternativesthe prioritization method and the type of the ldssction) the new index ATI
has the highest rank correlation with all consideoharacteristics of the PV estimation
quality as well as with the number of inflicted gndent errors. The presented results also
confirm that the index KI can be very misleadimgthe considered framework i.e. if the
judgment errors have equal or very similar magratuflve have expected such performance
of KI, and it was the reason for introducing thevriedex ATI).

Table 7 contains values of the Pearson correlato@fficient. As we have already mentioned,
it is not the most important, yet an interestinglicator of the inconsistency indices
performance. We see that also these results cottiierdominance of the ATl under the NEE-
SF.

Table 6. Average Spearmamank correlation coefficients between the values of ratidated index
(in a column head) and the number of equal muititive judgment errors (NE) and the
corresponding estimates' errors AE(REV), RE(RE¥E(GM), RE(GM). Results based on 1000
random setups for eack¥4,5,6,7
v SIr Gl K SI ¢ Gl : KI  ATI

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

n=4 n=5

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

NE i 0.512: 0.495: -0. 025 0. 6233 0.607 -0.008 2. 70

' AE(REV): 0.232: 0.214! -0.178 0.371  0.35%0.126 ; 0.460 !

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

'RE(REV)! 0.297 : 0.280: -0.13d 0.424  0.4070.098 0.509 :

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

+ AE(GM) : 0.285: 0.249: -0.135 0.438 0. 4210 088 ! 0.525 !

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_RE(GM) | 0.298 | 0.259! -0.13} 0452 0.4330.087 | 0.536 |
' n=6 n=7 '

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

NE E 0.687: 0.676 : 0.001: 0. 735 0. 727 0. 005 0. 798

 AE(REV): 0.466 : 0.452 : -0.090: 0.538  0.529-0.068: 0.611 !

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

 RE(REV): 0.514: 0.501 ; -0.067; 0.579 0. 571 0. 050 0. 648

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

. AE(GM) | 0.528 0516 : -0.059; 0.599  0.591-0.042 0.668 |

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

' RE(GM) | 0.545| 0.532 | -0.056 0.614  0.605-0.040° 0.682 |

Table 7. Average Pearson correlation coefficients betwibenvalues of an indicated index (in a
column head) and the number of equal multiplicajivdgment errors (NE) and the corresponding
estimates' errors AE(REV), RE(REV) , AE(GM), RHY). Results based on 1000 random setups
for eachn=4,5,6,7

SI : Gl i KIl '
_______________________________________________________________________________ =5

NE 0582 0586 0172 0.680 0.184 0745

' AE(REV): 0.359 : 0.368! 0.024 0.4750.060 | 0.555 |

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

'RE(REV)' 0.374 0.378! 0.033 0.4940.070 : 0.574 |

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

: AE(GM) @ 0.360 | 0.364: 0.030 0.4960.081 | 0.572:

i"lil'z'(é'l\'/i)"r"é' ':-,"éé';rm()'éé'd?""d'bﬁ """""""""""""" 0.5170.092 | 0.594 |
! ! n=6 n=7 !

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

NE : 0.733: 0.737 ;: 0.200: 0.7770.211 : 0.826 :

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

AE(REV) | 0.548 | 0.552 | 0.095! 0.6100.127 | 0.669 |

 RE(REV): 0.568: 0.572 : 0.105! 0.6280.137 | 0.688 |

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

. AE(GM) | 0.575! 0.578 | 0.118! 0.6400.151 | 0.695 |

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

"RE(GM) | 0.595 0.599 | 0.128! 0.6580.158 | 0.714 |

Tables 6 and 7 reveal also other interesting figsliabout the indices. First, the greater the
numbern of considered decision alternatives is, the gretteir correlation with the PV
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estimation quality- and it seems that it grows ntonizally. Second, all considered indices
demonstrate the higher correlation with the reigvrors than with the absolute ones, and all
indices have the highest correlation with the msrr®E(GM). The differences in correlations
are not too impressive but they are statisticafpificant and - what we emphasize here -they
occur in all cases of examined numbers of altevaat{although we present results here for
n=4,..,7 we have also carried such studies fo8,910.)

The two above simulation experiments were desigfeedstudying two relationships:
between index values a)l the magnitude of exactly one judgment errorwall asb) the
number of errors (of the same magnitude). In tiesespecial cases we have also studied the
dependence of the estimation errors and the iadiakies. However in a real world situation
one can rarely expect these two situations to odda rather expect that typically there are
more errors than just one, and it is very likélgttthese errors have a different magnitude. It
is obvious that the quality of the final estimatiepends on both the number the errors and the
magnitude of the errors.

To study this issue more deeply let us considenadh&r simulation framework designed for
modeling such, more realistic, situations.

Following the idea presented in (e.g. Choo & Wegd@@04, Lin 2007 and Grzybowski 2012)
we consider th&ramework where the generated PCMs contain marafl @mrors of different
magnitude as well as - possibly - one largergrtaced at a random position in the PCM.
All generated and disturbed PCMs are finally rouhtiea given scale (a typical procedure in
the AHP). Such simulation experiments consist efftilowing steps.

Sep 1. Randomly generate a priority vectoand related perfect MPR(= M

Sep 2. Randomly choose an elementgo in the upper triangle and replace it witkyo &g
where gz is a "big" error which is randomly drawn from timéerval Ds.

Sep 3. For each other element; , i<jsnh, randomly choose valug; of the small error
according the p.dz. Then replace the element with myg;; .

Sep 4. Round all values in the upper triangle to tlesest value from a considered scale.
Sep 5. Replace all elements in the lower triangle led PCM with the reciprocities of the
appropriate elements from the upper triangle.

Sep 6. After all replacements are done compute theegaof all examined indices as well as
the estimates of the vectoalong with these estimates' errors AE and RE. Ramee values
computed in this step as one record.

Sep 7. Repeat Steps 2 td\y times

Sep 8. Repeat Steps 2 taNk times

Sep 9. Returmall records organized as one database.

The above simulation framework is denoted as MSOBE.

In our experiments the p.t. of the small error in Step 3 is one of the foliogy four most
frequently considered in literature types of p.dgamma, log-normal, truncated normal, and
one that is uniform. In each case the parametdtsedistributions are set in such a way that
their expected values equal 1. The support of tuecated normal and the uniform
distribution is the interval B[0.5, 1.5]. In case of the remaining two distribas, their
parameters were prescribed in a way ensuring tigatprobability of the interval £is greater
than 0.98.

Let us note that in the above simulation framewaykgenerating randomly disturbed PCMs
(Steps 1-6) we also "generate" four typesanidom errors related to these matrices - namely
AE(REV), AE(GM) , RE(REV) and RE(GM). Now we areigg to study the distributions of
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these random errors and their relationship withvillees of the inconsistency indices. These
distributions are of our primary interest becawsewe have already argued, it may always
happen that a "poor" matrix results in good "estesg and it is also possible that we face
opposite phenomena. But sometimes the chanceskigr estimate error are "small”, in other
situations the chances are "significantly big", ame hope to find a way to distinguish
between such cases with the help of the incongigtenices. To study the usefulness of the
indices in such a context we analyze the relatignbatween their values and thquantiles

of the estimates' errors distributions. For thisppse in our analysis the whole simulation
database (returned in Step 9 of MSOBE-SF) isedaatcording the values of a given index
and then split intdlc separate classes iJ(L‘l=1,...Nc). For each=1,...Nc, the class ICis

strictly connected with a unique subset of the getee PCMs - namely these which have the
index values belonging to {C On the other hand, each such subset of PCNsodtices"
sets of random estimation errors (of all consideypes). We will say: random errors related
to the class ICi=1,...Nc. Let SA(PM) and SRPM) denote the set of absolute and relative
errors, respectively, related to the class, #Dd received when using the prioritization
method PM (in our research the REV or GM).

Here and later in our analysis, to ensure some kihabjectivity, for all considered
inconsistency indices we use the same computeregue for splitting the whole range of
their observed values intoseparate classes. The procedure is the followhgfitst class is
from O to the quantile of orderri/the lastn-th class starts from the quantile of order a4ty
infinity. All remainingn-2 classes have the same length and cover the witetgal between
these two quantiles.

For each set of error values @A) and SRPM) ,i=1,...Nc , we compute the quantiles of
the order 0.1, 0.5 (median) 0.9 as well as thdinmetic mean.

In case of a goodnconsistency index one can expect that quintiles of any orsleosuld
monotonicallyincrease along with the ranges of the index values, I€1,...N¢ (or - more
technically - when the subscriptincreases from 1 tblc ). The same relation should be
observed in the case of the mean of the error salday significant violation of such a
relationship would contradict the considered id#gathe inconsistency index and its
usefulness would be questionable.

As an example illustrating this point, let us caesi Table 8. This table presents results
obtained for Saaty's index Sl under the framewbt8OBE-SF in case where=4, and the
perturbation factors;; (in Step 3) is generated -in equal proportioresoading to all four
considered probability distributions. The "bigafr - generated in Step 2 - has uniform
distribution on the interval gx[2,4]. Such errors are usually considered as 'bigé.g.
Dijkastra 2013, Grzybowski 2012, Lee 2007). Howewet/4 of the simulation runs Step 2 is
omitted, so 25% of records in the simulation daselere related to cases with no "big errors”.
The presentedesults are  based on 240 000 random reciprocal PTREe second column of
Table 8 contains separate classes, i#1,...,15 of the Sl values. The third one shows the
arithmetic mean of the index in a given class. mhgt columns contain values of indicated
quintiles in the appropriate sets of observed sr®@%(REV) as well as the arithmetic mean
of these errors (the last column).
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Table 8 Performance of the index SiStatistical characteristics of the distributiorrafidom errors
AE(REV) related to different classes; |z1,...,15 of Shvalues. Results based on 240 000 random
reciprocal PCMs obtained under the MSOBE-SFfet. The perturbation factois was generated -
in equal proportions- according to gamma, log-ndytnancated normal, and uniform distributions.

classes IC  Mean S| p-quantiles in SAREV): Mean AE in
of SI inIC; p=0.1: p=0.5: p=0.9 SA(REV)
1 0.000+ 0.0052: 0.0025 : 0.0058 0.0143: 0.0349: 0.0181

= -

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
__________________________________________________________________________________________
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
__________________________________________________________________________________________
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
__________________________________________________________________________________________
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

15: 0.150+« : 0.3012 : 0.0171 0.0360: 0.0626;: 0.0388

From this table, for example, we see that in tHesstiof randomly disturbed PCMs for which
the index Sl has values in the interva#D.072, 0.083) the quantile of order 0.1 in teé s
SAg(REV) equals 0.0169. It tells us that 10% of allNCin this group allow us to estimate
the true vectow with an absolute error AE not greater than 0.01@3iJe at the same time
90% of the PCMs results in errors not less thas thlue (remember that the errors analyzed
in Table 8 are related to the REV prioritizationthwal). The interpretation of the quantile of
order 0.90 is analogous: 90% of PCMs in this supsdd errors less than 0.0760 while 10%
of them vyield errors which are not less than thate may also put it in the following way: if
we have PCM with the value of Sl in the interva$ tBen there is a 10% chance that the error
AE is less than 0.0168nd at the same time, there is a 10% chance that this error is bigger
than 0.076. We can also see that, roughly speakimgmean error in such situation is 0.042
(the last column).If the index S was a good indicator of the estimates' quality then for all
subsets of PCMs related to classesi €8, the quantiles as well as the mean esiaoald

be greater. But it is not true. For example for all clas$€s, i=9,...,14 the quantiles of order
0.1 are less than 0.0169 (the quantile in the didgs suggesting that the chances for small
errors are greater when the index value increase® matter of fact, from Table 8 we see
that the indexd tells us very little about the possible magnitwddhe absolute estimation
error AHREV). For all classelC; i >6 the empirical mean of the error AE changes vetlg|it
and what is worse, non monotonically - so the im@tion contained in SI may be
misleading! The same remark applies to its relatiah all considered quantiles. Perhaps it
can be even better seen from Fig. 1 which is astihtion of the Table 8. This figure consists
of 4 scatter plots presenting the relationshippvben a given statistical characteristic of the
errors AE(REV) in particular classes and the mealnes of the index S| computed for each
class 1Gi=1,...,15 (these means are presented in the tbimhn of Table 8).
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Fig. 1. Performance of the index SIThe relation between mean values of Sl in Ehd the
statistical characteristics of sets;FEV),i=1,...,15 . Scatter plot of mean values of Sl in
successive classes of its values vs. quantilesdefr 0.1 - Plot A, medians - Plot B, quantiles of
order 0.9 - Plot C, and the means of the error AB(R- Plot D. Plots are based on 240 000
random reciprocal PCMs generated for4 .

Now, it is interesting whether the other indicehéve the same. Let us analyze Table 9 and
Fig. 2. They present the results describing thopmance of the index ATI whose values
have been computed in exactly the same experiniddotv we see that the relationship
between the mean value of ATI (in the classg$ #Dd the related quantiles and mean values
in SA(REV) is almost perfectly monotonic. It can be dgaeen in Fig. 2 which, similar as
Fig. 1, consists of 4 scatter plots illustratitng relationship between a given statistical
characteristic of the sets SREV) and the mean values of the index ATI coredufor
each class ICi=1,...,15. The only characteristic which is notfeetly monotonic with
respect to the index values is the quintile of ord®. However, even in this case, the
monotonicity is not strongly violated and only hretintervals containing the highest values of
the index ATI.

Another interesting and important difference betwéhese two indices is that the sets of the
Sl values contain many outliers - in each of thetgplaced in Fig 1 we can see how far from
the other points lies the last one. It is becaab®ve 5% of all generated PCMs have very
"big" and misleading values of the index SI, whhe same PCMs have "normal” values of
the index ATI. And for these, sometimes extrentsty values of Sl, the related PCM often
appears to be not such a bad source of the infamabout the true PV.

Table 9 Performance of the index ATI.Statistical characteristics of the distributiorrafidom errors
AE(REV) related to different classes|G1,...,15 of ATIvalues. Results based on 240 000 random
reciprocal PCMs obtained under the MSOBE-SFfet. The perturbation factois was generated -
in equal proportions- according to gamma, log-ndytnancated normal, and uniform distributions.

classes IC Mean ATl p-quantiles in SAREV): Mean AE in
i of ATI in IC; p=0.1: p=0.5! p=0.9 SA(REV)
1 10.000+0.173; 0.1111 : 0.0062 0.0152; 0.0377; 0.0191

_________________________

_________________________________________________________________
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———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
___________________________________________________________________________________________
———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
___________________________________________________________________________________________
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

11: 0.476-0.510: 0.4925 @ 0.0161 0.0348: 0.0717: 0.0400

_____ e T

12} 0.510:0.544 | 0.5264 | 0.0163 0.0354{ 0.0726! 00405

_____ e T

13 0.544-0.577: 0.5597 : 0.0165 0.0363; 0.0727; 0.0412

———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

15. 0.611+o | 0.6738 | 0.0194 0.0380! 0.0682] 0.0420
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Fig. 2. Performance of the index ATI.The relation between mean values of ATI in land the
statistical characteristics of sets;GEV),i=1,...,15 . Scatter plot of mean values of ATI in
successive classes of its values vs. quantilesdefr 0.1 - Plot A, medians - Plot B, quantiles of
order 0.9 - Plot C, and the means of the error AB(R- Plot D. Plots are based on 240 000
random reciprocal PCMs fan=4 .

The results presented so far concern only treflasction AE and the prioritization method
REV. Now we provide results concerning other typégstimation errors. However we do
not present any tables or figures like these twioree- it would take up too much article

space. Instead we present the Spearman rank c¢ametmefficients between the quantities
presented in Table 8 (and illustrated in Fig. JAs we indicated before, it is essential that in
the case of a good inconsistency index its Speamaiak coefficient with all quantiles and

means should be close to 1.
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Just as an additional piece of information we agesent the Pearson correlation
coefficients. They characterize the shape of thatiomship (whether it is almost linear or
not). The results are presented in Tables 10 &ndThey are obtained foe=4. From these
tables we can learn, for example, that the Spaarmank correlation between quantities
presented in Fig 1. plot A (i.e. between quintié®rder 0.1 and the mean values of Sl in its
classes G) equals 0.729 while the analogous rank corralatmmputed for index ATl equals
1 (i.e. for data illustrate in Fig. 2 Plot A). Maover, we can also see that in caseash of
the considered four types of estimation errors, as well as in ¢hse of each its statistical
characteristics, the highest (among all considandates) rank correlation is gained by the
ATI. It proves that this new index is very compggtas an indicator of the PV estimation
quality.

Very similar results are obtained for any greatemher of alternatives. We perform our
studies fom=4,...,9. In each case the index ATI turns outecathe best indicator of the PV
estimation quality (irrespective of the considetgge of error). It is also worth mentioning
here that fom>5 all Spearman rank correlation coefficients cotagufor the Index ATI
equal 1 (). Another interesting finding is that time case of all considered inconsistency
indices the greater the number of alternatives,giteater value of the the rank correlation
coefficient (with any of considered statisticalachcteristic). We have already noticed this

phenomenon in Tables 2 and 3 presenting resuks$vext under the NEE-SF.

Table 10 Average Spearman rank
inconsistency index computed in its classes (I€1,...
of

correlation coefficiebédween the mean values of an
,15) and the indicated statistical charésties
PV estimation errors corresponding to thesss®s. The presented results are computed in the

case ofn=4 on the basis of 240 000 PCMs randomly geneiatedrding the MSOBE-SF

Sk Gl i Kl ATl | Sl Gl i KI_i. ATl

i - _L _____________________ QQ_VF_Q[@F'_Q_”_%?_W'ID _t_h_e_ err _O_V_S_AE(RE /Lorrelations with the errors BE_(RE_V )
P Mean 0.536 : 0.525: O. 921 1 0935 0.957 0.954 0. 989
8 p=01 | 07291 0754, o0 'ééi """" 1] o éqé"""d'%@ """ 0 6}%6 1
21 Median | 07200 0743 0964 1| 0989 0996 0982 1
S 09 0421 0411 087 0863 0996 099 0971 0.996
Correlatlons W|th the errors AE(GM) Corrélationﬂiwiihe erroré RE(GM):
U Mean o754 | 07710 Oes2 1| 0928 0046 0846 0982
8 p=01 | 079 é’.é:’z’ii ""6.'9'64 """" 1] o ééfi"""d'é'qé """ 0 "97'25' i
‘E! Median | 0793] 0854 0979 1| 0667 0671 0964 1
& p=09 0496 0500 093¢ 099 0 'é’éé """ 6'9'51' """ 0. 'é's'i""'b.'jggs

Table 11 Average Pearson
index computed in its classes ; IGi=1
estimation errors corresponding to these clasdespiesent

the ba3|s of 240 000 PCMs randomly generated dcwpthe MSOBE-SF

correlation coefficients behwte mean values of the inconsistency
,---,15) and the indicated statistical charasties of

PV
ed results are computed in casg=dfon

S Gl . Kl i ATl | . Sl Gl i KI_i_ ATl
I Correlations with the errors AE(REVEorrelations with the errors RE(REV)
| Mean | 0510 0557 0938 0943 0947 0925 0612 0.723
$  p=01 i | 0.615: 0656 0947 0978 0819 0.839 0.935 0.979
£ Median | 0587, 0630, 0953 0953 0927 0906 0.738 820
S Tpm09 0360 0413 0896 0890 0003 0874 0850  0.563
. L__________iCorelations with the errors AE(GM) _Correlationgiwhe errors RE(GM}




0975 0.968 0.737 0.832

Mean | 0.803 ! 0.827: 0.976

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

g p=01 | 0636 0.685 0.953 0734 0775 0961 0.86
‘£ Median | 0733 0.769 0.978 0.903 0.904  0.930 9440.]
i e
'O p=09 | 0.851! 0.850! 0.909 0922 0.897 0589 0.703

5. Final remarks and conclusions

The index ATI turns out to be a very good indicatirthe trustworthiness of the PCM as a
source of information about the PV. As we havens&gen analyzing the Tables 10 and 11
the index ATI performs really well - certainly iedorms best among all analyzed indices
here. This fact can be also observed when we dtuglyperformance of the indices on the
basis of various subsets of PCMs, e.g. generaitbdspecific distribution of the small errer
(separately for the gamma, log-normal, truncatedmal, and uniform p.d.). It is also
confirmed under different simulation frameworksg(ewe have seen it in Tables 2 and 3).
Moreover, the dominance of the index ATI can beeobsd regardless of the considered
number of alternatives, the loss function (AE or)REEd the prioritization method (REV or
GM). All these results are essentially the sameafdifferent number §of the index classes
ICi, i=1,...,N.. The results presented in the last section amwed for No=15, but we have
also analyzed the rank coefficients faf=M0, 25, and 50.

The trustworthy and monotonic relationship betwenvalues of ATI and the quantiles is of
special interest to us. It is because these dearare likely to be used in order to accept or
reject PCM as a good source of information - thedlyus about the chances that the estimation
error is greater than (or less than) the quantefies. It is a fundamental knowledge
required in the process of PCM acceptance. Thditetsause one may need to take into
account both chances: the chances of small eteor (ine possibility that given PCM is good,
"consistent” matrix) and the chances of big ed@saerrors (i.e. that we deal with an
unacceptable PCM). And a priori we are not at th&tpn to claim which type of estimation
error magnitude (small or big) are more importamtthe decisions about matrix acceptance -
it certainly depends on the problem itself and dleeision maker's attitude to these errors.
Consequently, both quintiles (of order 0.1 and Od®)Xhe error magnitude may be important
in various specific situations. Which quintile shkdbbe used depends on which type of error is
regarded as more important. Or, in other wordsichwlis more costly: to reject a "good”
matrix or to accept a "bad" one - situation that vgell known from classical theory of
hypothesis testing. To enable such analysis weigeotables (in the Appendix) which
contain statistical characteristics of the estioragrrors (namely RE(REV) and RE(GM)) in
relation to the ATI values. They are organized isimilar way as Table 9. The results
presented in these tables are based on data gathederthe MSOBE-SF performed for
n=4,5,6,7 in a case where the judgment errors (bgih: small and big) were generated in a way
described in Section 40bviously, as based on simulation data, all thesgaveed statistical
characteristics are only the estimates of the émer distribution parameters. Nonetheless
they can be helpful while making decisions congegrthe acceptance of the PCM at hand.
They can also be possibly used for a comparistm nesults received undedifferent simulation
frameworks (e.g. involving different judgment etrdistribution).

Finally we state some remarks about the remaingrg-bonsidered indices. Although the
index Kl for n=4 performs really well, see Table 10, it is therstcone in indicating PV
estimation quality when the number of alternativess greater than 5. It may be a result of
vanishing influence of the single big error implertezl in our simulations. The indices Gl
and S| perform similarly to each other for4,...,9. On the other hand, as it was noticed
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before, all here-considered rank correlations iasee when the number increases, and
finally the differences between all considered maistency indices practically vanish for
n>7v.

All simulation frameworks described in this papsmell as all computations were coded and
run in Wolfram Mathematica 9.0

References
Aguarén, J., Moreno-Jiménez, J.M. (2003). The genmeonsistency index: approximate
thresholds. European Journal of Operational Resean (1), 137-145.

Aguarén, J., Escobar M.T., Moreno-Jiménez, J.M1@0The precise consistency consensus
matrix in a local AHP-group decision making conteRAinnals of Operational Research, DOI
10.1007/s10479-014-1576-8.

Alonso J.A., M. Lamata T., (2006) Consistency Irenalytic Hierarchy Process: A New
Approach., International Journal Of UncertaintyzEuness And Knowledge-Based Systems,
14, (4), 445-460.

Altuzarra, A., Moreno-Jiménez, J.M., Salvador, BD10). Consensus Building in AHP-
Group Decision Making: A Bayesian Approach. OperatiResearch, 58, 1755-1773.

Basak, I. (1998) Comparison of statistical procedun analytic hierarchy process using a
ranking test. Math. Comp. Model. 28, 105-118.

Benitez J., Delgado-Galvan X. , Izquierdo J. ePdBarcia R. (2012) Improving consistency
in AHP decision-making processes, Applied Matheosatind Computation 219 , 2432—-2441.

Bozoki S, Rapcsak T (2008) On Saaty’s and KoczKedagonsistencies of pairwise
comparison matrices. Journal of Global Optimizad@(2):157-175

Bozoki S., Fulop J., Koczkodaj W.W., (2011) An LBsked inconsistency monitoring of
pairwise comparison matrices. Mathematical and GdaergModelling 54(1-2), 789-793.
Brunelli M., Fedrizzi M., (2013) Axiomatic propegs of inconsistency indices for pairwise
comparisons, Journal Of The Operational Researcleo Published online 04 December
2013, doi:10.1057/jors.2013.135

Budescu, D.V., Zwick R., & Rapoport A. (1986) Comipan of the analytic hierarchy
process and the geometric mean procedure forsadiling, Applied Psychological
Measurement, 10, 69-78.

Bulut E., Duru O,, Kececi T., Yoshida S. (2012%elbf consistency index, expert
prioritization and direct numerical inputs for geinduzzy-AHP modeling: A process model
for shipping asset management, Expert SystemsAgptications , 39,1911-1923.

Choo, E.U., & Wedley, W.C. (2004) A common framelw&or deriving preference values
from pairwise comparison matrices, Computers & @fpens Research 31, 893-908.

Crawford, G., & Williams, C.A. (1985) A note onetlanalysis of subjective judgment
matrices. Journal of Mathematical Psychology 29-385.

Dijkstra, T.K. (2013) On the extraction of weiglitsm pairwise comparison matrices,
Central European Journal of Operations Research),21Q3- 123.

Dong Y., Chen X., Li C-C., Hong W-C., Xu Y. (201@pnsistency issues of interval
pairwise comparison matrices. Soft Computing. @mnpublication date: 19-Aug-2014, DOI:
10.1007/s00500-014-1426-2.

21



Dong Y., Xu, Y., Li, H., Dai, M.(2008) A comparaé study of the numerical scales and the
prioritization methods in AHP , European JournaDpferational Research 186, 229-242.

Duru O., Bulut E., Yoshida S. (2012) Regime shiing fuzzy AHP model for choice-
varying priorities problem and expert consistenagntization: A cubic fuzzy-priority matrix
design, Expert Systems with Applications , 39,48964.

G.T. Fechner. Elemente der Psychophysik. LeipzigitBopf und Hartel, 2:p. 559, 1860.

Fedrizzi M., (2012) Distance-Based Characteriratibinconsistency in Pairwise
Comparisons, Advances in Computational IntelligeGoenmunications in Computer and
Information Science Volume 300, , pp 30-36.

Fedrizzi M., Brunelli M., (2010) On the priorityeetor associated with a reciprocal relation
and a pairwise comparison matrix, Soft Computirg,639-645.

Grzybowski A.Z., (2010) Goal programming approémhderiving priority vectors - some
new ideas, Scientific Research of the InstituteMdthematics & Computer Science, 1(9) 17-
27.

Grzybowski A.Z., (2012) Note on a new optimizatimased approach for estimating priority
weights and related consistency index, Expert &ystwith Applications , 39,11699-11708.

Jin J., Rothrock L. (2010) Using the Analytic Hiextay Process to examine judgment
consistency in a complex multiattribute task, IEE&nsactions On Systems, Man, and
Cybernetics - Part A: Systems And Humans, Vol. 801105 - 1115.

Kazibudzki, P.T. (2011) An Exponential Utility Apgacch to Eigenvector Method in the
Analytic Hierarchy Process: an Idea Intro , ProldeshManagement in the 21st

Century, Vol. 1, p. 60-66.

Kazibudzki, P.T. (2012) Note on some revelationprioritization, theory of choice and
decision making support methodology, African Jaliof Business Management, 6(48),
11762-11770.

Koczkodaj W.W. (1993) A new definition of consistgrof pairwise comparisons.
Mathematical and Computer Modelling 18(7),79-84.

Koczkodaj W.W. & Szarek S. J. (2010) On distanceedanconsistency reduction algorithms
for pairwise comparisons, Logic Journal of the IGP8(6), 859-869.

Koczkodaj WW& Szwarc R. (2014) On Axiomatizatiohloconsistency Indicators for
Pairwise Comparisons, Fundamenta Informaticae 3328%-500.

Lamata, M. &Pelaez, P. (2002) A method for impravihe consistency of judgements,
International Journal of Uncertainty, Fuzziness Endwledge-Based Systems, 10 (6) 677-
686.

Lee C., Lee H., Seol H., Park Y. (2012) Evaluatidbmew service concepts using rough set
theory and group analytic hierarchy process, BExpgstems with Applications, 39,3404-
3412.

Lin, C-C. (2007) A Revised Framework for DerivintgeRerence Values from Pairwise
Comparison Matrices, European Journal of Operati@eaearch , 176, 1145-1150.
Lipovetsky, S., & Tishler, A. (1997) Interval estution of priorities in the AHP, European
Journal of Operational Research 114, 153-164.

Lipovetsky, S., & Conklin, M. M., (2002) Robustiesation of priorities in the AHP,
European Journal of Operational Research 137, PID-1

Liu F., Zhang W-G., Zhang L-H. (2014) Consistenoglgsis of triangular fuzzy reciprocal
preference relations, European Journal of OperatiResearch 235, 718-720.

22



Pelaez, P., & Lamata, M. (2003). A New Measure onsistency for Positive Reciprocal
Matrices. Computers & Mathematics with ApplicatipAs, 1839-1845.

Saaty, T.L. Scaling method for priorities in hiedfaical structures, (1977) Journal of
Mathematical Psychology, Vol. 15, No. 3, 234-281.
Saaty, T.L. (1980) The Analytic Hierarchy ProcedsGraw Hill, New York.

Saaty, T.L.(2003) Decision making with the AHP: Whyhe principal eigenvector
necessary. European Journal of Operational Résebt6, 85-91

Saaty, T.L.(2004), Decision making — the analyterdwrchy and network processes, Journal
Of Systems Science And Systems Engineering, 131{25.

Saaty, T.L.& Ozdemir M.S. (2003) Why the Magic Nuenl$even Plus or Minus two.
Mathematical and Computer Modelling, 38, 233-244.

Saaty, T.L., & Vargas, L.G. (1984) Comparison @fegivalue, logarithmic least square and
least square methods in estimating ratio. J. Mdtidel., 5, 309-324.

Temesi J. (2011) Pairwise comparison matrices @etror-free property of the decision
maker, Central European Journal of Operations Relsgh9, 239-249.

Xia M., Xu Z., Chen J. (2013) Algorithms for impiiag consistency or consensus of
reciprocal [0,1]-valued preference relations, Fugeys and Systems 216, 108-133.

Zahedi, F. (1986) A simulation study of estimatioathods in the analytic hierarchy process,
Socio-Economic Planning Science Sci. 20, 347-354.

Zhang G., Dong Y., Xu Y. (2012) Linear optimizatiomodeling of consistency issues in
group decision making based on fuzzy preferenegiosls, Expert Systems with Applications
39,2415-2420

Appendix. Tables with the statistical characteristics of PV gtimation error distributions in

relation to ATI values.

The tables provided in this appendix contgiquantiles p= 0.1, 0.50.9) and the arithmetic mean
of the random relative errors RE related to diffieérelasses ICi=1,...,15 of the ATWhalues. In each
case the results are based on 240 000 randomaeaif®CMs generated under the MSOBE-SF. The
perturbation factors; was generated -in equal proportions- accordinggamma, log-normal,
truncated normal, and uniform distributiorighe one big error has uniform distribution on the
interval [2,4]. In 1/4 of the simulation runs thee 2 ofMSOBE-SFis omitted (meaning that
25% records in the simulation database is relateses with no "big errors"”).

Tables Al - A4 show the results for the REV primdation method, Tables A5-A8 contain results
related to the GM.

Table Al. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(IRE&ated to different classes of ATI.
Results fom=4.

classes IC Mean ATl p-quantiles in SRREV): Mean AE in
of SI in IC; p=0.1 ; p=0.5: p=0.9 SR(REV)
1 0.000+ 0.173; 0.1111 : 0.0322 0.0714; 0.1765 0.1248

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

|-

_________________________________________________________________________________________
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
__________________________________________________________________________________________
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

_________________________________________________________________________________________
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——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
__________________________________________________________________________________________
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

__________________________________________________________________________________________

' 0.1496 0.5685

Table A2. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(IRE&ated to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=5.

classes IC Mean ATl p-quantiles in SRREV): Mean AE in

i of Sl in IC, p=0.1 | p=0.5: p=0.9 SR(REV)

1 :0.000+0.188; 0.1403 : 0.0393 0.0781: 0.153%7 0.1131
210.188+0.213! 0.2013 ! 0.0455%0.0927: 0.183Q 0.1419
310.213+0.237] 0.2252 | 0.050Z 0.1026] 0.200Z 0.1623
4 10.237+0.262! 0.2498 | 0.0577 0.1152! 0.2234 0.1607
5 10.262+ 0286 0.2743 : 0.0622 0.1261! 0.2526 0.1967
6 10.286+0.311; 0.2988 | 0.068Z 0.1334| 0.2764 0.2078
7 10.311+0.335; 0.3231 : 0.07320.1411: 0.2958 0.2183
803350360 03476 : 0.07790.1499 0.3476 02610

9 | 0.360-0.384 | 0.3720 | 0.0816 0.1595. 0.4107 0.2868
10 0.384:0.409 | 0.3959 : 0.0869 0.1693: 0.4974 0.3922
117 0.409-:0.433 | 0.4206 | 0.0907 0.1835; 0.6375 0.4050
12! 04330458 | 0.4448 | 0.09750.2081; 0.9019 0.5648
131 0.458 0.4821 0.4692 | 0.106% 0.2490: 1.3716 0.7300
141 0.482-0.507 0.4939 | 0.11850.3192! 1.9143 1.0793
15! 0507+ 0.5633 | 0.1694 0.8982! 5.6261 3.6842

Table A3. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(RE&lated to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=6.

classes IC Mean ATl p-quantiles in SRREV): Mean AE in

i of Sl inIC. p=0.1! p=0.5 ! p=0.9 SR(REV)

1 :0.000+0.194: 0.1570 : 0.042§ 0.0789: 0.1440 0.1007
©210.194+-0.214! 0.2043 | 0.0490 0.0918: 0.1656 0.1247
310.214+ 0234, 0.2244 | 0.0543 0.0987: 0.1782 0.1396
4 10.234+0.254] 0.2444 | 0.0583 0.11052} 0.2004; 0.1744
5 10.254+0.274; 0.2643 | 0.0620 0.1126: 0.2256 0.1980
6.0274:0.294; 0.2842 | 0.0663 01194} 0.2615 02132

7 10.294+0.314; 0.3040 : 0.0706 0.1284: 0.3042 0.2224
81 0.3140334: 0.3239 | 0.075% 0.1392% 0.3654 0.2702
9! 0.3340.354 | 0.3438 | 0.0799 0.1507; 0.4493 0.3493
10 0.3540.374 0.3638 | 0.0866 0.1690: 0.5996 0.4314
117 0.3740.394: 0.3837 | 0.0921 0.1922: 0.7899 0.5753
121 0.3940.414: 0.4035 | 0.099Z 0.2259: 1.0904 0.7326
131 0.414-0.434: 0.4235 | 0.1099 0.3090: 1.7322 1.2208
147 0.434 0454 0.4434 | 0.121Q 0.4270: 2.2000 1.4294
157 0454+ | 05009 | 0.1801 0.9724} 6.4509 3.2361

Table A4. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(RE&ated to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=7.

classes IC Mean ATI

p-quantiles in SRREV):

Mean AE in
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i of Sl inIG p=0.1 ! p=0.5: p=0.9 SRREV)
1 :0.000+0.194; 0.162 : 0. 0453 0. 0764 0.1350  0.1033
0194~ 0.212) 0204 70,0499 0.0860 0.1548 0.1288
310212-0.229; 0221 | 0.053500922{ 01719 0.1442
4 10229+ 0.247; 0.238 | 0.0574 0.0994; 0.1934 0.1562
5 10.247-0.265' 0.256 : 0.0613 0.1056: 0.2156 0.1842
6 | 0.265-0.282 0.273 | 0.0652 0.1139; 0.2463 0.2064
7 10.282+0.300] 0.291 : 0.0689 0.1223; 0.3074 0.2404
81 0.300-0.317! 0.308 | 0.0731 0.1327: 0.377% 0.2836
91 0.31%0.335; 0.326 | 0.0786 0.1489; 0.4867 0.3341
"i'd';'b’éééb’ééé """" 0.343 0. '08'6'3:'6 '1"7'é21';"0' '6'3'8@{ 04274
11! 0.353-0.370: 0.361 : 0.0918 0.2090: 0.8335 0.5286
13 0370:0.388 0378 | 0.1025 0.2651] 1.1082 06785
13! 0.388:0.405: 0.396 | 0.1144 0.3563! 1.4908 0.8430
'"1'4'"'6 405-0.423 0.413 | 0.128C 0.4644; 2.1353 1.2980
'"1'5';""6.2'2'?;;' o i 0.466 : 0. '1'544'1'6'1'7'_{ 7. Es'é'z"sf 3.4828

Table A5. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(G&&ted to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=4.

____ classesIC Mean ATl _p-quantiles in SRGM): Mean AE in
i of SI in IC; p=0.1: p=0.5 p=0.9 SR(GM)
.1.10.000+0173; 0.1111 : 0.03240.0700;0.1780; 0.1242
2 10.173+0.207: 0.1867 : 0.0371 0.0836: 0.1939: 0.1460
3 10.207+0.240; 0.2230 ' 0.0469 0.1144: 0.2182: 0.1342
4 00.240+0.274; 0.2614 | 0.0488 0.1195} 0.2688! 0.2029
5 10.274+0.308; 0.2895 | 0.0516 0.1281; 0.2576; 0.1834
6 :0.308+0.341; 0.3251 | 0.0805 0.1548} 0.2879! 0.2082
7 10.341-0.375; 0.3586 | 0.0883 0.1710; 0.3146; 0.2433
81 0.375:0.409 | 0.3918 ' 0.0924 0.1844: 0.3347; 0.2571
9! 04090443 0.4260 | 0.1005 0.1941} 0.3551; 0.3329
10| 0.4430.476| O ﬁéié'g'é""'b'i'ib'l'b' 1998/ 0.3520]  0.2964
11104760510 | 0.4925 | 0.1159 0.2017/ 0.3975: 0.3262
120 0.510-0.544 | 0.5264 | 0.1229 0.2042 0.4681] 0.4317
131 0.544- 0577 0.5597 | 0.1261 0.2134} 0.6839 0.5168
141 05770611; 05930 ; 0.13300.2215 0.9398; 0.6015

15! 0.611= | 0.6738 | 0.1527 0.3499{ 2.5202] 1.1846

Table A6. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(GMated to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=5.

classes IC Mean ATl _p-quantiles in SRGM): Mean AE in
i of sl inIC,  p=0.1: p=0.5: p=0.9 SR(GM)

1 0.000+ 0.188] 0.1403 | 0.0384 0.0758; 0.1496] 0.1102
5018650213 02013 | 0.04330.0898 01762 01356
3102130237} 02252 | 0.04920.0995{0.1874{ 0.1515

4 10.237+0.262: 0.2498 0.0559 0.1108; 0.2057; 0.1475
5 10.262+0.286! 0.2743 | 0.0618 0.1229! 0.2194! 0.1772
6 10.286-0.311; 0.2988 : 0.0689 0.1296: 0.2328! 0.1814
7 10.311+0.335! 0.3231 | 0.07450.1373! 0.2457. 0.1932
803350360 | 0.3476 | 0.0803 0.1449. 0.2786 0.2263
7970.360-:0.384 | 0.3720 | 0.0867 0.1519! 0.3171/ 0.2397
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———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
___________________________________________________________________________________________
———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

1 0.1406 0.5300:

0.507+

1 0.5633

Table A7. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(G&&ted to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=6.

classes IC Mean ATl p-quantilesin SRGM): Mean AE in

i of Sl in IC, p=0.1 | p=0.5' p=0.9 SR(GM)

1 :0.000+0.194; 0.1570 : 0.0413 0.0761: 0.1362! 0.0954
210.194-0.214; 0.2043 | 0.0463 0.0871: 0.1518! 0.1148
310.214+0.234] 0.2244 : 0.0519 0.0943: 0.1608: 0.1278
410.234+0.254] 0.2444 | 0.0556 0.0993{ 0.1745! 0.1564
5 10.254+0.274] 0.2643 ' 0.0600 0.1054! 0.1896: 0.1695
6 | 0.274+-0.294: 0.2842 | 0.0644 0.1116: 0.2136/ 0.1831
7 10.294+0.314] 0.3040 : 0.0684 0.1181} 0.2426. 0.1858
81 0.3140.334: 0.3239 | 0.0730 0.1247: 0.2826 0.2184
9103340354 | 0.3438 | 0.0771 0.1316 0.3396; _0.2688

10} 0.354:0.374: 0.3638 : 0.0810 0.1404: 0.4366. 0.3161
‘11! 0.3740.394 : 0.3837 | 0.0862 0.1525! 0.5567 0.3967
12 0.3940.414 | 0.4035 | 0.0906 0.1702{ 0.7314; 0.4822
13! 0.414-0.434: 0.4235 ' 0.09750.2137; 1.0455! 0.7569
‘141 0.434 0.454! 0.4434 | 0.1062 0.2791! 1.3872! 0.8573
15! 0.454+w i | 0.5009 | 0.13720.5867{ 3.1325{ 1.6558

Table A8. Statistical characteristics of random errors RE(GMated to different classes of ATI.

Results fom=7.

classes IC  Mean ATl p-quantiles in SRGM): Mean AE in
i of sl inIC, p=0.1: p=0.5 p=0.9 SR(GM)

1 :0.000+0.194: 0.162 : 0.0424 0.0723: 0.1225!  0.945
210194+ 0.212] 0.204 | 0.0460 0.0796{ 0.1381] 0.1150
3 0.212+ 0229 0221 | 0.0494 0.0850! 0.1475! 0.1277
410229+ 0.247: 0238 | 0.0542 0.0907: 0.1595! 0.1360
510.247+0.265! 0.256 | 0.0572 0.0956 0.1734; 0.1537
6 1 0.265+0.282] 0273 | 0.0611 0.1011}0.1941. 0.1702
7.0.282:0.300, 0.291 | 0.0640 0.1072 0.2345.  0.1916

8 1 0.300-0.317; 0.308 | 0.0680 0.1136; 0.2793;  0.2220
9 0.31%0.335: 0.326 : 0.0715 0.1226: 0.3600: 0.2526
'10¢ 0.3350.353: 0.343 | 0.0767 0.1351} 0.4512] 0.3105
11} 0.353:0.370 ;. 0.361 : 0.080¢ 0.1556; 0.5578! 0.3722
121 0.370-:0.388 | 0.378 | 0.0883 0.1884: 0.7042! 0.4576
131 0.388:0.405: 0.396 | 0.097€ 0.2367: 0.9399] 0.5426
141 0.405 0.423: 0.413 | 0.1041 0.2977! 1.3014! 0.8001
15! 0.423:0 | 0.466 | 0.1422 0.6174 3.8187. 1.8220
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