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Tab.8 Statistics indices comparison between the original models and changed models

il JR A A Original model A J5 Changed model

Models B AB MSE R? B AB MSE R?
(6) 3.16e - 18 0.234 8 0.091 3 0.737 8 -1.27e-17 0.2152 0.0717 0.798 8
(7) -1.39e-17 0.2332 0.089 6 0.743 4 2.23e - 18 0.113 1 0.019 4 0.754 8
(8) 9.56e - 18 0.1351 0.036 4 0.707 6 -3.4e-18 0.078 5 0.0113 0.747 3
(10) -0.028 8 0.236 4 0.095 6 0.998 1 —-0.006 0 0.026 7 0.001 2 0.999 9
(11) -1.6e-17 0.234 8 0.091 3 0.998 2 -3.6e-19 0.018 6 0. 000 6 0.998 4
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Fig.3  Plot of residuals against fitted values for five models after correction of heteroskedasticity
G AR, A (CERARAE, 2011) (AE R
(Sonmez et al., 2007) , B ¥ 38 i 17 A2 & (1) % £ 4 fk
5T 4y BE 2 2% 18 LA 1 R, S S i O Y (Laasasenaho et al., 2005 ; Sonmez et al., 2007) &5
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(3) M Emls b3 nAEdd AR &, $8 v 7 R®, B AL (3) X
FEAL (1) PR B B B AR T R BEAL (1) F1 (4)
S8 I0R v TR 43 ) A AR AR (2) F(S) RS RS
56 I R S T AN S A (3) A (4) LA R
T RRL (1), (HBEAY (4) fFAE s S gt . Dt
TEPERL T (3) THAL VG 1 M 1 o Ak R 2 )R JEE

T ) — BRI 5, A B R Sk, B BAR AR
AN, IR N R BE AL B 2 R BE IR ik /> (Laasasenaho et
als 2005) , BE74 (6) F1 (7) 35 Je W 73X Fi AR 4k 45
FERY(7) PU5 5 08 5 AT 2w P AL W R R B B IE A
K INFEG AW M. 2 MRS TR
PG R, BT ) S 5 22 VRIS BME IE , AH A = 3% &5
HHETRE AL (7) gL T AL (6) .

Li 55 (2010) Xf 7 AN EF b B Bl AH S b R
(RBT) IAF7C R, 25 RE®VH UL K& RD ixX 46747 &
BE G, AR (8) BLA 45 B 5 b A — 2.
K HIRLR (9) 0L 45 AR B JE JELRE, A7 2238k B,
B Fofr g 5, I AN A2 [ 52 (19 (Muhairwe, 2000; Li et al.
2010) » Johnson £ (1987) X} 4% &f ¥ (Pinus radiata)
FIWF IR, B, TRMH 4. 0 WL &R B i, X T4
FAMEIT 5,8, 20 1.0 I 200 S 4 I, AH L F0UAN (i 15 5%
AR ) 2 S N . DRI, JE PR AR A (8) HH TV e AR
FROGHB 7 JE R (A 400, (H N L B 2 O R S, M
RBT > 1 I (£ 4 B 247 & LA R) , Hok =¥ RN
TEAR, U WH Il T A ) A% R ISR, W] e 5 AR DL
W Bz 22 5686 1 M HE A I A O, A T BT R
BV R AU 0 R T 4

AT 385 v 55 A 1) 25 B B AR R AR I T A Ml B K
4 T) S, AL & o WY e B Ak 1 2 R AR R T M AR
T E S HE # (Kozak, 2004) o A F 47 2 B 42 L4
FH AR 4 BRI, Y g, ST 1, B (13)
AR R (10) , BEARL (12) 45 10 T J5 b B IR AR S A
A(10) ; BEAY(11) J2AEREA (10) M 5L Al B3 n 1
WROW . AT, AL (13) B, =1.011 =1, f€
B (12) b AR R AEIT T /0. 857 =0. 926,
W 25 A HE P VIR ¢ ARG 2 A, AN 4 AN AL op g
B (1) A AR R AL 5 AT . SEBR Y I
2 m AT e Al W R JE R 2 S D e, o A
FHAT FL A% BE AT HUORE U 5 , 5 v F 2 m J5 A% B2 J5 )
HME DL B 42 W 58 , AT AR R bR 43 T80 00 B PR SR AT B
FE AL Bz AR, 2 W] ) ) RE 5 7 3R BT B e B Ak
M AR R A BT (1) 400 F 2 v B Ak 2
HAz,

P 7 JEL P B T B2 MR OR A S B v AR 5 TR T R
Wi 4b , 3 52 57 M DR 00 5 e . i B B IR AR T A

(Picea orientalis) L W 1% 7] UL AR RS 50% M = 4k 2 £
W e JE R A S, i BH 3 W) AT DL A R 68% 1Y AR S
(Sonmez et al, 2007) ; ‘LK T AHFE ILH LKA,
BB R FE AT AR KT AR K AEF8 7 B 5 0 A I AR R
(Jager et al., 2015) o AW TP L 1Y o oK ¥ 7
A7 R AR i, ROR T 5 [B AY N LB 1, 58 3%
IR AT R BT A, 1 — P A R R R A Ak
A

4 4

ASHIE G T ve Ak AR R I A e R A R )R
JEE AR A% B 5 JRE 2% B AR 4 A R R RE DR 3k AT
LG 2 ik R (3) L (7)  (8) A (11) , X 48
BRI 5 K5 L i AATAE SR Z VR 1) 7L, 52 7 2 P AN AT
7 B 1 AR B AR e vl A3 BB 1B 1 HOBE R & B
i S A A, G AR S AR AR g A 2R 7 s b B gk
W, AT vt B ARl Bz LA U RT3 o A 2 0 A b
WE o DAL, bR AT i E S H 5
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