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Abstract

With the integration of the internet and various industries, online shopping is no longer a novelty
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and the online shopping model is becoming more mature. Its impact on traditional retail is not to
be underestimated. Many traditional retailers face huge tests of performance. In recent years
there have been many successful cases of traditional retailing transformation, which is a strategic
decision they have to make in the face of the impact of online shopping. This paper takes Yonghui
Supermarket as an example to study its performance before and after the 020 model transition.
By establishing the two-level fuzzy comprehensive evaluation model and the rank-sum ratio com-
prehensive evaluation model, the performance of Yonghui Supermarket before and after the
transformation is comprehensively evaluated and analyzed according to the financial index data
of Yonghui Supermarket from 2010 to 2020. Through the analysis, it is concluded that after the
transformation, the performance in the early stage has improved significantly and the develop-
ment in the later stage is weak. In general, Yonghui Supermarket has made 020 model transfor-
mation in the face of network impact, which has played a significant role in improving its enter-
prise performance at the initial stage, which has certain reference significance for other tradition-
al retail industries impacted by online shopping.
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Table 1. Evaluation indicators and weights
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Table 2. Evaluation indicators
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Table 3. Development history of Yonghui Supermarket
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Table 4. Standardization results of financial indicators of Yonghui Supermarket

4. KIFEH RV SIEITRENLER

P RO BB BB RSB B CHRAIE s AN
RS LIk e Ji e fii% (R4 KR RE
2010 0.4326 0.1000 0.9372 0.5200 0.7642 0.8683 1.0000 1.0000
2011 0.8098 0.2399 0.6128 0.3350 0.3079 1.0000 0.9655 0.4189
2012 0.7978 0.4657 0.8326 0.6850 0.2314 0.8444 0.8449 0.1705
2013 0.8870 0.8346 0.9791 0.8850 0.3878 0.9864 0.4527 0.2036
2014 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.2688 0.9640 0.3645 0.2070
2015 0.1000 0.5691 0.7698 0.7600 0.8491 0.1000 0.2252 0.3122
2016 0.2652 0.5468 0.3721 0.1850 1.0000 0.3310 0.2776 0.4348
2017 0.5500 0.7519 0.2674 0.1000 0.8987 0.2587 0.3331 0.1390
2018 0.3935 0.3210 0.3407 0.2600 0.4944 0.9520 0.3671 0.2180
2019 0.4076 0.1954 0.2360 0.2150 0.1855 0.8560 0.3673 0.3205
2020 0.5696 0.3910 0.1000 0.1200 0.1000 0.9501 0.1000 0.1000
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Table 5. Weight data in the second-level fuzzy comprehensive evaluation model

5. ZREMGA TR RN ERE

— i Fekx — AR E Bt/ Ei=1 7 TR ARPRALE
IR R 0.66
TR 0.38
BRI R 0.34
PR R 0.50
Hizfe 0.18
T Bh T e 0.50
BEE A i 0.60
(SN i-val 0.20
CLF B AR 2 0.40
FHAEE KR 0.50
WK AE S 0.24
R 0.50
324 ESFEENNE
BAIRETI HigRe ). kR 1. KBTS N R =V AERE R, R, Ry R, MR
B 0.4326 0.8090 0.7978 0.8870 1.0000 0.1000 0.2652 0.5500 0.3935 0.4076 0.5696 |
101000 0.2399 0.4657 0.8346 1.0000 0.5691 0.5468 0.7519 0.3210 0.1954 0.3910 |
R _'09372 0.6128 0.8326 0.9791 1.0000 0.7698 0.3721 0.2674 0.3407 0.2360 0.1000]
2__0.5200 0.3350 0.6850 0.8850 1.0000 0.7600 0.1850 0.1000 0.2600 0.2150 0.1200 |
R __0.7642 0.3079 0.2314 0.3878 0.2688 0.8491 1.0000 0.8987 0.4944 0.1855 0.1000]
3'__03683 1.0000 0.8444 0.9864 0.9640 0.1000 0.3310 0.2587 0.9520 0.8560 0.9501 |
. _'10000 0.9655 0.8449 0.4527 0.3645 0.2252 0.2776 0.3331 0.3671 0.3673 0.1000]
4__1.0000 04189 0.1705 0.2036 0.2070 0.3122 0.4348 0.1390 0.2180 0.3205 0.1000 |

3.2.5. —RARMLRATF

FAIRE ) R AR IRCE . A =[0.66 0.34], MIXfZFIGETT R (—ZATH A

B, = [0.3195 0.6160 0.6849 0.8692 1.0000 0.2595 0.3610 0.6187 0.3688 0.3355 0.5088]
BRI R M RURE SN A, =[0.50 0.50], NIXIEIZEE S R, M1—HFHIN:
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B,=[0.7286 0.4739 0.7588 0.9320 1.0000 0.7649 0.2785 0.1837 0.3003 0.2255 0.1100]
EIERES) Ry MM ALE Sr B . A, =[0.60 0.40], WX E£iEEE T Ry I—Z VI
B,=[0.8059 05847 0.4766 0.6273 0.5469 05495 0.7324 0.6427 0.6774 0.4537 0.4401]
K AE ST R, M RLIRCE AF B A . A, =[0.50 0.50], TRFEKAE T R, —ZiFH -
B, =[1.0000 0.6922 05077 0.3281 0.2857 0.2687 0.3562 0.2360 0.2925 0.3439 0.1000]
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Figure 1. Trend chart of fuzzy comprehensive evaluation results of each level index over time
B 1. &—RIsRrRGRE & TR RIER R T e E

WFEL 1 T LATG H AR 17 2010 458 2020 453K 11 45181 AR Mo A MR TG00 19— 20U 46 RR VAR 25
LI ) AL MRS AR R, % TR AR R AT AL T F M3, JUeh BRI JI7E 2015 4F %8 2017 4
ETHRCAIR, (B 2017 4EJS UIFRA T M, JRTALT A i AR AL BT AE 2015 4R % 2017
LT B4 RS, 2017 42 2018 4FHHBUAET L Tt, (H 2018 4 BUS LR BLEAE FHE#a%: ALiEHE
TR JERA 2 F B RN, S R RS KA JI7E 2015 4EF 2016 4F 2L L THEASA,
(BRI  HRRE «

3.2.6. HEEERINE
Y B 00 55 P 1) — GVPH 45 SRAE Dy VR R I S DR BTN (E, OO T I 4% e s e 1
VT A«
0.3195 0.6160 0.6849 0.8692 1.0000 0.2595 0.3610 0.6187 0.3688 0.3355 0.5088
0.7286 0.4739 0.7588 0.9320 1.0000 0.7649 0.2785 0.1837 0.3003 0.2255 0.1100
T10.8059 05847 0.4766 0.6273 05469 05495 0.7324 0.6427 0.6774 0.4537 0.4401
1.0000 0.6922 0.5077 0.3281 0.2857 0.2687 0.3562 0.2360 0.2925 0.3439 0.1000
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Figure 2. Performance trend of Yonghui Supermarket over time
B 2. kiFBmh ST Lia s E

RAEE 2 AT LLAE M FIH AR 22 &1 F RIS R M B T R TR 5 11 SRS T 42 & VR, H
GURAE 2015 SERTAE T A FRUIRAS, 2014 £ 2 2015 4 H B B 2R F%, 2015 42 2017 4F 2L RI2%_E7t,
{H 2017 £ LAJ5 N EIEAE R EEA,

3.3. FIRBRMLLGES TN ERHITHHT

3.3.1. ZmminEx
HRa SRR IR, At A Rk 6.

Table 6. Weighted rank of each index
7= 6. EZIRIRINNFL

R BB BETRE AT BT ofRE WEE AN

B T mm mx omex mxr pm Kz ozx PSR
2010 5 1 9 7 8 6 11 11 0.6273
2011 9 3 6 6 5 11 10 9 0.6800
2012 8 6 8 8 3 4 9 3 0.5764
2013 10 10 10 10 6 10 8 4 0.7782
2014 11 11 11 11 4 9 5 5 0.7782
2015 1 8 7 9 9 1 2 7 0.4518
2016 2 7 5 3 11 3 3 10 0.4773
2017 6 9 3 1 10 2 4 2 0.4645
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Continued
2018 3 4 4 5 7 8 6 6 0.4545
2019 4 2 2 4 2 5 7 8 0.3855
2020 7 5 1 2 1 7 1 1 0.3264

3.3.2. WHEMMBML SR A

K B AHREABE MR AT THF HESU G, TS A0 f, - RHAE el « RV p, o MR
probit, (i=12,---,11, 435X 2010 4, 2011 4F, »eeee- v 2020 SF)MITHRESE RANE 7. Ja— DRI
F(0.977)#%1-1/(4n) fit

Table 7. Cumulative frequency, probability unit and weighted rank sum ratio

F 7. BRI, B AL MAFRALL

FAy f; cf; pi probit; WRSR;
2020 1 1 0.091 3.6654 0.3264
2019 1 2 0.182 4.0922 0.3855
2015 1 3 0.273 4.3962 0.4518
2018 1 4 0.364 4.6522 0.4545
2017 1 5 0.455 4.8870 0.4645
2016 1 6 0.545 5.1130 0.4773
2012 1 7 0.636 5.3478 0.5764
2010 1 8 0.727 5.6038 0.6273
2011 1 9 0.818 5.9078 0.6800
2013 1 10 0.909 6.3346 0.7782
2014 1 11 0.977 6.9954 0.7782

3.3.3. HEEZRERSE
W BRI B A2 B 07 probit, /4 A5 &, BLRSR, (BXWRSR, )MEAE NKAE &, FIF SPSS it
H— TR AR, ARIEH R R L 8.

Table 8. Regression coefficient table

=8 EERH¥E

EY
HARHELL R B bR 2R3 BF#)95.0% & 1z [X [i]
i) t wEM
B FRAER Beta TR TR
(W &) -0.237 0.060 -3.927 0.003 -0.374 -0.101
1
probit; 0.151 0.011 0.975 13.168 0.000 0.125 0.177

K45 E: WRSR;s

>

3
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H18H] A HAl T I (B 5 R

WRSR =-0.237 + 0.151probit (8)
J7 ZE TR INEO:
Table 9. Analysis of variance
Fz9. RESHE
ANOVA?
Y ¥ 5 AN H ¥75 F 2EME
EPE] 0.224 1 0.224 173.385 0.000"
1 k2 0.012 9 0.001
Bt 0.236 10

SRASE: WRSR;; PTIMASE: (# ), probit.

WRAETT Z2 o0 W AT ARIIE F = 173.385, HORZETE/KF P {EJy 0.00, #n] iz s Reidid 18k 8k

JVAS VAR

3.3.4. WEMNERFLL 5 iHE

F A T AR B0V 5 AT DA S50 5% R A IASORR AN 10 i 1B an 2 10:

Table 10. Weighted rank sum ratio estimates

2 10. MIFEEFIELEIHE

A
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

2020

probit;
5.6038
5.9078
5.3478
6.3346
6.9954
4.3962
5.1130
4.8870
4.6522
4.0922

3.6654

WRSR;
0.6273
0.6800
0.5764
0.7782
0.7782
0.4518
0.4773
0.4645
0.4545
0.3855

0.3264

WRSRfit;
0.6092
0.6551
0.5705
0.7195
0.8193
0.4268
0.5351
0.5009
0.4655
0.3809

0.3165

R A AE A AR AN EL A V(B4 2 S DBURR AN L (0l V- ELBE 5 I TR) 22 AL B 3 2R B dn ) 3
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Figure 3. Trend chart of weighted rank sum ratio over time
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