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Abstract: Aswe are getting familiar with online shopping, more and more people buy cell phones via inter-
net. Due to the numerous differences between the online sales and physical store sales, we use various statis-
tical methods such as log model and nonparametric test to analyze cell phone online sales data from tao-
bao.com in this paper. It aims to study the relationship between online sales and price. We also try to find
significant factors which affect the price. By means of data analysis, it could be found that the sales volume
increases when the price declines for the brand with large market share. Moreover, the price is affected by the
location and after-sales service of the store. The results can provide some useful information to the online cell
phone sellers.
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Figure 1. The bubble chart of the weekly sales volumefor the cell
phone Nokia, Samsung and SonyErssion
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Table 1. Results of the regression models
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(SonyErssion) 851 —4.37 0.004 0.299
%314 (Dopod) 6.05 218 0.039 0.166
JEFEZ #7(Motorola) 5.12 -1.35 0409  0.029
A (Lenovo) 4.67 -0.31 0.681 0.007
7% (BlackBerry) 3.16 1.04 0.001 0.360
2477 7(Semens) 2.83 -0.69 0.266 0.051
LG 257 0.55 0.579 0.013
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S H(Apple) 1.37 -7.91 0.000 0.664
§ A7 (Philips) 1.34 -0.22 0.815 0.002
Wi A (UTS) 132 171 0.000 0476
Fedg OK 1.25 -1.72 0.006 0.274
o - Apple
©
i
2 .
& o Tanyu , SonyErssion
H o< Nokia
% .Samsung ¢
X
& Dopod
o - UTS
°YinhuaOK , Motorola
*BlackBerry
LGe*Siemens
o - *Phiips *Lenovo
T T T T
5 10 15 20

RZilx

Figure 2. Therelationship of the market share and price elasticity
for each brand. Horizontal axisrepresents market share and the
vertical axisisthe absolute value of price elasticity for each brand.
Notethat red dots show the negative value of price elasticity and
black dotsfor positive value. Also, the marked brandsin red are
not statistically significant
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Boxplot of Nokia N73
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Figure 3. The box plot of monthly price for Nokia
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Table 2. Theresults of Kruskal-Wallistest
2 2. Kruskal-Wallis I8 4 155

Kruskal-Wallis chi-square Df P-value
city 158.2788 6 <2.2e-16
service 75.5772 2 <2.2e-16
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