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Abstract

This article is based on the A market as an example, which is according to the mall smartphone
data application SPSS model research and analysis from the September 2005 to August 2017. This
paper tries to use the trial exponential decomposition model, ARIMA model and exponential
smoothing model to analyze and compare the data of each model. It is used to find the most suita-
ble model for its sales. We make the short-term forecasting within a year by this model. Then we will
get the actual sales data in the future for facilitating the distribution of products in the A market.
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Table 1. Symbol Description
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Table 2. Seasonal decomposition model description
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Figure 1. Sequence trend line
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5.3. ARIMA 1&&!

ARIMA (autoregressive integrated moving average) & Box-Jenkins 77 y2: 1 1) 5 EL i ] /37 51 2 Afr T ASE 7Y
Froh B VAT S F R AL, Hdh ARIMA(,d,q)tBFR N 24> | EAR P8R, AR ZHIEIE, p
RNEERTG MAARIEY, g ABIFEYTEL, d NEE TSSO ERE BT 20 8. B2
BRIV G, BRI IR R S AT I R) 7 ) o A B BE AL PR VAN =T ZEXT IR 8] 77 51 437 00 ik A
b, dEERE Y AL AT FN[9] [10].

FONFAFE AR BREIE. EAPE. 20 KAL ARIMA B2 H [EH AR FIFZ3)°F 3 MA
S IE,

ARIMA #8153 AIRIEEAY(AR), HEPFEAI(MA), A EEEE3F(ARMA), 3 REHEE 3
PR AT (ARIMA), SRR 2434 B B3 3 F AR

Table 3. Model fitting of exponential smoothing method
=3 ERBTEENRENE

BA S Model fitting

B4
PesgitE HE SE mwME EAHE
5 10 25 50 75 90 95
SEREIIR S 0373 . 0373 0.373 0.373 0.373 0.373 0.373 0.373 0.373 0.373
R75 0920 . 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920
RMSE 34.155 . 34.155 34.155 34.155 34.155 34.155 34.155 34.155 34.155 34.155
MAPE 9.025 . 9.025 9.025 9.025 9.025 9.025 9.025 9.025 9.025 9.025
MaxAPE 26981 . 26981 26981 26981 26981 26981 26981 26981 26981  26.981
MAE 25626 . 25.626  25.626  25.626  25.626  25.626  25.626  25.626  25.626  25.626
MaxAE 109.004 . 109.004 109.004 109.004 109.004 109.004 109.004 109.004 109.004 109.004
IEA{ERIBIC 7.131 . 7.131 7.131 7.131 7.131 7.131 7.131 7.131 7.131 7.131
Table 4. Model statistics of exponential smoothing method
AERERARRRGTE
% 4. SRR RS
Wi G i+8  Model statistics
A4 S Ljung-Box Q(18) ‘
R TR AZ 4 ) ERHE S
FRRIIRT it &= DF Sig.
A 1 0 0.373 197.049 16 0.000 0
Table 5. Model prediction of exponential smoothing method
%< 5. I FIEERRE TN
Wi Forecast
F 7R 145 146
Tt 439 446
PR 1 ucL 539 594
LCL 353 327
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Figure 2. Autocorrelation graph and partial autocorrelation graph of residual
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% 7 FIRIZ ARIMA(L 1,2 (S50l 45 3. Mt ot s it B35 1 sig (T DUE H, B LA
SRR AR WER

M# 8 AT LLE A ARIMA AT R 55 145 S H A &N 470 &, 56 146 M H I E N 472 6.
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Table 6. Model fitting table of ARIMA model
7 6. ARIMA HERIFIERI & R

BRHA  Model fitting

H 4L
wEgitE WE SE wAME KME
5 10 25 50 75 90 95
FRARTG 0.140 . 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140
R 0.937 . 0.937 0.937 0.937 0.937 0.937 0.937 0.937 0.937 0.937
RMSE 30.209 . 30.209 30.209 30.209 30.209 30.209 30.209 30.209 30.209 30.209
MAPE 8.396 . 8.396 8.396 8.396 8.396 8.396 8.396 8.396 8.396 8.396
MaxAPE 18.957 . 18.957 18.957 18.957 18.957 18.957 18.957 18.957 18.957 18.957
MAE 23.951 . 23.951 23951 23951 23951 23951 23951 23951 23951 23951
MaxAE 84.113 . 84.113  84.113  84.113 84113 84113 84113 84113 84113  84.113
&K A
E‘E‘fém 6.920 . 6.920 6.920 6.920 6.920 6.920 6.920 6.920 6.920 6.920
Table 7. ARIMA model parameter estimation results
= 7. ARIMA #ERIF S H kTR
ARIMABRIZ#  ARIMA model parameters
fliit SE t Sig.
AR el 0.543 0.150 3.629 0.000
N Zo) 1
A E-RRAY 1 B ERSOE
el 0.381 0.145 2.624 0.010
MA
a2 0.411 0.081 5.065 0.000
Table 8. ARIMA model prediction results
< 8. ARIMA RE TN LE R
T
i) 145 146
T 470 472
-1 ucL 570 630
LCL 384 345

X TR, T FCLE TR (0 T (R BEE R A R0 fE — D AR RABLZ JE T80, LT BENMEL IR AR S R B AT 140 85 J — ] B s
SR ] B 45 3R H SI(UARR -3 i) 45 3

5.4. Winters {83458

Winters 2= FIIE TN+ 4RACHT i Winters BF T2 € H R A — MG 208 U O 7k . XA
T3] VAR A& TE I 18] P A0 B0 (0 2= 5 Ve At e v, [RIE, e Re T B e Ve AR Bl 35 SO ZR A AR
2y (R IRF 1) F 0 32EAT T

Winters 2= FIE DL = AN J5 e Ok, Horp, 5 — AT R s T P 9 = AN s 3 (O
Far). BBRZFETEER), HEESE MRS E . XM e] RPN RS IE M P, 6 fdEAL
BRI IS
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Figure 4. Autocorrelation graphs and autocorrelation graphs of residual difference
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H, a,B,ye[01], LAFNMKE: | AFNHEE: SN UCHEHE, b vEH-TEE.

RO THRE TR R TENK 8 MUIEILES TR,

MERMEASER G EIEE 6 A 7, BT ER=MI5kmE R e fom,
Ut

Table 9. Model fitting table of Winters multiplicative model
= 9. Winters AR MR B R B & R

oL
WAL R ¥ SE R/ME EKE
5 10 25 50 75 90 95
FREMRA 0209 .  0.209 0.209 0.209 0.209 0.209 0.209 0.209 0.209 0.209
RJ5 0992 .  0.992 0.992 0.992 0.992 0.992 0.992 0.992 0.992 0.992
RMSE 10691 . 10691  10.691  10.691  10.691  10.691  10.691  10.691  10.691  10.691
MAPE 3080 .  3.080 3.080 3.080 3.080  3.080 3.080 3.080 3.080  3.080
Max APE 13715 . 13715 13715 13715 13715 13715 13.715 13715 13715 13.715
MAE 8000 .  8.000 8.000 8.000 8.000  8.000 8.000 8.000 8.000  8.000
Max AE 40457 . 40457 40457 40457 40457 40457 40457 40457 40457  40.457
E&fLmBIC 4842 . 4842 4.842 4.842 4.842 4.842 4842  4.842 4.842 4.842
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Figure 6. Autocorrelation graphs and autocorrelation graphs of residual difference
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7. Winters fA5RIR B & 5]

5.5. M#ERRGELBR ST

H PR R AL, RATFT DT A, WA (S I & 8ORA R ARG,
HEBR1ZAR A 5

B AR AR R ECP IR BT Holt LR MR, SRR E R M Y, 1ZAE T B
AUV HEAETERTY, HPESE0E KRGS, NZHEZRPMEML R W 2 FERA4]
ATUAE PR R 778 0.373, MILE 3 0T LAEH, PUAE -5 W I 130 & RO R 475

=M ARIMA BB, B B0 AR FIFEE1F MA I EZ5F . W3 5 hIRA TR LLE 313
PRI R 7779 0.140, M 4 ATLAE H, A E S5 ULIIAR 4004 P2 Bt L o

B VY A AR AR AP R BRI T 2 R R Winters AHIRAEAL . M X 7 BT DUE AL E{H 5 T
MMEPLE FORIREF, ~FARAI R 7528 0.209, ELHR, HoukZE HIAH G IR AH DG IR I 23 - 3 R AE
(e RBLEUR), BT R B 2 e 24 )

g5ty B 4 BRI NI DA H AR DU MBS S INE & % R S T S AR e 3h . AT F A A
2016 4F 12 AR 2017 a5, DAMEREAT 2T .

7% 10 AT LAE H AR ECT I YA Winters FHIRAS R A S0 (19 AR 20 S H &S H A B 5, A w3777 LA
FRAE X L R AT F LI 23 B

6. IRBEREMN SHE
6.1. HEAVEYIFM

FAVE RO TEVE B 00 Winters ASRPERE A, 20 AL IE HI T+ B 2R M S AR T 5 S AT (1 2
PERNL A, i S HOGEKT . s,

FEARECI ST, T S T RSB #0244 7 e, EEN TR ik S S 80w
Y38 KT IZ /N o S S RS 50 7 RO UL DU B P2 PO A AR/, Xt Ao P B3 s P 25 3R U L SR
Rtk MIERPREE EORUE, $RECTHIEAR BRI EIRICAZ BEAUE 216 B Z0L R I 501 147

MRiEEIE T I 875 i 4 e (5 8, —XIResh Pk o, e% 8 1 A5 B KRR KA

DOI: 10.12677/hjdm.2018.82005 47 EAGIEErE T


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjdm.2018.82005

it

Table 10. Predictive value of exponential smoothing model
7= 10. IRYFEFRBEWTUNE

T

e 145 146 147 148 149 150 151 152 153 154 155 156 157 158 159 160
T 435 437 440 442 445 447 450 453 455 458 460 463 466 468 471 473
PR 1 UCL 501 532 555 576 594 611 627 642 656 670 683 695 707 719 730 742

LCL 368 343 324 309 295 284 273 263 254 246 238 231 224 217 211 205

MTFEMRE, FUNESEEROTUNNEEEENNRE—MERAEZEFE, ERATNENIERAERTRNRE—MHERSE
SRIRIRS B 45 R B EA (U B & )R

SERHIFEN, T e o s s 2 A ETE R, AT SN E A SRS A SR
TRHCTHE R EL R EWMIEK .

6.2. HRBVRGHET
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ASCUL A ORI A, Winters SVESURL G AR SRAS B B0 1HEAT TR -5 HA T0 752 b AR RS ok
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o AHILTTFN T 18] 5 51 P A 30 5 B IE N BE e, B RIS IRIG DU, TRINAE BEA B T B

S E 3wk

[1]1 S, goitwim 2 ik 5 MAM]. b5t B E S0 i, 2001: 177-251.

[21 ZEHF WFEHSTS52EEM] B ROOK 2 H AR AL, 2004: 10-98.

[81 ak#EL, FEarde. WEEF A HTE B EFRIM]. ALat iE R H kL, 2003: 5-15

[4] E#e SHAREFH MY dbat S E N RK2E kit 2005: 1-239.

[5] #REFE S TMARECE R [M]._Lig: B4k 2E B, 2005: 148-149.

[6] %FHE. BHR4rHr 5 Eviews RFI[M]. Jb5t: o B AR K 2 Hifkt, 2006: 119-127.

[71 &M RS S @ EViews B R SHI[M]. Jbx5T: 4K S H R+, 2006: 85-88.
[8] FKmEUE. EViews ff FHE 5 R GIM]. dbat: HLBE Tk H A, 2007: 78-89.

[0 #3ChE. ARIMA BAUFE GDP Fl i RZ A [J]. H E7KiZ, 2007, 7(9): 204-206.

[10] B, 43ETE. ARIMA BRI R EE4S GDP N A ) S [3]. BRIk, 2007, 7(1): 45-48.

DOI: 10.12677/hjdm.2018.82005 48 EAGIEErE T


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjdm.2018.82005

KPR ZR IR 3
1. ¥ T http://kns.cnki.net/kns/brief/result.aspx?dbPrefix=WWJD

THAIFMEE S [ISSN], AT ISSN: 2163-145X, HIA] £
2. FTFFENME T http://cnki.net/
Ao« PR SCRR A E” HEN, BN SCEARE, BT A

PefgiE S http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx
HATIMEAE: hjdm@hanspub.org

Hans X


http://kns.cnki.net/kns/brief/result.aspx?dbPrefix=WWJD
http://cnki.net/
http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx
mailto:hjdm@hanspub.org

	Comparison of Models for Sales of Smart Phone in A Shopping Mall
	Abstract
	Keywords
	针对A商场智能手机销售量的各模型比较
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 问题描述
	3. 模型假设
	4. 符号说明
	5. 模型的建立与求解
	5.1. 季节分解模型的建立与求解
	5.2. 指数平滑法模型
	5.3. ARIMA模型
	5.4. Winters相乘性模型
	5.5. 四种模型的比较分析

	6. 模型的评价与推广
	6.1. 模型的评价
	6.2. 模型的推广

	7. 结论
	参考文献

