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Abstract

With the development of society, our demand for energy is growing. By 2018, China’s total energy
consumption has reached 4640 million tons of standard coal. Energy is very important for a coun-
try’s economic development. In this paper, multiple linear regression model and ARMA model are
used to predict the total energy consumption. It is of practical significance for China’s energy sec-
tor to formulate effective and reasonable energy consumption policies to predict the future de-
velopment trend of China’s total energy consumption through reasonable methods.
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1. 51§

IR N LA A7 I B Rtk o Bt 5 AR P R AR A 25 (320, FRATTX REVR ) 7 SR B AR A R
1999 R E I REIRTH Tt M BN 140,569 JIMARHERE, Z85t 20 FERIRRE, 2018 3R 1 REVRTH 2t o & mik
464,000 JTMARAERE, A2 1999 4RI 2.3 fif. HHIL T T IRE REIRIELT KIKRTEH . el N ERME T
PR IR AL . R, SR A B T v v A T REVR T 2R AR R R SRR, RERE N SCREVR ST
il A EAL B REIRIE TRIEUR PR AL, [FR AT DR R EH AP R R R, B — e BB E

FAHQ018)i@ i Xt B [H e IR T AREAT 20 b7, RINFRE AL 25 J L4 AR IR Sk ) TR | R
5 TR ] 1) BBV P AT AL SRS [1]. 7 [, 9K 7 25 55 (2018)i8 i Hh [ (Y e YR et ol 5 1 %
(I RETR Y Pt st Lo dr, R B ARG TR . AR, AR AR [2]. T, F
FEHL(2016) I\ 5t Tl (14998 5 IR AN B U 45 M 30 AT LAk T8, 2 A e 3 ] R It 1) R PRI AR AR 2 B (3] 7S,
R REE(2009) 8 T P8 518 . Granger DRI G FA0 50 45 77 0] 3 B (1) REVRH PR adbAT 1 SEuEZr#[4]. K1
Z(2018)i5 H] VAR HEAUAF 7 R [F AL IRTH 245 GDP ZIAfIR R, R E/REFFHK 5REIEH T2 2 —
PRI R R R [5].

2. REFERASH
2.1. RESRREREERAST

1 AT LLEZIM 1999 43 2018 FIHR E RIEIRTHE 28 B BB FIRIEHT, 2018 FHRE A BEIRY
B BECLIER] T 464,000 MR HELE . FEIXHBA], 2004 4 HHE B, N 16.84%; 2015 I E & E,

N 0.96%.
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Figure 1. Change in total energy consumption in China from 1999 to 2018
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2.2. BREERREFRRMEFERST

i< 2 AT LAE B3R E R I A . Al RN KL R KU AR AT X
PIARRER S A I o5 ) EESEAR XK, R 3RATT7E BIBEE B AW RS, I8 BRI AR R B LR, K
Ry R XURT 5 FLEE IR A K
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Figure 2. Structure of energy consumption of major varieties in China from
2000 to 2018
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3. REfFEHRCEEWEAEZES
3.1. BURRIEFESAE

AR FESRICEE T 1999 43 2018 £E3L 20 SF K REVRIH P L BAHSCH U, o8 7 LB, ACRA A
FPolik, AR s h A B A .

X ()= n}}(n {x,.j (4 )}

max {xij (2, )} - nll}tn {xij (1, )}

X (4)=¢+

%

x; (1) N5 i ASRERES j SR ARAE ¢, 2 RAEE . A g=0,p=1.
3.2. ETFZxBEEaairiaeilREiEsR S 2T
3.2.1. BT EFER R AR

2 JUL N BB — Ju g P [ AR R Bl 7 R 8 Bz — N H AR y a5 2N E
AREE X, Xy, o, X, AFAEERMER R, 2 ek BB f TR 300 T

v, =Py + Bix, + brx, +---+ﬂpxp +&
y BRI R B E YRR R, X, x,, -, x, WOV B R RIE R, B, 5,5, B, B NE A F
B, e RMNBMEN 0, HEN* WIESRHLIRZETN,

3.2.2. ETRLEENGER I EIFER S ETAESR
BIL A7 M IR IE DR T B AR PR AR R s A R K B MR UGB SI DT RE R, RIS
—NRR PSP R PT A R REIATRY, ARFRRRSIER, CREBR RS A AR R AR
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REM.

W REVEH B B bR HE ) (CONE IR AR 2 [R] i 4R 31 7 R0 3 [ AR 2 B (1 485 R 3 A A
ZRE, a8 WEAE(%) (URB). [EE B % (14 78) (INV). BN A7 S E({278) (GDP). Bt
WG 2 K JE S (12 70) (EXP). 45 =7V 5 L 5 (%) (TER). 3E M SPSS i, HZ A | 1) 7 kg
SEEETTRE, HH AR AT

Table 1. Regression coefficient table

= 1. EER¥E

Unstandardized Coefficients

Model t Sig.
B Std. Error
(Constant) —-0.037 0.009 —4.220 0.001
URB 1.493 0.042 35.969 0.000
TER —0.457 0.044 —10.380 0.000

7 1 IATA LA IR R (URB). 45 =77k i o5 bb 55 (TER)IX A8 Bk A AL, Hofh s B4k
#HN, PR WK P EEE/NT 0.05 7, WHEIAGELEEZ . B30EETEAN:
CON =-0.037 +1.493URB - 0.457TER
7 2 WTLABE R E MR A5, HIE REOMR B HE REL =FHHRT 0.9, HHTRA A& 2R R
It

Table 2. Model summary table
2. RAEER

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

2 0.999° 0.997 0.997 0.0193502

3 ERIATRRR R E R, A P BN T 0.05 FTENRN AT RR L I B .

Table 3. Analysis of variance table

F"3. HENHER
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 2.249 2 1.125 3003.511 0.000°
Residual 0.006 17 0.000
Total 2.256 19

1 4 & SPSS B HRAE ST A [E] VA Ay 1 1 RE IR S B RN R O TIME . SEPRE DAL
AR ZE A A

4. T ARMA #E&EgEREHR 22N
4.1. ARMA B E R AR

ARMA HRL(F [B1 72 31 By ) I A AR — MR IR UHUE, AU SR EA ST RER
SO, e 52 B BLAE AN 2 % M BEHL R 2R B 52 .
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Table 4. Model fit value and relative error absolute value table

4. RENSERENREENER

o SEhR{E A& E FHX 13 ZE 4 XL (%)
1999 0.0000

2000 0.0198 0.01231 37.83
2001 0.0463 0.05489 18.55
2002 0.0897 0.10948 22.05
2003 0.1747 0.20247 15.90
2004 0.2774 0.30171 8.76
2005 0.3735 0.37261 0.24
2006 0.4511 0.43813 2.88
2007 0.5283 0.49679 5.96
2008 0.5567 0.56301 1.13
2009 0.6046 0.59703 1.25
2010 0.6805 0.70025 2.90
2011 0.7621 0.77657 1.90
2012 0.8087 0.81702 1.03
2013 0.8544 0.84275 1.36
2014 0.8819 0.87071 1.27
2015 0.8946 0.87202 2.52
2016 0.9129 0.90632 0.72
2017 0.9536 0.97361 2.10
2018 1.0000 0.99962 0.04

R IR A
Xt _q)lXt—l - prt—p =& = ngt—l - eq‘gt—q

Ko (1< 2 p) MO, (1< /> q) NIHL & NABSEILRE, & ~WN(0,0°).
4.2. FRERE
SR 51 20 3oL — W 2 43 b 0 Fry i e 4 SR L S

Table 5. Unit root test after differential processing

5. ENLIERBARELE

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic —4.196718 0.0079
Test critical values: 1% level —4.057910
5% level -3.119910
10% level —2.701103

M7 5 FATTAT UG B P AE/NT 0.05, $EAEJEERBL, RIIZF A —pr 20 TR, Bk
AR,
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4.3. RN AIRA
4 3 Al LUK IRFEA ACF B, #EA PACF Hi2, 7 LLWIE A& ARMA #i%,

Autocorrelation Partial Correlation AC PAC Q-Stat  Prob
I — I — 1 0874 0874 17.670  0.000
I — O I 2 0734 —0.122  30.841  0.000
I 1 (I I 3 058 —0.118 39706  0.000
I — O I 4 0429 —0.123 44766  0.000
| =] 1 (I | 5 0276 —0.093 46998  0.000
I g 1 (I I 6 0135 —0.066 47.569  0.000
I I (I I 7 0.009 -0062 47572  0.000
IO I (I I 8§ —0.106 —0.083 47985  0.000
O I (N I 9 —0.199 —0.044 49572  0.000
I O I (I I 10 —0.281 —0.08  53.034  0.000
[ — I (I I 11 —0.349 —0.083 58997  0.000
| — I O I 12 0401 -0.068 67.861  0.000

Figure 3. Sample PAF and sample ACF plot
B 3. ¥4 PAF FiHZA ACF

4.4. HEHMBHTRE

2 H%F ARMA (1,1)« ARMA (1,2). ARMA (2,1). ARMA 2RI 4T [A1H, o R AR & d5 Kok
JEAR B t GEiH AN, AL AIC. SC. HQ MHZEEHE. W# 6 .

Table 6. Values for the statistics of the four models

6. MMERNGITENE

AIC SC HQ
ARMA (1,1) —4.6801 —4.5309 —4.6548
ARMA (1,2) —5.1841 —4.9853 —5.1505
ARMA (2,1) —4.8346 —4.6367 —4.8073
ARMA (2,2) —5.1942 —4.9469 —5.1601

4.5. IBREF 51818

T REFREF ML LM AR IR BGH 5 1 B i TR ZE A NS, LM A SR Si il & obs*R-squared X
P AH 0.523, fE 5%HIREMAKF T, AMELREMKRE, Winas REWIKRETLF IR, RULETHE
A, BV S BB DO S H )
Table 7. Breusch-Godfrey serial correlation LM test
= 7. FHMEX LM IR

F-statistic 1.845363 Prob.F (1,14) 0.1958

Obs*R-squared 2.049095 Prob.Chi-Square (1) 0.1523

% ARCH (1,2) 7] A3 2R [ 5 7712 A -
CONS, = 2.1826*(1-0.9626) +0.9626CONS, , + 7, +1.46667, , +0.98807, ,
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KBTI A5 RS 2 TN R, WA 4.

'2 Forecast: CONSF
104 Actual: CONS
' Forecast sample: 1999 2018
Adjusted sample: 2000 2018
0.8 1 Included observations: 19
Root Mean Squared Error 0.014676
0.6 Mean Absolute Error 0.009906
Mean Abs. Percent Eoor 5.553867
0.4 Theil Inequality Coefficient ~ 0.011179
Bias Proportion 0.009656
02 - Variance Proportion 0.006519
’ Covariance Proportion 0.983825
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Figure 4. Forecast graph
4. FUME
Keskbi 5121 ARCH BEARLTIINAG 2 A0 S48 7 BTSR[] — 3K 3R, I TF SO LA UR 22 4 0
4 8 P

Table 8. Absolute value of relative error

8. HEXNRELNE

Ay SLpRE WAE AHXH5 25 5 (%)
1999 0.0000

2000 0.0198 0.022310 12.68
2001 0.0463 0.068394 47.72
2002 0.0897 0.091317 1.80
2003 0.1747 0.143760 17.71
2004 0.2774 0.293648 5.86
2005 0.3735 0.355373 4.85
2006 0.4511 0.451661 0.12
2007 0.5283 0.532931 0.88
2008 0.5567 0.582855 4.70
2009 0.6046 0.574499 4.98
2010 0.6805 0.681967 0.22
2011 0.7621 0.764184 0.27
2012 0.8087 0.810579 0.23
2013 0.8544 0.855310 0.11
2014 0.8819 0.900952 2.16
2015 0.8946 0.901746 0.80
2016 0.9129 0.913439 0.06
2017 0.9536 0.952446 0.12
2018 1.0000 1.000750 0.08
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Figure 5. Comparison of model fitting effects

Bl 5. REMUAPERIIELE

H B 5 ATEAAE G 2 4 42 1R A LI AL (] A 9 75 920 ARCH RS 1 v 75 32 T F a5 SR 45 i
PrERERIF 32, UK PR T VA A AUl BRI BE YR B B B I A28 R BT

VP RS R (0 T 45 SR SRR 4G SR A R 22 X

WA 9, TSP RTINS RS PR R AR IR ZELENE, B ERATBIAE 3] ARCH 7Y
TR R Z2 2B I P S B B L 22 Je Rk [l R (R /N — o, SR 22 e b [l A R Y b v Z2 AR
XN P B RATIAE X REVEH 2% A AT TN I FT LSS S X PIA O IR BR R, FEIR R 2 A B
PIZ T, AT LA RS 2 Tk VE (Bl AR, i A6 L — AR R EAT TN N R ) ARCH A5 7

Table 9. Comparison table of the two methods

9. AT AR

%L PRt 22
% TR PE A AR AL 0.067578209 0.099939741
ARCH #57 0.05544182 0.112589011

5. &t 58N
5.1. &g

1. JRE R REVEH 2 BRI 20 S BFIEIE 0, BEERHMABIRRE, K. B, R IR
REVR P o7 L EE BT K.

2 PERAE IR E T EEREUR A PP SR A A LEEE R, Al i o 6 B B ROK

3. JRIE BEVEA P S B A EAT EE 20 SERTC MRk SE, Ul W] E A P REUEE BT A 1 R
JRAL o

4 SR ARIEE =7l i o7 bE S0 R RIS 2 B RO 2, R I B R0 RERTH e Rl
FEAPER, 5= AT i b RR IR S B 3 F ) A FE A

5. FETINE FE eV BB RN, ARCH B RANZ D [ 77 3 UL & RORES LU 6 22 A8 B it
AR IZ AL B 7538, 6 T B AR B Tl w) ALE ]l ARCH B,
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5.2. il
Lo HESNPEERIAC T, KITR Il BoR AT DL B B AR B % 7 b e SEAT I B
A AR

2. R EOREVH, 2w ARG . BUR RIS SR A W 775 51k, s Al x5 %
BORIIEA, ptAh, JRE R et 578 REIRAT LA DL 3 1 B X 2S5 51
3 HHE N 45 AN AT AL REIR AR, R AXHER A% BEAT S BRI AR, BRADGOR IR, &

Jil s i v IR
4, HhER BAFEEIR Z 0] FARREYR, NOUSRIEUS R A, BRIk HE, GRS, ZMAe
BRAZIE .
HE&mHE
A Z R TV RZFAREES I H % B, WHZ%S: 11005130019XN140/006.
SEEk

(11 Eff FREGEEE RIUR LIRS ). FLs T, 2018(17): 40-42.

[2]1 7, k758, WESC, et REREZFEICRG KREBD]. 7R 554, 2018(4): 34-42+47.
[3] VEHR, FHLYL. b EREIEE SR BUR b R BURRT T[], wEmEAAL, 2016(6): 237-238.

[4] 97, REMK, Mg S ERRIEE R STERT 7L[I]. BT 504, 2009(2): 17-20.

[5] kTR, FESTFIGK S REIRE 9 0 RIVIUES T[], FVETFHEAL, 2018(17): 36-39.
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