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Abstract

With the rapid popularization of the Internet and social media, social media texts have attracted at-
tention because of their real-time, interactive and unbiased nature. It has become a meaningful ex-
ploration to explore the quantitative public opinion of social media consumption and further study
its impact on consumer confidence. The paper first constructed a consumer keyword database with
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6 different topic dimensions, and crawled about 1.782 million related popular microblogs on the so-
cial platform. Further, based on Bert pre-training model, emotional tendency is mined, and an online
Consumer Confidence Index is created to comprehensively quantify consumer confidence by intro-
ducing Weibo heat score and wavelet transform. It is found that the online CPOI has a significant
positive impact on consumer confidence and there is a long-term stable equilibrium relationship be-
tween the two. When it is further added into the consumer confidence forecasting model, all evalua-
tion indicators are significantly improved, and the forecasting effect and robustness of LSTM are bet-
ter than that of GRU and Random Forest in different forecasting periods.
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1. 518

TENHESI AP IR =B B4 —, 2023 4 3 SO xt i E 2 5K I TT kil 1) 82.5%, RN E
BEIREN ). BT AT NER R R, BRI Z BT RRA, I T RSk G TR H A TKF
0 T 2 55 3 R L SR AR VS v SR (1] [2], IRk, Y SRR O O [ RGBSR 9% 52 HE BRI
7H % # {5 0> F8 2 (Consumer Confidence Index, CCI)& i 734 TRHA M T B AT EFa bR, 25A SRTH 28 & X405
TEH L ARG Bl Wt BTSSR, (AR ES R E — AN H KA, e S

F—J7H, B LB RE, FEAZ AR O BC AT A LR S AR B IR %O F &, R
R IIBAE B BRJR[3] [4]. 2024 4F, 4xBkiid 50 {2 \f# FAHACHAR, HIHN 151 73 40[5]. #5%
WA SCAR BAG SR . ELA A TO R, TR B A AT 5 TR A AR eI R i sg e 73] [6]. i
DURZG G 5245 3 Shiller 52 AT EBFE I, AR “ RS TR, BEifsma st ig[7],
T AR AC AR B TE I X Pl AN B

DRI, IO 6% B 0T VA 2 15 O IR AN S 00, 2478 2 3 W 304G SR R R i B2 W I 55 S WL ¥
BB, HAFORTREAF R TE. il B2 I 2 98 S BB IO ANE, ASCR R TR AR R A 6 /> 4 11
TH PRI TOCHA E, TRINYY 178.2 J3 AT 10U, Iis 0 J5 1) Bert 135 BB AL $2 3 Af I il ) o 0F— 2D b,
5 5 T TR A PR AR /)N 7 0 K VY o BRI AT RRAE SR AR B AL, R I 4% 7 B B4 F 4 (Consumer Public
Opinoin Index, CPOI). 74 R EIR, ARCHEN CPOI 5 CCl Z[MAFIEREIEMIE, HAEKE
SEMIBIE R R WD P 5 AT TN, IO\ 9 4% B DR 3R A R T g 0 35 38 7, D LSTM
AL TN P AR 1 R R PR AR T GRU RIBHATL AR -

RICHEIFZALTE T B, B 0K Bert TINS5 AR AL S T3 9% B o0 A, ARRLRCR BER T
FRGIRES 21 J5: O, S WU RN B e, Mg T — ARG ML 9 1S 148 b5 CPOI,
ORGP E . ATPMZIR BN R, IR T IS R (S O AR e R K T R,
TIE T D0 28 BEL 631 9 5 TR T 8 77, SELRR 1 AH DGR 9

2. 3CHRE]
2.1 BEFREFINCAEZIES*
TR, RTEREXAIIW A AEER T ZNAH, HEEEBROIT SRR T HAAR .
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%EF#IEJ! }z\ﬁiﬁ

Jelodar %(2020)F|FH LSTM X} COVID-19 Vg HEATIH &4, HUR 7 TAE Gl 5 ) Sk R I 8]

Olabanjo %5 (2023) MI7E & GEide 25 B G 43 By v F AR I A5 TR, 7E 2 AN 4EFE B LSVC f5731[9]. 2018 4,
BERT [10]## = B, 7F 11 T NLP AR5 2L s, BT 2 B T & -5 Bz AR %5 . filln, Tt
25 (2020) FH A 48 3 U AL YR 8 FO I B PE[11], B 07 PR AT 52 P (2020) 3% T Bert A1 LDA JRA 7Y
GBS PR AT 5 B2 88 [12], Hartmann %5(2023) 12 Hif¥) SIEBERT A5 845t L 1] RN A& Guil #5 2 S B AL
F A E[13], Olabanjo £7(2023)ff) BSERT #& A thifAid T LSTM #EA1[9].

22 HXBFHHRFSHBEEED

B A AR R 74, FEAC A O RO (S BRI [14] . BRSRER 22 B 7038 TF 4R AL A A4 S A
HIZIRE R, WRERIAMME. B0, Mao 55(2015)3% T Twitter SCAHZHL Y - A RS s 3¢ % 21
LA, IERETIIN A 5 T M R SR R BU[15] 5 A 98 98 R0 37 (2022) %of 4 il €01 397 8 S5 A DR Ak 1 g AT 45 %
FAB A TZIRFIRAN T, R IR A7 1) 45 % 3 1 2 RS A B A R 52 R [16]; Angelico 45(2022) ) 42 s ik
TRHAFE bR, 7 A A BT A% 0 1 A 43 3 1R d K TR 4R AR I T0IE 0 [17]. 1EVH P85 0k, #F 7iE
2 A vh 7 G 20 5 AR B R R B B SR Bh A T _E[18]-[20], WKL AT SEAATY B BELIS WAL A 1R 9T BRI 0P TR S
O CERR . Lehrer £5(2019)4 4 WA TS 25484 USSI [21] 87 F -3 [ 2 (5 O Fe B iy, 3%
P T IR [22]: Qiu (2020)iF — AL B, $EF T HERAYE[23]; 5K — AR (2023) R FH A& SC A
B EAREL,  FRIE I R B T A SR B [24]; Zhang et al. (2024)tHAIER TV S E E 4 Sk
PRI 2115 26 2 8] 1) 55T [25] -

gi b, ARSCRI Bert TIZRIE BB F2 P 4122 A4 T 2R BRGS0 LAE I 90 25015 0 0 T AME IEAT 56
HERPEAR,  BASE A Z At A Fe S AT AERA TR A

3. M HBRRFESAE

BTV 28— 44 NN 4% 31 B BEL 5 6 B (Consumption Public Opinion Index, CPOI) ¥ fa#x, E4ktt
A WEPRIAEE S A . WEAUER AR T AR N B SRS A0 B R LR AR H O = AN B, LA
1o AREEATXTEEAP BN AT AN

4 H
T 7 3 3134y et DI\ BELH 154
# ! I I
ﬁ H T e RN e eS| 5
5 1% 0
W | TEHGEAZ B R | BertBREUIANHER GHON MBI | B
i | [ |
SV R FRTE SO A IR N 32
J L
Z

Figure 1. CPOI building framework
[ 1. CPOI ¥ #EZ2
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3.1 BUEFMESLE

3.1.1. MEERAREXHEITE

RIS N 578 2815 O A 5 B AN [R) 4 B 1 34 32 BRI D B R] , AR SCI B 1 o [ = i A4 . — PR3
HEMIF 4TS, TREL T 2023 4 5 H & 2024 4F 4 Aii—H KA 1986 258 HBTIE . 8 i A AR 2 EL
SCAS I HT 1% AT, i A S R G SR s F R A T2 A BRI . 48 3 % S5 1Y) Top 100 &
A 2= P L 2

2a ’Sﬁb m]}? e n Eé‘;@ w2
1 AN

) 'f

-;mgﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ&y

ﬁ

@%ﬁ

mir K

i’e‘#
E
Py
g{@ﬁw;, Rp wh ~cmam @

Figure 2. Cloud map of high-frequency words
E 2. SRz E

RO S X ARE BTN BE R AL B HUN26], AXGEZH Lk i, HaRi
2710 b AR O FEH28] 291 E N A A, I T ARBH . AEROL. B/EEL Ak, ik A
i 6 ANYEFEI) 25 A ICHER], A4 R B SR OQ B 9] B LA 1

Table 1. Consumer public opinion keyword database

F 1 HERBXRIEE

Y P A

ST A 29, k. AMRL FlFL GDP. L&, ik
AR, Mo N fREK. ik

Bk g, e, iF. e, RE

ol k. gl Ak

W KF CPI. i ik

g 5 Dt BT K55
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3.1.2. WiERER

#k 2023 FHEVUFRL, T 6 ISR FiA ] 5.98 12, A5 EERMAEERMATEZ
—o MR & EARAM TSN, RIS AR 2 A RE L. 2T OMER
KU e, SCRUBEA RBEAVE AT, TRHL T i1 5 A 2015 4 1 A & 2024 ££ 5 A4 H AT 50 2% #
I, SEih20 178.2 7356, RIS SCA KSR . 28 SRR (X SO B0 S A LA 2:

Table 2. Number and content of microblogs
F2 MEHERAR

FEYEE MEE BT

(1) RESTF SR OB T, BARMIME = S FE R T 90%FLHE & + 10%573)
LUK 229,933 EHERFE,

(2) |HLAT 2024 0] §E2 P E 25T s BAE ) —4F

(1) ZFES, REHERKE IR RIFHESL, &Pl AW, R SR HE T
VIR 444,802 FEARIE

(2) BARSEWN TG, WY, HIFEARRER FERZ.

(1) BEWAIL R EF R 128.09 1476, AMEBIRANIE, A =mEE R T E
#E 533,206 4 11 Ay, SRKAKELIXA)E.

(2 FEBETHARIEAEY, MEHRFL L, TRSERERONAY, &R ™EEN,

(1) SELR, REBIEASSARRRP AT, T TRRERE, =Sl i
ol 236,853 AfawE, RlRIRFERKE.

(2) BEFW A RIS WY THGE, AT N BT R AR R e

1) ExgiitE#HEE S ANBEBERR, RE CPLIKIEY K, (HEEZEMER KW, B

F— RYIESREE M, Mt BIHIER XA, HaTBEAFAmRA, WATEARSE, Wit sk
WK 161,572 = FFRM.
(2) i H— 2 /MNE % TR TE VB — A SR KL 6 B, 5% M VG SR e A 21 4T L 600
e, B R R L
(1) ERALE, BWATHAEBGTR T, BB, (REE, RIS AL NSRRI
CRWZEMBREERT
(2) FttAX—IREET I RBAE? FOT A2 TR E O, B FEmifhid
—LEER, HER 887, RELBEEERE L.

T 5 176,060

3.2. BUEZHE

3.2.1. Bert Mg iEE

Bert T Transformer ] Encoder ZHEZ MR, XFHEEHIE1T Bert G2 ] Al HUAS [|] J2 KL FE
FOAE SR, SRS H 5 IiE UEoR. AN, AHEL RNN BB, Bert H14k7& Transformer 7] LLIEAT
THER UK IR SR = T I8 8% . Bert 2R ARZ5 4 WLI1A 3:

Positional 1 .
Encoding : 1
1
: ¢ ¢ 1
1
Input : Self- | | Add& 5| Feed | | Add& ! Output
Embedding AL attention Norm “| Forward Norm | Embedding
1
| 1
1
1

Figure 3. Bert model structure
[ 3. Bert #8145 H

DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2025.143849 1509 TR 4TS


https://doi.org/10.12677/ecl.2025.143849

EHINE, B g5 (Position Encoding) [30]14i 72 LR token AL EAF S, HREIN T H1 (1
KFR. LB Yl FAS RT3 1) 1E 5% oR BORN A2 5% bR 50

PE os i) =SiN ( pos,/10000/ e ) @

(pos,2i

PE = cos( pos /100007 ) @)

(pos,2i+1)

Hrr, pos s2f)+ 1 token (NI E, dmodel AR HRALERE, | KRR M ELELE RG], AR R RIALE Jnh e
AR A LS dmoger FHIF], AR I — AN ZRID 2

EgISJE, BE R Il (self-attention) & Bert BIA% 045 o FH Sembedding %7~ 1 S £ Hii N2 5 1
B NGFIE, & RI4EE N sequencelengn X embeddinggimension (SEQUENCEength &7 F 1%, embeddingdimension
Fon token FIZERE). 23BC —NMBCEHE FEX B —NMRHERAE L ML, 192 Query 5EFE(Q). Key HiFF

(K)F1 Value #E 4 (V):
Q = Sempecaing Vo ®)
K = SempeadingVi 4)
V' = Sernbecing Vv ©)
A, BT AR R
Z =attention(Q,K,V ) = softmax(?/;kT Jv 6)

()T, FHVER AR QKT IR BL [, B bR IEA 407 (d, SEHEL 64), 1543 softmax JH—{LJF 4
W INRE, MR T 5 SR T RS . softmax ASHUS, AR R INENRS V KT,
1325 T— attention 4= B[ one-head R 7R Z. K 2> Z IR AT it , BmATBA)T S Z KKK,

3.2.2. {ERAIZHE

(1) BERSHEAIFH IR

AT HIFRATAE R 2 B4 i SCA R 43 A 4000 5B dEAT N TRy, 3% 24,000 %o AR¥E SCATE K,
BATE A s m . EmARYE, JFH-1. 0. 1RR. fMASCARREAHEES, ERSCAMKR, ik
AN T6 BH A 15 bt ) B A RRTE OR (1) A 2

AICKRA bert-base-chinese BALHEAT ISR, BN F RIS SCARR) 80%ENINZREE, 20%1E 9k
o HTHARSE T SURINA T, R SOR G R, R RS SO R e ] TR R . A,
PATVEE TR KA, 245 T B R ) SCARTE S R, DA TSN R A RE 7. 4,
Bert #5284 (1) e K A A FE 9 510 /> token. IR BB SCAR R R SCH(E B, I KB B SCARE BT 128 4
Fj5 382 /> token. FLARMIEA S 41 B L4 3.

ASLHT Bert 4 A% 6 REBSCARMATEBL, -5 TextCNN #BEA XL, PLIERG = (accuracy). Hi
F(precision). 771 (recall) Al F1 1543 (F1-score)VE R R PEM HE Ax -

Zizl-l—l:)i (7)

accurancy = —-
ZH(TPi +FN; + FPi)
.. 1 < .. 1 <« TP
recision =— ) __precision, =—» . L 8
P N z'zlp "N “'TP +FP ®)

DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2025.143849 1510 HLF R 55T iR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ecl.2025.143849

%EF#IEJ: gi)ﬁz

1 < 1 < TP
recall=—>» . recall, =—)» =~ ——— 9
N 2 "N Z':1TPi +FN; ®
Fl-score :Ez: prec_ls_loni x recall; (10)
N “'= precision; + recall;

Table 3. Bert sentiment classification model parameters

7 3. Bert R LKIERSY

SRR AR SR E
max_length R CARKEE 510
train_batch_size BHHEFEA KN 8
learning_rate B R 0.0001
epoch S ERIN AT LRI ZR 20

(2) BRIRER

TR IR 2R EE L 4. WBAL SRR E, Bert BT TextCNN, $FHI1AFLLE Precision 1 F1-
score FUERF. Btz 4h, Bert X TAN[E 3 4L R SCA R E M R E T TextCNN, 25 B
AR #RTE . DN K 4 BB PTA PR FR AR R = T 0.85, Al 5 E ST 0.8, 1] TextCNN
FEIX PR (R I 5 HAth 32 R 2Z B3R . Bert FOZRBLIGAIE 1 ILAE T2 4 9% 2 U 7 T A D0 ek A A
EVE . ASCH Bert X IR BT A RARESCREAT 7326

Table 4. Model classification result

=4 RESLELER

. Bert TextCNN
F Y

Accuracy  Precision Recall F1-score Accuracy  Precision Recall F1-score
BT H 0.8887 0.8910 0.8887 0.8890 0.8775 0.8116 0.8775 0.8273
A AR 0.8787 0.8639 0.8788 0.8694 0.8575 0.7473 0.8575 0.7986

iz 0.8750 0.8700 0.8750 0.8712 0.8425 0.7205 0.8425 0.7767
Al 0.8462 0.8487 0.8462 0.8459 0.7425 0.6350 0.7425 0.6630
WK 0.8575 0.8561 0.8575 0.8568 0.8525 0.7601 0.8525 0.7881
) 0.8025 0.8003 0.8025 0.8013 0.7125 0.6432 0.7125 0.6257

3.3. MHREIERENE

331 WERESS
A SCHR RIS 1S, B lIE RS MAER 4R HEAS R E Bert 15/ K45 R 15

2.
1 IEmTE
SCOTe, ey =40, 17 /8K (11)
-1, Fa &
T AR 1) i (G BB S e o) PR I R B, AR T DR IAE S5, Bk VPR ko BRIL, AR
PEH AR AR 43
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SCOMe,, = > . Anum,,i=12,3 12)

v N . 1
Sof, num R iR HRIECR, 6 RBUL, A 6=0,=0,=<.

557 P JEAF 70 A IR 7 HH 15 3
score

TH

)|
~

\

=score score,, (13)

composite sentiment

SR A50[RS 5 18 T AR A I IR ) MR o 155 O SRR, 00 BB S W IR B o PP Pk
RG34 0.

3.3.2. M%iHGRIBER
LI ) R 2y, TSRS R 4E L (9 2 R 2% 3 9% B2 145 2 (Consumer Public Opinion Sub-Index,
CPOSI):
total + total

CPOSI — positive negative ) | — l, . 6 14
=2 total —total (14)

positive negative

Horr,  total g, ARG AR H7H S BRGS0 A, total g Ao
%% CCI R EEXT THEOIN S5 45 BBkAT O, 53 A 2 4 LS Fa .
6
CPOI :100+mx100 (15)
5 ccl —#, CPOI Ll 100 M fE, 760 % 200 Z [H485). CPOI >100 &8 /A ES X 24 i £ 57 Y 2%
T A2 DL AR T B AR A, CPOI <100 B U AH J o

3.3.3. INET R

AR Fk ) 2% BEAR AR R A 2 i IS I SR A5 I, AR BEAR 3 1 R AR 1 I 285 7 2 LIS Fa 2, (R
H i TRV 53R R Gk s 2 HECR S B, RN AT Mg AR . /)
WA ATE 2 0 HE R S TR SRME IR B R, SRRSO R BELAEAE S ER. 25
PR HTHESE R IS 5 AR IR .

f(n)= ijgko Co i (210n—k)+zj:jozfj_k0dj,k¢j,k (2'n-k),n=0,1-++,N, -1 (16)

Horb, B (2°0-K) 0 gy (2In—K) 4B RS BB 6 (1) RIEE IR () IR T RS B MR
R, AR jor o TRRBEN K HIBTF R, NI I 910 25

TG0 13 S B FEROIAT ADF K6, p {E 9 0.2297, SRAETRAS S . DRILi4R FUE B St IE
AEME L A AR (5 5 4bHE ) Daubechies 4 (dbd) 4 /NEAMR. FEMEAT BRI ALIE . NS ) CPOI
L 4, BN 1 CPOI SE i M SR H T 71 2 Bt 1 1 R 34

34. M HBRRIFHEYSHEEERELD

N AR S ) CPOL AT CCIL LB 5. EWE, 2021 4E2 i, CCl EIILLE EIl e e s,
CPOI BRE €35, (85 CCl #A 5. M 2021 4R, CPOI K iZ#T T &2 fA%KF, I 2023
IR UEREA . 55—, CCl 1E 2022 FHIRRIFE, —BERFFERMAKE . AT 1A
FMEFEAT 0T, 45 K Pearson AH¢ R %ik 0.8775, p /M T 0.01. kB, CPOI 5 CCI WJ#EfF
HEIEFER <&, BE#E CPOI I FF%, CCI t#aT R,
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NP AHAT R FICPOIL
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N N o A N N N N N R A N N NN
i AR AN AT AN s N e ) N B o B o NI o B )N T o B e N L o e ) N T s B e N i A TR AN B e
o g il e it gl gt o gl R R R R i it gl s i
N NN O OO W0MWPORARNRND OO~ — — NN N M e
i e e e e e e e e e e e T o TR o o I o I o\ B o\ B o Bl o B o\ I o\ I o\ B o\ I o\ I o\ |
S OO0 0000000000000 O0OODO0OO0OO0OOODOO0OO SO
AR A A AAAAAAAAARNAAAANAARAARAAARAQAAQ

JEAECPOl =/ /N AF 3 f5 I CPOIL

Figure 4. CPOI before and after wavelet transform
4. 1NREEIRAETIEHY CPOI

/N A 3 ) CCTAICPOI

170
150
130
110

90

70

50
M M I TN ITKITIINIKIIKIIKTIIDIIIIIKIITTKIIIIIIIRIIDIIK I
ESFIREfE;FEEEaRREFEE
— = N~ = = = >~ = 00 — = & O O o A N A on o
S O =2 O O O O —- O = O O O o a o o o o a o a o
AN AN O AN AN O N AN NN O A oS Ao

N N N N N N
——CCIL ----- J546CPOI

Figure 5. CPOI and CCI after wavelet transform
5. /R EHY CPOI #A CCI

N TAE XA R TR KRR R 1, RSO E AT IR . B TR TSI R AR, X
P AT — B 224y, W FL A R 5.8 5 SR H Engle-Granger Bi2bik. X OLS [\ )= %% 2 14T ADF £
5%, p{HN0.0033, KILTE 1% 2 K1 R Al LLA % 5 1) CPOI A CCI Z [AIFEE K R i B S5

4, BF LSTM 2R p0iE#HEE L TN
4.1. BT EMTEM IR
YEN— MR RNN, KA HICIZ A2 M 25 (LSTM) [31]f#k T 4548 RNN H K B 5 2 ik w6 B2
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THRABE LRI I8, AR E & T E) P SRR . S ARAERT RNN FLITAHEE, LSTM I T —
TN, AREEET] FATT T =AM T AR .t ZIREIZ s WK 6:

A

ht
C, (X) + > C
f; 1t ~ Of e
C‘[
I c I I . I Itanh] I c I
htl I ] [ ] > h

t

Figure 6. LSTM memory unit structure
[ 6. LSTM {212 T 454

TERTZ t, LSTM 2 ANRHIE Xe PLRT— B ZI B B 0IRAS Coa P Dy, ol I =R 1ML I
JEMEHEE. BEMREFETFESRSIER, BMAERZERNHER, H4E8E BT
RS TEHTUFTCAZ . F T NE B LS B2 AT 2 5, A — N RS A H

KK EE KGR R AR RGO B R B MR TR L, BRI
GUITH P S O TR BN AE AT DA R A B iR b E N R A2 5 [32], Rk GDP Hil A LL 1% (GDPG).
16~24 553 BT S #(URL6~24) . & R P A& T2 2 (CPI) . i RN AT SRR N SRt A LL 3
H(ICG). P55 ARH(RECH) . EIELEE TEHU(SCH 70 A E 9 A BE TR . BRI Wi K. A
WRGLS W55 A BT 6 N AT fabr, FH USRI TS, S5imA CPOI FE AL 47 %)
th. Hrh, GDP 2Rt [A) bl A e NI vl SCRE N B v 7] B3 T8 22 R0, =% 18 2400 S A Zh oA
K, WO ERIEAEZ LN H 0 H R 16~24 % 57837 J13RAB0R 2 Rl R A7 10 3 3 4 195k
PRI, SR = IR AR E AT I b . LSTM 43 2H SEEG Ui B L3¢ 5:

Table 5. LSTM group experiment description
2 5. LSTM 4>4ASCi8 i RA

A RARYAE F iR [EEAE PN
X R ZH M1 AT RS CClt. GDPGt. UR16-24t. CPIt. ICGt. RECIt. SCIt
SEEGZH M2 BRAIETH PR B R SO R TR (G %R CCIt. GDPGt. UR16-24t. CPIt. ICGt. RECIt. SCIt. CPOIt

DI BB SE AL B, SRTHER IR e, X 19 X T AR R AT I U AR B, T
D58 B e P 3 504 2 T

N () == (a7

max min

DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2025.143849 1514 TR 4TS


https://doi.org/10.12677/ecl.2025.143849

%EF#IEJ: gi)ﬁz

N T VAL AN RIS AR DL % [] — 55 3 f of JEL 26 R0 S5 20 1 0 R0, A SR #4977 #R % 22 (Root Mean
Square Error, RMSE). P45 7 4 LLi% % (Mean Absolute Percentage Error, MAPE). X %P3 4654 H 4
EL 15 2% (Symmetric Mean Absolute Percentage Error, SMAPE) =AM s o) 45 704 F 0 20 S kAT TEAr «

RMSE = +/MSE = /%Z.L(Yu -9 (18)

, P

mapg = 10% 5 Vi B (19)
n | Y |

100% < 2]y, -9 20

SMAPE =— z'zlly.|+|9.| (20)

Ho, oy RSebrE, 9 RTE, n REAE. 2 RMSE HEHLT 0. MAPE fil SMAPE ##E T 0%
B, BERL R ZE RN, TRNRS BB LE .

4.2. HEEES CCI Fm

MR E SO AR B, A ST E AL A A UK A BRZE ML RTIN CPOI I skEe 4 M2, R H Py-
thon ] Tensorflow HEZL 57 iE4T LSTM &, N AR 2 4), R M A% % (Grid Search) & X 2%
Wks, 3 D T 28040 & 354758 XA (Cross-Validation), M FER S EH & . A, FIAF1
U7 BRGS0, ISR R AEESE 5 DMINGRA A GBI ISR A SCRA R E SHLE
6:

Table 6. LSTM model parameter settings
6. LSTM RESHIGE

SRR SRR SHRE
batch_size Eic i AN 4
epochs Yk A 20
optimizer R adam
loss EEENTEE Y175 1% % MSE
units FRBZ & o E 50
learning rate B )R 0.001
n_past WEE H KA 3

LA 8] 2 21 B0 IO RT 80% AR 5 20% MR EE, 43 AIsd B4 M1 FIsEE64H M2 357 LSTM
R, R A BRI 7

Table 7. LSTM group experiment results
7. LSTM FrASLIG AR

e} RMSE MAPE (%) SMAPE (%)
X HREZH M1 1.3833 1.2682 1.2647
SCIG2H M2 1.0207 0.9027 0.8989

S EEX IR ZE M1 5 SRI0 4 M2 fRBLAT LLE T B 2, 7251\ CPOI X —AZ & Jn, SKIRZH M2 7E

DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2025.143849 1515 TR 4TS


https://doi.org/10.12677/ecl.2025.143849

ANV RS ERERIS R T B Y, AT IR M1 AR RS, BARmE, SR
41 M2 1) RMSE [#{% 7 26.21%, MAPE F[% 1 28.82%, ifii SMAPE Sl | 28.92%IBR IR . X —45 5
AMUFE T CPOI TEMRALTIMIAE AL A (R SR AE FH L i FLEGAIE 1 X 45 9 2 BRI X 3 7 2315 O Fi8 BT
i FE AR

4.3. BB SR

ISR S5 R O AUESE T INNTH 2 BB FE B SR M2 BERGS TN A A VH B 3 (5 o FR ) BE AR
Blo (Hy 7t 0% R LSTM BAUR B ITINACR, ASCEFE GRU MBEHLARMAR Ry Xt B, Jf
FERIA(12 HH)FNHE (6 3H) AN [R]3 BR Py A3 LSTM RERY R A e P o A [ SRR ASE 28 33 00 445 R L 3¢ 8-

Table 8. Prediction results of different maturity models
7 8. TEIHAPRIRBLTNSER

T K40
RMSE MAPE (%)  SMAPE (%) RMSE MAPE (%)  SMAPE (%)
LSTM 0.6786 0.6266 0.6251 0.7217 0.6287 0.6266
GRU 1.3468 1.2795 1.2678 1.0889 1.1325 1.1326
Random Forest 4.5474 5.1539 5.0240 5.0575 5.1895 5.0283

8 Al EIR TAE 3 MANEEALAIC . FLIBR HFE A CCIL T ZS R . INTRINUR K, LSTM
A RMSE. MAPE. SMAPE TGt 75K HAME & 4 A i A T HAL B MY . LSTM = Iifasr¥IE N
0.7002. 0.6277%-. 0.6259%, # GRU f#) 1.2179. 1.2060%. 1.2002%% 5! T P& 42.51%. 47.95%. 47.85%,
% Random Forest (1] 4.8025. 5.1717%. 5.0262%77 %I T~ [% 85.42%. 87.86%. 87.55%. [Klitt, 1] LLFIHT,
=AM LSTM £EAS (5] S50 387 PR P ot 25 SR 0 o de A )

MEBMEMESRE, IR, LSTM ) RMSE L7t 7 6.35%, /T GRU A1 Random Forest [1]
23.68%. 11.22%; LSTM [¥) MAPE 771 0.34%, /T GRU #I Random Forest /] 13.0%. 0.69%; LSTM
(¥ SMAPE |7+ 1 0.24%, /T GRU ¥ 11.94%, #{ KT Random Forest [#] 0.09%. /<% LSTM [¥] SMPE
fabrfafd R PLIGA T Random Forest, {HEARYL LSTM [(Fa g ME7E = AR id 2 Je AR i . FRATTAT
DL —B A5, BETARSCSOESHE, LSTM B8R Tl 2 R A A RS g 11 b 35 g s AR A

5. ffzR4Eie

ARSOSL T R EE LA, WA AR SR N B AT I A PPAN . ASCHIEE T 6 AN FHRYEE N i)
Bert {5 BA%AY, Xt 2015 45 1 H & 2024 45 5 HA K 178.2 Ji I IO T B 248, FHEBbSEAl - @&k
TR RO/ N AR A T — AT 257 2R SIS R SR A BB B 8 . BEJS, FRATTUEEH T CPOI AT CCI 1)
KA ¢ R IFE— P IRIE T CPOI & TH 2% # (5 0 M E Z A AR . 1S FELE BT

T, XF Bert TRYIZRSE AL FEAT T )5 17 RO BT HE A2 4R 1 4L A PRI rh () 7 P B . L ABEZRY 25
RAEEMES S W%, AR, FL S22 MM h RIS EZE T TextCNN, EoRH T IR
RUTE b A2 G0 BELSG 4 SR PR DR A

HR, WZTH P ISR BE AL S A IR S P MBS B, SR E5H A EOA RERIER KR,
P4 24 91 B L Fe BRI o B O IR A B Bk, AERKIR R I R . DAL AR SO AR
7Y T B T DL — e FE R L S W 2R A5 O AR B R

WeJa, AASHARES R0 A T3 LR T 22 WA B (I B R T, X T 2 15 O B EEEH .
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%EF#IEJ’ gi}l:‘_{

AR ) CPOI N KHH 28 35 O I TR AL b, F500 %R A5 1) 8 2 38 T, AR, %) HE GRU A Ran-
dom Forest, A< SCHif Y LSTM AT 7 i i P RN R fd 1k R S0 £

S AR AT AR SR T2 1T B B SEIORT LA RAGRAbA% G078 B 3 (5 o Fa B Je 1k, dt— 2B iR

BRI RRA TS, R R B R S .

EemB
AT LA R A RS ) v R0 H (iS5 . 2024R407C068) %1 1.
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