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Abstract: In view of the shortcomings of traditional forecasting models such as easy overfitting, missing
data sensitivity and large computation, a random forest algorithm was used to study the stock price
change forecast, utilizing its benefits of double randomness excellent data processing performances.
First, the correlation index analysis was carried out to select the initial index system once and twice.
Next, the important parameters of the random forest were optimized, and then an importance estimation
method was adopted to improve the accuracy of the training model. Through the comparison between
different index systems, the correctness of the experimental process was verified. Finally, comparing the
empirical results of different modeling methods, it is shown that the random forest model is superior to

the binary logistic regression model and has higher prediction accuracy.
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Tab.1 Initial stock index system
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Tab.2 Spearman correlation analysis results
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Tab.3 Secondary screening of stock index system
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Fig.1 Change of the mean error rate
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Fig.2 Relationship between the error rate and number of trees
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Fig.3 Error rate of each experiment

bk AR MR A 9 MK R, Bilg 4 BEEEITHR
BN 4 R

*4 OOBENEMBBME—IER 41 EBEMEMRK

Tab.4 Model error rate and accuracy list
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Fig.4 Mean error rate in each discrete interval
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Fig.5 Rank importance of indexes
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Fig.6 Error rate comparison between four index models
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Tab.6 Descriptive statistics of four models
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Tab.7 Forecast results for the sample stock

EA T Rk WO R RS R AR
RS 30 70 100
o 1E 22 61 83
TR R K AE 29.758 94 8.943 09 29.758 94
Pk kR /M ~14.285 70 —20.992 40 —20.992 40
PRI (E 1.578 04 ~5.296 55 -3.234 17

52 AEEEFEILE

Ry T k20 VA A BL AR AR OR 1 A T A AR A
ASCiE & B HLAs 5 ) Bk Z — 1Y 0T logistic [1]
A, AR A A YRR A ST 1 I AR, AT
K HE AN [R] R A5E 07 5 v g A A 114 T

i ST E 7 AT, RE AL AR MR T logistic
[ 5 X6 I 245 A %) Tl o 1 SR KA 22 2, B
HLAR WS = F T logistic 115 o {H B AR 1
AT Jr i, T logistic [B] ) F E A B A1
PEWT R A IBEPLARAR . BEPVLARARTE B8 4R R
AR PLH, PR kg SBORE B HL A AR PR 2 B AL 14 5 |
A, (S B AL AR AR B A5 AR S Y R0 R 1Y B8
M HAZ AL . 1 T logistic FIHFEA T
HHIE, BRI b Re % 5 47 400 A X 2L 8K
i, ABASREXRT T I 2R A DL A Y A a4 TR
LEREORTRII

—o—FENLAAR  —m—logistic [1])H

HER /%
[ ~ o0 O
(=) (=) (=) (=)

B W
S O
T

ULl SR Sy S 7 N O 7S 31U I S X S b

el
7 FMEESENETRES

Fig.7 Accuracy comparison of two modeling methods
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