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Fig.1 2012—2016 ginger price trend comparison
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Fig. 2 2012—2016 garlic price trend comparison
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Fig. 3 2012—2016 green onion price trend comparison
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Table 1 Green onion, ginger, garlic month price fluctuation range

422 Ginger Kz Garlic KA Green onion
Aty FHM AP ¥ ke FEy AT ikiE FE4 R A EH ke
Month Average price Monthly average Average price Monthly average Average price Average
ST+ kgD increase/ % ST + kg™ increase/ % /GG s kgD price/ %
1 6. 71 —42.79~39. 38 4.74 —37.13~75. 20 2.95 —35. 28~32. 15
2 6. 80 —43. 31~46. 60 4.88 —34.87~81.13 3.88 —48. 48~~82. 85
3 6. 85 —44. 64~57.75 5.11 —33.41~91. 79 3.99 —51. 90~93. 20
4 7.17 —49. 02~74. 21 5. 64 —33.11~94. 88 3.75 —54. 06~104. 23
5 7.28 —50. 63~82. 61 6. 66 —41. 83~86.13 3.29 —46. 46~80. 13
6 7.39 —48. 44~-89. 38 6. 81 —41. 90~86. 50 3.02 —33. 40~40. 24
7 7.54 —46. 99~~86. 94 6. 67 —36.01~75. 49 2.76 —28.43~~24. 87
8 8. 00 —50.51~90. 43 5.27 —22.41~-37. 42 2. 65 —17.34~29. 39
9 8.13 —54.17~97. 93 5.41 —28.15~58. 88 2.71 —17.81~22.77
10 8.52 —57. 88~~90. 54 5. 85 —36.68~62. 47 2.57 —15. 60~19. 41
11 8.10 —53.76~57. 05 6.16 —39.13~47.21 2.43 —21.89~16. 84
12 7.59 —47.46~39.73 6. 06 —40. 59~36. 38 2.72 —26. 70~18. 67

L Bk IR T WIND 3R

Note: The data come from the WIND information database.
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Fig. 4 Cycle composition and deviation rate of ginger
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Fig. 5 Cycle composition and deviation rate of garlic
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Fig. 6 Cycle composition and deviation rate of

green onion
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Table 2 Green onion, ginger, garlic price fluctuation cycle
I i ﬁﬂ:w@ ) AEER W AE BE HIIRE EiE | Loe gl
Starting and ending time
Cycle ) Year/H  Peak value/% Valley value/%  Volatility/ % Expansion period/  Systolic period/ A
A2 Ginger
1 2012-01—2013-02 13 47.58 —42.45 90. 03 4 9
2 2013-03—2014-08 17 51. 68 —33.25 84. 93 14 3
3 2014-09—2015-05 8 49. 33 —2.83 52.16 2 6
4 2015-06—2016-02 8 —1.56 —17.03 15.47 4 4
5 2016-03—2016-12 9 19. 69 —32.30 51. 99 4 5
SEXME Average value 8. 40 33.34 —25.57 58. 92 5. 60 5. 40
K% Garlic
1 2012-01—2013-05 16 33. 67 —22.88 56. 55 6 10
2 2013-06—2014-06 11 —13.00 —21.99 8.99 5 6
3 2014-07—2016-12 29 33.28 —36.74 70.02 19 10. 00
B Average value 18. 67 17.98 —27.20 45.19 10. 00 8. 67
KA Green onion
1 2012-01—2012-10 9 24. 64 —23.54 48.17 4 5
2 2012-11—2013-04 5 3.68 —7.43 11.11 2 3
3 2013-05—2014-05 12 24. 50 —19.42 43.92 6 6
4 2014-06—2015-03 9 —8.03 —57.51 49, 48 4 5
5 2015-04—2015-10 6 10. 49 —51. 69 62.18 4 2
6 2015-11—2016-09 10 71. 44 —27.79 99. 23 4 6
SEYJME Average value 8.50 21.12 —31.23 52.35 4. 00 4.50
2016 68 1012 A KAUHA IR AR, @B, R Tt
Note: 2016 October—December onion prices fall in the latter period range, beyond the scope of the study, will not be discussed.
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Analysis on the Price Trend and Fluctuation Cycle of
Careen Vegetables in Beijing

SONG Yang! ,ZHENG Shan' , WU Jiaxi’ , ZONG Yixiang' ,ZHAO Banghong'
(1. College of Economics and Trade, Hebei Agricultural University, Baoding, Hebei 071000; 2, Shiyan School Attached to
Shijiazhuang No. 2 Middle School, Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050000)

Abstract: In recent years, the prices of careen vegetable had been fluctuated very frequently which had
seriously affected the interests of producers and consumers. In this study, the monthly data of average
wholesale price of ginger, garlic and green onion from January 2012 to December 2016 were selected as
the research object. The price trend of ginger garlic was analyzed and the price of green onion, ginger,
garlic was analyzed by HP filter decomposition model decomposition,as such analyzes the inherent law
of price fluctuation. The results showed that the price of shallot, ginger and garlic was fluctuated
largely than that of fruit market and pig market with no obvious regularity,a short volatility period
and poor market stability. The price cycle of ginger was shortened, and the price cycle of garlic and
green onion was expanding.

Keywords: careen vegetable; price fluctuation; periodic decomposition; HP filter decomposition



