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Analysis and Forecast of Mango Price in Guangdong Province Based on SARIMA Model

XIAO Pei-yao, BAI Fu-chen (School of Management,Guangdong Ocean University, Zhanjiang, Guangdong 524088 )

Abstract Based on the analysis of the real-time monitoring data of mango wholesale market price in Guangdong Province, we can understand
the changes and rules of mango price, and use the software of Eviews to build the SARIMA model to predict the monthly average mango price
in Guangdong Province in a short term. The results showed that although the annual average mango price trend in Guangdong Province is rela-
tively stable, the price advantage in the national mango market is gradually weakened. The forecast results showed that the monthly average
mango price trend in Guangdong Province in 2020-2021 is similar to that in previous years and slightly increased. In order to restore the price
advantage of Guangdong Province in the national mango market, it is suggested that fruit farmers should make full use of the technology plat-
form and modern agricultural machinery technology while changing the old planting concept, so as to improve the mango output rate and reduce
the production cost. At the same time, the government should make timely policy regulation for mango market price forecast trend, so as to op-

timize resource allocation and promote the sustainable development of mango industry in Guangdong Province.
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Table 2 Comparison of predicted and actual monthly average mango prices in Guangdong Province from July to December 2019 i kg

H 4 Monthly average prices 2019-07 2019-08 2019-09 2019-10 2019-11 2019-12
FHIM{E Forecast value 8.16 7.37 7.52 9.09 10. 61 10. 86

SEBR{H Actual value 8.55 7.62 7.50 8.45 9.69 10. 48

F3 20202021 F£-REERAHNTIUNE
Table 3 Forecast value of monthly average mango price in Guangdong Province from 2020 to 2021 Ju/kg

A4 Year 14 2 H 34 4 A 5H 7H 8 H 9H 10 A 11 H 12 A
2020 8.57 9.46 9.79 9.09 8.58 7.78 7.96 7.65 7.93 10.05 10.94
2021 10. 13 9.95 9.70 9.47 10. 11 8.64 8.38 8. 48 9.41 11.59 11.85

3 EipFTREIN

3.1 git5ai KEEEA=HESEEAFRS &
X AR TR R AN (1 SE Wb it , IAHE] T3 B PR
HEREHEAT AT, LA GE FH Eviews 344 £ SARTMA BRI X 1o
BRI TG AT R AR A T, S5 A

(1)2014—2019 4E (4 [ DL K 4% 724 1 15 R 1 4R 1
HELANHE J T BRI B HA B R A ) R
TS T SRR 7= X 5 27, HLA G A3
BTN

(2) BAFBET 7R TS A B0 1A B 0 1 2
Bl BT H YAk s A B . B AT I 20K
FEA AT AR 8E , (E H R 2R A 714 2% = e 14T b
TR A B T AR A T R R R AR 1 A
WD, FE S AT, T RRAR T AR i A AU, I
LI CEMEAEIR .

(3) A4 SARIMA A5 1) F5T 0 25 5 T 1, 2021 AFAFE AT
RAETRMARIEA Lk, TR R AR R, T ZEAE M
Hs Lk TR B2 o 7= 23R, DT R AT AR P AR o 5 U7 7=
AR AR SRR, BV R S ISR g ety ok
BEES
3.2 WREBIW FEHMSAE AT T (AR = A |
THAR B RIS ) | T b e T 3 S S2 0 0 A6 D8 Bl 2 i SR A
Wk FENZ 2 —" Wi B R RPN R hE
F4) < B B (BRI R A AE T R EESROR B . DRI, 248
TR ERLE IR T LB A F TSRS A RS

(D) FEA R HBACEHE 9 65, Bk % 20 B B B =X [
ACJEARL WP SRR AT A 25 A% A Ok, (S SR T A
I AR THE P AT BE . JF ELT AR BURF R A= i b AL
FE T HIRE R FRECR , AT T X 3RAS ) AR A AR R
FRA5 B Al 25 55 AN (4% 8 4 il , LAAIE SRR 7™ it it R P 4
PE S BRI AR L b B AP TR RS S DR
B, AT LA o 0 A W i sl o T] e 3 A X 1 SR R A T R
T i b RIE X ZRefk, ST SR T g 75 R Fn i
Gy, X SR A AT AE K S A Sl AN R
AT 3K T3 AV, Ul 28 2R 1 1) g, i v SR oxt o SR P A
PR, B AR T SR AR SE G T o

(2) BB WS 5 R R , ARG ACE AR W =, 1
WAL T el AR, X 1 2 7K SR (4 A P 30 T 559 , S Rk

ST 05 HHE kT T xR R I L
B SR B TG A SR S R . i)
IR i R SR TR, 2R M R K O, R A P b A i e
S B, AT b A, DA SR AN B, O HL
WA FME IR BERT KB B, T R ZE e A X 1T SR AR
[F], e 1 e e A SRARPAEDIL &, SO 20 B, DT 44 g 1 2
i TS A o
(3) BB B B AL NG 5, 3 BUR L & e v 55 3
JPE B SSEACRAR T RS H 35 E Y . BT RAE K
VERZR G HURAL K V- B4 i (B 5 A K AR LU AT A R
ZHE FRLER R ARG MK R S Al Pk
P, AT D A AR A, DA 38 AR A 1 A N 22 il 57 51
JIEERING H 1o (R R AR A AR A 7 85 A, w20 R
A ZE SCAAKOPAR A5 Jt 8] 38 A I (IR BT R R, (2 2R 1
AR AL SR
S 2% 30k
(1] N, XIEE, MAkm, 5. RERNEESN & T ™ & S SRR S i
WA ) ). T Al Rl,2019,46(10) :33-41.
(2] 5t XEHE. WS R R IE LT ] B fall Rk, 2010,30
(2) :49-54.
[3] FEn]EE. Z7 ARIMA R KRS TR S 50T ] 73R 51,2019
(31):13.
[4] W, daPH, TR, & REPINME s T ST ]. b
J5BE,2020(3) ; 158-164.
(5] ZWas, FNEDT, 52 SO, Tt 2018 AR TN AR AHRFE T[] o
[EILEE,2019,32(3) :53-56,61.
(6] A, 20, OB, 4. 25T Eviews ORISR SARIMA ) 7
AT ). RIS AEE AR, 2015,26( 5) :349-352.
(7] F2hg, 52880, 52 . 5T ARIMA JE 28 A A5 WT J2 4 T
TS ). fei 5T, 2019(10) :87-90.
[8] 753 . FhIEREIRE DR Z T S 55 T bR SRR
TRRI[T ). A=2524805¢ ,2016,32(6) < 73-76.
[9] i 3ES KR, MCCARTHY B, %%, FE7T° ARIMA JESH T 7R RSB
FRE AT ). PR &, 2018, 54(12) - 119-123.
[10] £e25%. Sema T PHTE= MG I R F 3T LT . Rl 55K, 2016, 36
(16) :146-147.
[ 11] XU, B B, 5. | A AR = It R 15 IR Bt SRR 5%
(1] L ZRpRll R, 2015,47(2) 1 139-142.
[ 12] FEHEE B, MR s, 5. T PEA LR A M X T AN TR B
RIS T]. LR ,2016,22(7) - 119-121.
[13] SCiAF, bkt FhE VO IE VAR P2 g I sh i p 5t [T 1. AR E R
3%,2015,28(4) :18-23.
[14] Z=HBE, B, 59E(E, 5. FETA IR 52 R IREE [T ]. rs
V2417, 2013 ,44(5) 875-878.
[15] ssHte AR PRIV VTS  SREEARIARIC TR [ T]. 55
%%,2017,52(7) :184-199.
[16] Zifdfy, MHEDR, TR, 5. T AR E/KRE ™ L& R B 50 56 3 #r
[T]. 181, 2013,29(20) . 73-82.



