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A Causality Analysis of Raw Laver’s Price by Regional Production Area
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Abstract

This paper is aimed to investigate causality relationships of laver price by production area. To this
purpose, we separated the production area into three regions. One was the South-east coastal area where
includes Busan and Uichang. Another was the South-west coastal area here includes Wando, Haenam and
so on. The other was West where includes Seocheon, Gunsan, and Gyeonggi. After separated, we analyzed
the laver’s price by production area using cointegration and VECM. As a result, we found out that three
areas have causality relationships in the short and long term. Among these, the South-west area had the
strongest price power, and the others obeyed it. Meanwhile, these areas were also connecting systematically
by spatial distance. They were influenced by distance.

Key words : Laver, Production area price, Cointegration, VECM
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[Fig. 1] The products of raw laver by region.
Source : Fishery information portal, "https:/www.fips.gokr |
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[Fig. 2] The price trends of raw and dried laver.

Source : KMI FOC "https://www.foc.re.kr; .
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[Fig. 3] The trends of raw laver’s price for 5 years.
Source : KMI FOC 'https://www.foc.re.kr
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<Table 1> Statistics of data

Variables n Mean  St.Dev  Min Max
SE 152 1,068.3 4022 4563 2,901.1
SW 152 1,302.3 4569 371.0 2918.6
W 152 769.391 397.1 240.6 2,406.1
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AIC(Akaike’s Information Criterion), HQ
(Hannan-Quinn information criterion), SC(Schwarz
Criterion) & JR7]F& ol&3sto] AYAAE A

B

<Table 3> Selection of Lags

Lags

Type IC 1 2 3 1
AIC 32,505 32395 32211 32.093
Const HQ 32.606 32.571 32464 32421
SC  32.753 32.830 32.833 32.091
AIC 32,505 32394 32210 32.091
Trend HQ 32.606 32.571 32.463 32.420
SC  32.753 32.829 32.832 32.899
Both AIC  32.546 32435 32251 32.132
(Const+T  HQ  32.672 32.637 32.529 32.486
rend) SC  32.856 32932 32935 33.003
AIC 32463 32354 32.172 32.056
None HQ  32.539 32,505 32.399 32.359
SC  32.650 32727 32731 32.802
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<Table 4> Johansen’s cointegration test
Trace test
Ho Test Critical value
statistic 10% 5% 1%
r<2 4.80 6.50 8.18 11.65
r<1 20.25 15.65 17.95 23.52
=0 47.14 28.71 31.52 37.22
Maximum eigenvalue test
Ho Test Critical value
statistic 10% 5% 1%
r<2 4.80 6.50 8.18 11.65
r<1 15.45 12.91 14.90 19.19
=0 26.89 18.90 21.07 25.75
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<Table 5> The results of VECM
Variables d(SE) d(SW) d(W)
-0.251%%% 0.189% -0.119
(ECT, &1) (-4.086) (1.926) (-1.434)
constant -65.213%%x 58.408* -33.110
(-2.984) (1.673) (-1.122)
-0.174* 0.075 0.278%*
d(SE, +1) (-1.869) (0.500) (2.205)
0.092* -0.245%x -0.075
dSW, 1) (1.681) (-2.796) (-1.014)
0.042 0.117 -0.215%*
d(W, 1) (0.664) (1.142) (-2.497)
-0.45] -0.085 -0.159
d(SE, +2) (-4.756) (-0.559) (-1.244)
0.238%% -0.097 0.227%%%*
d(SW, +2) (4.191) (-1.067) (2.953)
-0.057 -0.197* -0.25 %%
d(W, ©2) (-0.899) (-1.944) (-2.930)
-0.435% %% 0.049 -0.184
dSE, +3) (-4.346) (0.308) (-1.361)
0.333 % 0.016 0.328%*
dSW, +3) (5.431) (0.162) (3.963)
0.000 -0.297%%* -0.288%
d(W, ©3) (0.001) (-2.948) (-3.387)
Multiple R-squared 0.2982 0.2188 0.3016
Adjust R-squared 0.2418 0.1561 0.2455
F-value 5.20] % 3.488% % 5.378% %

Long-run relationship

ECT, = SE, +0.9125W, +0.207 W,

Note 1 : d in front of variable’s name indicates difference.

Note 2 : () is t-value
Note 3 : *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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o ARE T AA THAARY AstE RS
o7k Sivk A, EAEEE oln] B A9
Hrshes =Fo® 7HAddS 2zt Qv 9
AR 1FAe 18 AAakste] 7HAAAE S F
AWM Ak ARkS A5 Zlo] Folnth F
Q3tth AA, Mgl 7 Aoz RE JFS
Wi glow, wWEsiehy miRTHAE S F Rl
Jolet. 7 Falieh ¥ T} vlmate] AR, <
zg} S Aoy S, T 5 A
Aol Frhe AelA AdEid, §%%9 g
ol tist FA7F ZAEofof st

B ATE e 22 AR ztu gtk
A NEAAE FEael FAEs, Asist 5 3
HEeh Ao g Fo AA A4 ES BAsh
AA7E ojhQlx] FAF o R dreuA] k3o
a3 AR e dFE vE F e rrEA
VA A, 715 2 e gk BaAele] #
A, FFAAFA A, e AEH 54
55 YA E o = A2 AT AAEE
Zlo] obd EHA|7|ovt AR = AlEAJ o] 7Et
AEJeE E8tal o] e ekl o}
e e FF AT AR Fin
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