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1
Table 1 Information of relative ETF funds
/ /
1 159901 100ETF 2006 -3 -24 | 515774.00 5.16
2 159912 300ETF 2011 -9 - 16 52 154.90 —
3 510050 S0ETF 2004 - 12 - 30| 543 533.00 6.41
4 510180 18OETF 2006 -4 - 13 | 107 282.00 2.90
5 510210 ETF 2011 -1 -30 32 036.30 0.02
6 510280 180 ETF 2011 -8 -4 82 175.40 0.37
http: //finance. sina. com. cn/fund/fund_ranks/fund_type/etf0_0. html
( CSMAR) 100ETF. S50ETF. 180ETF 2010 -1 =22 ~ 2011 -
10 - 31. ETF 2011 -3 =25 ~ 2011 - 10 - 31 180 ETF
2011 =10 - 18 ~ 2011 - 10 - 31.
1.1 300
ETF 2 300 ETF
23 ) . Table 2 Correlation analysis between HS300 index
( ) and ETF funds
100ETF( 100ETF) . 50ETF( -
SOETF) 180ETF( 180ETF) 100ETF | SOETF I80ETF
. 0.94 0.89 0.98
(50ETF 2005 2 17 .18OETF 0.97 0.94 0.99
2009 5 18 .100ETF 2010 11 (%) 0.37 0.42 0.17
19 ) 2010 - 11 - 22 ~ : %
2011 - 10 - 31 300 3 ETF 1.2
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12010 — 11 =22 -2011 -5 - 20; ) ETF
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3 300
Table 3 Fitting analysis of fund portfolios and HS300 index

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9

(%) 99.78 | 99.90 | 99.92 | 99.87 | 99.74 | 99.56 | 99.33 | 99.06 | 98.75

(%) 0.09 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.11 0.14 0.17 0.20 0.24

3) .
0.5 Bps N

1.5 Bps
3 Bps.

4) / . “IF” ( index
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40 Bps . “IF1005” 2010 5

. 3
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7 2010 4 16 4
12 Bps. [F1005.1F10061F1009 \1F1012 IF1005
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g, =0)
T -1t 3
e, =a+p(T-1) +z (3) 3.1 1
B 5 300
a
. IF1103
IF1106
4
Table 4 Arbitrage opportunity statistics of marginfinancing arbitrageurs
a b
(%)
Ul 378 2 3.60 4.30 0.02
1F1101 10 560 U2 500 2 4.75 5.68 0.02
U3 729 5 6.95 8.28 0.06
Ul 312 0 3.33 4.00 —
IF1102 9 360 U2 406 0 4.33 5.21 —
U3 599 0 6.40 7.68 —
Ul 5 484 13 14.22 17.03 0.04
IF1103 38 640 U2 6 059 23 15.74 18.82 0.07
U3 6 883 36 17.91 21.38 0.11
Ul 0 0 — — —
IF1104 9120 U2 0 0 — — —
U3 17 0 0.19 0.22 —
Ul 0 0 — — —
IF1105 10 080 U2 0 0 — — —
U3 0 0 — — —
Ul 5 606 0 14.16 16.99 —
IF1106 39 600 U2 6112 0 15.43 18.52 —
U3 6972 0 17.61 21.13 —
Ul 0 0 — — —
IF1107 9 360 U2 0 0 — — —
U3 2 0 0.02 0.03 —
Ul 0 83 0.76 — 0.92
IF1108 10 800 U2 0 99 0.92 — 1.10
U3 1 128 1.19 0.01 1.42
Ul 0 41 0.10 — 0.13
IF1109 38 400 U2 0 52 0.13 — 0.16
U3 0 64 0.17 — 0.20
Ul 34 15 0.52 0.44 0.19
IF1110 9 360 U2 46 22 0.73 0.59 0.28
U3 68 26 1.00 0.87 0.33
a. R, =(f, -F,)/S, —uy <R, <u,
R, >u u,

"
i

b. 2 h



5
Table 5 Arbitrage opportunity statistics of self-financing arbitrageurs
: (%)

Ul 708 60 7.27 8.05 0.68
1F1101 10 560 02 864 81 8.95 9.82 0.92

U3 1192 113 12.36 13.55 1.28

Ul 526 6 5.68 6.74 0.07
1F1102 9 360 U2 649 6 7.00 8.32 0.08

U3 950 9 10.25 12.18 0.11

Ul 11 289 40 29.32 35.06 0.12
1F1103 38 640 u2 12 600 52 32.74 39.13 0.16

U3 14 899 97 38.81 46.27 0.30

Ul 2 36 0.42 0.03 0.47
1F1104 9120 U2 15 41 0.61 0.20 0.54

U3 40 57 1.06 0.53 0.75

Ul 0 0 — — —
1F1105 10 080 U2 0 0 — — —

U3 0 0 — — —

Ul 12 279 23 31.07 37.21 0.07
1IF1106 39 600 U2 12 926 37 32.73 39.17 0.11

U3 13 703 56 34.74 41.52 0.17

Ul 0 2 0.02 — 0.02
1F1107 9 360 u2 0 10 0.11 — 0.13

U3 1 49 0.53 0.01 0.63

Ul 0 260 2.41 — 2.89
1F1108 10 800 U2 0 387 3.58 — 4.30

U3 1 716 6.64 0.01 7.96

Ul 0 1497 3.90 — 4.68
1F1109 38 400 U2 0 2 260 5.89 — 7.06

U3 2 4 348 11.33 0.01 13.59

Ul 36 479 5.50 0.46 6.14
1IF1110 9 360 u2 48 720 8.21 0.62 9.23

U3 71 1173 13.29 0.91 15.04

R, =(f, -F,)/S, -u, <R, <ug R, >u,
R, <-u
2 h min,
2.
6
/ IF1103.1F1106.1F1109 . IF1107.
4 1F1108.1F1110
a
IF1101.1F1104

29
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6 (Bps)*
Table 6 Average arbitrage profit of margin-financing arbitrageurs
5 min 10 min b
a/Bps B/Bps R?
Ul 1.97  [1.60 x1073| 1.69 -0.01 1.34 -0.02 -2.23 x107*| 1.39 x 1075 o3
(13.91) (1.13) (12.26) | (-1.29) (10.12) (-1.41) (-1.12) (2.47) o
IF1101 0 2.46  |3.87 x107%| 2.14  |7.77 x 107 1.78 -0.02  [-2.49 x107*| 1.64 x107° 0.13
(15.65) (1.35) (13.949) | (-1.22) (12.04) (-1.41) (-1.10) (2.55) )
0 3.50 0.01 3.10 -0.02 2.60 -0.04 -2.86 x10™*| 2.10 x 107 0.14
(18.91) (1.86) (17.09) | (-1.98) (14.79) (-2.23) (=1.03) (2.67) )
Ul 0.72 o 0.51 o 0.27 o -6.58 x107°| 4.33 x10°° 0.19
(13.83) (9.88) (5.02) (-1.23) (2.97) )
1.18 o 0.94 B 0.64 . -1.10 x10™*| 7.19 x 10°°
POz 2 6 7y (13.50) (9.12) (- 1.36) (3.25) 0.22
—4 -5
03 2.14 . 1.839 - 1.46 . -2.01 x10™| 1.31 x 10 .
(20.47) (17.85) (14.29) (-1.51) (3.62)
Ul 15.19 0.01 14.89  [2.73 x107%| 14.483457 |-4.52x1073| 1.19 x 107 | 2.67 x107° 0.18 x 10
(60.89) (2.78) (59.68) (1.54) (57.97) (-1.98) (1.71) (0.54) )
16.98 (0.01) 16.63 0.01 16.18 3.17 x10™ | 1.37 x 107 | 2.67 x107° 5
P03 1 W2 (am | (3.69) | (62.48) | (2.53) | (60.74) (0.08) (1.84) (0.50) |-16x10
U 19.9 0.02 19.57 0.01 19.07 -3.06 x 10™*| 1.69 x 107 | 2.56 x 107° 0.12 x 1022
i (68.55) (4.82) (67.04) (1.80) (65.24) (-=0.04) (2.05) (0.44) e
Ul 13.52 . 13.152 . 12.78 o -1.71 x107*| 2.51 x 107 0.20
(60.17) (58.81) (57.08) (-3.08) (6.39) )
15.29 14.93 14.55 -1.90 x 10| 2.81 x 107
IF11 2 — — — .22
0% U (63.54) (62.32) (60.61) (-3.21) (6.72) 0
U 18.27 o 17.85 B 17.42 - -2.20 x 107 3.30 x 10~° 0.4
(68.74) (67.41) (65.67) (-3.41) (7.24) )
a. 300 ¥ / r @
b. gtl:a+,3(T—t)+zt ¢
7 (Bps)*
Table 7 Average arbitrage profit of selffinancing arbitrageurs
5 min 10 min b
o/Bps B/Bps R?
Ul 3.89 0.17 3.49 0.11 2.94 0.02 -1.02 0.01 0.16
(18.86) (6.21) (17.26) (4.54) (15.00) (1.08) (-1.27) (2.82) )
4.77 0.24 4.27 0.18 3.66 0.07 -0.11 0.01
FHOL 020 oy oy | (711 | (19.19) | (5.70) | (16.97) (2.86) (- 1.26) (2.94) 0-17
0 6.49 0.42 5.87 0.35 5.00 0.18 -0.13 0.01 0.19
) (24.76) (8.63) (22.88) (7.47) (20.42) (4.51) (-1.23) (3.14) )
Ul 1.85 0.01 1.58 -0.03 1.19 -0.05 -0.05 2.93 x 107 0.25
(19.20) (2.00) (19.20) | (-2.17) (12.63) (-2.44) (-1.57) (3.48) )
2.60 0.02 2.28 -0.02 1.86 -0.05 -0.07 4.06 x 107
02002 a0y | (222) | (19.13) | (=1.99) | (15.04) | (—2.48 | (-1.66) (3.72) 0-27
- 4.13 0.04 3.75  |-2.59x107? 3.26 -0.04 -0.10 0.01 0.3
(25.44) (2.47) (23.31) | (-0.27) (20.51) (-2.75) (-1.82) (4.14) -
Ul 38.35 0.02 35.82 0.01 35.20 -0.01 0.58 2.39 x 1073 0.01
(86.26) (4.86) (84.83) (1.45) (83.18) (-2.08) (2.01) (1.17) )
40.06 0.03 39.48 0.01 38.81 -0.01 0.64 2.66 x 107
FHO03 U2 1 g0 06) | (9.53) | (89.45) | (2.50) | (87.70) | (-1.39) (2.12) (1.24) o.01
0 46.44 0.07 45.83 0.03 45.10 2.86 x 107 0.73 3.19 x 107 0.01
i (99.04) (7.69) (97.49) (3.79) (95.67) (0.30) (2.27) (1.40) )
Ul 49.12 0.01 48.81 |1.02 x107° 48.42 -0.02 -1.4 0.02 0.44
(96.28) (3.65) (95.59) (0.43) (94.89) (-3.32) (-5.32) (11.27) )
52.94 0.02 52.64 0.01 52.27 -0.01 -1.51 0.02
TFH06 U2 g9 g1y | (495 | (99.17) | (1.72) | (98.56) | (-16) | (=551 | (1.78) 0.46
U 59.00 0.04 58.68 0.02 58.32 -0.01 -1.63 0.02 0.49
i (105.11) (4.12) | (104.45) | (2.56) (103.91) (-0.90) (-5.80) (12.57) )
a. 300 ¥ / PEC
b. &, =a+B(T-1) +z
@ t=( -0)/( /J/N)
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Transaction data test of HS300 index futures pricing efficiency and index ar—

bitrage profitability

LIU Lan MA Chao-qun
School of Business Administration Hunan University Changsha 410082 China

Abstract: Pricing efficiency of Chinese stock index futures market and the effective factors under arbitrage—

free interval was tested using high frequency exchange data of the ETF funds and HS300 index contracts. Ar—

bitragefree intervals were calculated according to different sources of funds. It” s found that the market per—

formed ineffectively for investors can profit from many of the 10 contracts under research. Although arbitrage

opportunities are more in long positions than in short the average profit of short positions is greater than that of

long positions and statistically significant. Also the average profit of short positions increases with time to re—

main as is in accordance with developed market characteristics. But it is the different in long arbitrage which

implies a low efficiency.

Key words: cost-of-carry model; pricing efficiency; ETF fund arbitrage
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M <100 1.2
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