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Comparative Analysis on Price Discovery Function of Sugar Futures Market in
Chinaand U S :Based on Time Sries Data During 2006-2008

Xu Xin' ,Wang Shennan® ,Zheng Chuanfang'
(1 School of Economics & Management ,Fujian Agriculture & Forestry University ,Fuzhou 350002 ,China;
2 School of Economics Beijing Technology & Business Universty ,Beijing 100037 ,China)

Abstract : With the cointegration analysi s ,the Granger causaity test ,error correction mode ,information sharing model ,variance decomposition
model and impul se response function ,this paper analyzes and compares the relationship between futures price and spot price of sugar in China
and U. S The result showsthat the price discovery function of sugar futures market of China has brought into play ,and there exists big gap be-
tween the guide effectsof spot price onfuturespricein Chind s sugar futures market and that in U. S’ s,and the price discovery function of sug-

ar futures market of China still remains to improve

Key words: sugar futures market ;price discovery function;comparative anays's
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Research on Dispatching Mode for COz2 Emission Reduction in
Electric Power Market with Cooperation between Independent
Power Plant and Grid Company

Ren Yulong,Huang Shoujun,Sun Rui ,Feng Tian

(School of Economics and Business Administration ,Chongging University ,Chongging 400044 ,China)

Abgtract : Through analyzing the cooperation i ncentives between independent power plant and grid company in electric power market ,this paper
proposes a dispatching mode for CO2 emisson reduction with this cooperation between them According to the dispatching rules of emisson re-
duction and the impacts of the quotion coefficient of independent power plant on bidding market ,it determines the cooperative manner and con-
straints,and constructs the cooperative model ,and solves the optimal cooperative strategies ,and desgns the corresponding incremental profit al-
location scheme Finaly ,it verifies the rationality of the above-mentioned di spatching mode through an practical example

Key wor ds: CO2 emission reduction ;dispatching mode;electric power market ; quotion coefficient ;constraint
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