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An Empirical Analysis of CSI 300 ETF Cash - Futures
Arbitrage Opportunity Differentials

Ding Tingli
( Information Management College Jiangxi Financial University Nanchang Jiangxi 330013 China)

Abstract: This article compares the differential of the cost — of — carried arbitrage methodology and cointegra—
tion — based statistical arbitrage strategy and makes an empirical analysis on both ETFs. This research findings indi—
cate that cointegration — based statistical arbitrage strategy has greater scope of applicability and enjoys a bigger ar—
bitrage opportunity. This comes exactly with the same conclusion based on simulation trading data and other ETF
statsits. Meanwhile on the base of cointegration — based statistical arbitrage strategy Huatai — PineBridge CSI 300
thus has a smaller chance to fulfill arbitrage while Harvest CSI 300 enjoys a much bigger opportunity.

Key words: CSI 300 ETF; arbitrage opportunity; differential; empirical analysis



