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Abstract

In this paper, we study the time series data of the closing prices of WTI (West Texas Intermediate)
U.S. crude oil futures and London Brent crude oil futures from May 6, 2019 to May 4, 2020, and
analyze the volatility changes of the closing prices of WTI crude oil futures based on the Combina-
torial model and GARCH model coupling equation with the help of Smoothness test, Cointegration
test, and Granger causality test. The results show that there is a long-term equilibrium relation-
ship between WTI crude oil futures price and Brent crude oil futures price, and WTI crude oil fu-
tures price makes the Granger cause of Brent crude oil futures price. Therefore, by using the time
series of WTI crude oil closing price as the explanatory variable and the time series data of London
Brent crude oil closing price as the explained variable, based on the traditional simple linear re-
gression model, the impact of the fluctuating changes in the closing price of WTI crude oil futures
on the closing price of London Brent crude oil futures is investigated and the price of London
Brent crude oil is predicted. The final conclusion is that the WTI crude oil price slump will affect
the Brent crude oil price to further lower, but the negative WTI oil price will not have a very se-
rious impact on Brent crude oil.
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1. 5|8

WTI (L1297 VA8 5y B (32 A AR BT A 5 ) AL A A5 Brent (16 30 E BrA i 28 55 BT (A7 164 i Tk
W1 2 [ B JE v B 02 T 37 h L SR A I A 20, VR IA J i PR A0 A o LA R 1 T s b A
HERBCHAEREGE “HEWR” AR T i bR 1]. 2020 4, FAUGERMEESBRIER, Fit
IR T — RIVEBUR N, AFAEEZI, FEah B 1 KPR, =2, 2020451 A
251 4 HIARE, WTI SN — B LR ES, RPN 60 Z3EI0/Mf, BRE 19.31 KJo/4H, BiRsS
ik 40 2R To/AR, EMAN, SRR UE. EPREl WTLHRT S 2, fERiREm TS Er=K
BN 2 —, BA R IREE KR A& B . #uth ik WTT R 22k, b 256t FIFETE T
Gt BA2 5y 8 BRI AL AT AR A S AN A% 3 AR K2 o A SCARIR ST IR IR WTT Jith J B 0 4 2 ot T A 4
R T SR T A0 R R B2

KT WTI R &5 HAR T A R R SHIERF L, 387 % 0d LRI AL

SCHR[2]%F 2006 4F 3 H 24 H % 2006 4F 8 H 25 HEFrlE i WTI #1562 i i 5 30 5% i 0 i B im
P A AT BT ARAR 56 B AR 50, SR A KA S 7 R R 2B B AR, @i 2 4 1) 7 VR SIE S b
T EBREH WTLHRABEAN A SO R R

SCHR[3E DM EATIG . R R S IEARL . A% 22 AN DR SRR 50 DA R ki 7 7 22 o0 RS 51, AT
T 5 IR A& BN A R RNT, 1238 H € 220 A B Br S5 i A T T 3 A # R ITh e « B s 45 SRR B,
WTI JE 7 ] B0 4% 5 I ORI AR AP K I ¢ R o AT A 29030 WL Byt B 8% 17 3 B 3 A% R 0 T
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A, (R ERRES I B LGB T . WTI B B w3 e ds R I FE Hh e = R AEH

SCHR[4]1%: T BEKK 8, X EI M S35 5 WTL S 1 0 7 3 A e b AT STUE AL 56« 25 R
TE BT I 5 T 5 A7 A 17 WTT Tyt S0 6 11 37 B i) 5 3 v H 008, WTTL et S0 SR A0 4 U8 8 B 22 52 A < i
AR gE e, < R M H 2 AL

SCHR[STHIAEE N I B2 111 37 o [ B i vl s AR A B Tl de b, FEAESEMRERE BB T IS i 1)
g RIThEE. 5B ADF BAIRALS . PR LS. IR ZESIERTI(ECM)AT Granger [R5 2465645 %
AT, BT R IR Z A IEAE R A I g A 2, B8 kIS 05 i B 12 52 2 B (IPE) h AT A8 R
JER 31 3R T AN A AL BN 4 6 2R

SCHER[6]%5T %t WTI JE S B2 A A8 A0 25 e N B 238 R 1 I FEAR SR, 3R 8 1T 8 R AR ML E 5 EH PR
SR A S G 2R . R DCC-MVGARCH B8, f5 5 Sk s i 45 R, —EAFEK I K n)
BHNKZR, HIW T30 A R B I ALRE A 3G a3

Zig LIRSCER AT, B E B WTI SR B s 5 AR A& 199G &R, VF 2 SR 3 2 K e
B 2L AR RS BG, A3 A SR FH A B 380 8 R B R R 22 A% T B TR 3 T AT 0 2 TR A A R R o ARSI
T IHERERLS . M ZARRE RIS, WP FE WTT R A Sl S (13 31 28 4k 540 200 10 45 it i 1
M IR L R, FHIET —Jn e M RNH B DL & 2H A -GARCH BXOZAREAY, JR AN A0 BT Ik WTT Ji i 4
ek R RS T AT RS S I SEPREEmd o R WTL B Aniere i 7E B bra i i is ik 1 fBm T3 =%
ML, ST R DB B 0 5 0 BRI ARV ) E DB, MOER TP R SR A AR A IR AR LR R — A
A ABAS T Y 7] R

2. FARAE

5 HAMWEFOCRA FIR 2, A 1 B R EPR, A SCE e 2% S AN R IR 112D 45 2 P RS
EANERKR)E, ASCRHAAHT K GARCH MBS TTHE, SiaHid Ak ittt 5, Billle
FRGAN IS WTL R “ PR 7 dnfer, I H AT oAbl A 18 4 S B sc i, A R 7 B RS
SO G, HETT 20 BTt WL SRl A0 i R ond T A AR5 RISmi, I 45 A8 e il R R 1 A BRORIRAT 1 5%
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Figure 1. Research idea map
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3. SCIES R
3.1. BEKIR

SC A TS FH A5 2 D DA D AR DX 3 R, R A D WTT ity S B AT 4G R T A % 2019 4% 5
H 6 HZ 2020 45 H 4 HEAN B 770 5dE, b, WTHIRE M FAHEA X, JEECR{Y). SR
PERHE N, WTI R T8 ZAS AR RS R B 52 2019 45 5 H 4 H % 2020 4 5 A 4 HARLIEEE DA
AR BB, IF B AR AR G 3 B AR RURRAE «

3.2. BIEERMESHN

PG WTI 0 5% S AS SO S AF JR 5% 2019 42 5 A 4 HZE 2020 455 A 4 H A HIEAN XY (FAAL:
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Figure 2. Time-series diagram showing the closing price of WTI crude and
Brent crude futures over time

B 2. WTI BRI SR N B2 A 1245 SR e HA S3 YL A2 A BB At TR R B RO B e [

XEFH] Xy Y k—Br 2075 DX) DY)l T ADF R 50, 258 1~4 fis, T X, Y
ADF 155 ¢ Ziit &1 P EIRT 0.05, 8MURLGETFFIIAFER: eT— 2551751 DX). D(Y)F) ADF
IR R PAEI/NT 0.05, B — 2558, BUERGGER P51 X, Y Fo—Fr ks, B IDidfe.

Table 1. ADF test results for time series X
= 1. BHEFS X B ADF IR

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic —1.255180 0.1925
Test critical values: 1% level —2.573852
5% level —1.942045
10% level —1.615888
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Table 2. ADF test results for time series Y
%< 2. BEFS Y B ADF #5645 R

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic -1.625103 0.0982
Test critical values: 1% level —2.573956
5% level —1.942059
10% level —1.615878

Table 3. Results of the ADF test for first-order differential sequences D(X)
3. —EHFF DX)B) ADF IR

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic —14.76522 0.0000
Test critical values: 1% level —2.573991
5% level —1.942064
10% level —1.615875

Table 4. Results of the ADF test for first-order differential sequences D(Y)
F 4. —MEDFYI D(Y)H ADF 5045 R

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic —13.48799 0.0000
Test critical values: 1% level —2.573852
5% level —1.942045
10% level —1.615888

3.3. E-G thEKR1%

XA Z AN TR EETY], XEFHRENLEAES 2 TR, RS S EDECR
(co-integration), &7~ 1 AR (A BB AT R R o A /RAIAS Z=78(1987) ¥ 42 Y 1 i SR ZE 1B 1A
T[] Engle-Granger W55 b A I8, 1% 7158 T WA R G BN —H 1T ()= LB & ) 8.

W18 /N VL (OLS) Ml THIX LA & 2 A R B O R R HL, AR5 AL AR A B R A B Bk 72 o AR A8 A7AE

RIAR I B2 W8 5 RAFAE IR 7] o
F—, DIREFH Y AREARE, BEFS X AR, Pl OLS Jiikflith T F A 2
V=P + P, +& (1)

F I, W BRI ZE DT ADF AR, S5 R a0k 5 B, AP AE/NF 0.05, #AT LAY
W22 7 A0 9 AR [R] 7 41, UM AT RAIAS WTT J v 3 B Wie B A 5 A 40 e T et S50 B Wie i 0 T80 A 7 S 25
KR

Table 5. ADF test results for residual sequences

F+ 5. KEFYIH ADF LR

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic —5.524728 0.0000
Test critical values: 1% level —2.573991
5% level —1.942064
10% level —1.615875
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34. BEARERKRE

ST A R FH N 1] P 51 A 22 A5 DR SRA 6 (0 77325, B WTT S 301 S USC A A X kT4 35 A 16 45 S gt 1
R Y B — e iomd, 3k 8E G Jo 22 A A A L0 D (BT 1) . 4 22 S DR SR AG 06 A2 20 5 2 AR R
R RAGL 7i25, A A% 22 A% (Granger, 1969) 2 H o B HAZE i) 72 51 (1) 58 SO W AN ]
FFolxg~ v, WRAE TP

)

M

0
X = 2.0 +Zﬁiyt—i +é
i i=1

1

y B 2By AN BN x, RPEADAFAE A dg, E15 B0 #0, WA y 52 x BIR2ZNHY SR IA8]

R UEN], QR X ()P FIMFEEERR, B B IR A E D — A5 1A B R OG
R[] AT I (DFH] X, Y BATH AN RAG T, S5 R4 6 Fon, A7 51 X A Y G sk 22 24850
Wi () BRARBONS L F) P AR, #CEZE SRR e, BN WTL ISR A% X PP A2 A e e 5 Y P B4 2228
JRP s S A o3 ar a2 L WL AN 9 B A2, A 8 T S B st i R A i

Table 6. Granger causality test table
6. WWERERXFRIER

Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prob.
X does not Granger Cause Y 257 29.2707 4.E-12
Y does not Granger Cause X 1.77058 0.1723

3.5. AT HTEE

A S AR RAS G AT 0, WTT Ji v 3 SRUSCEL AN SR A AC 4 Sy B TR BB A 22 AR R, DRI AR SC A WTI
JEH A TR AN RO [B) 31 X O, DIACH M ISR I R B0 Y AR AR &, BT PR AR
T Y=AX). B FEEE X, YEHIBEUSE, BIE 3 Bus B, HEE Y SHEE X iR Edtx R,
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Figure 3. Scatter plot of WTI crude oil futures closing price X
versus Brent crude oil futures closing price Y
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THHEN PP EdE X Y B REL Wk 7 MRARBOERER R, W ¥ 5 X A7 48 53 L PEAR OC%
A, ORI R VERI X Y. X BEAT

Table 7. Correlation coefficient matrix

F 7. MRARIERE

X
Y

Y

0.9206090852585522

0.9206090852585522

1

T HAF Bviews11, R R Y 5HZE X ZEWEIHKR, FRWTEHE 8 fx, HAR XK
[l R EH) ¢ Gt P BN 0.0000, NTRZFEMEKF 0.05, WMSHEUAGTTERE R, i WTI R im it
WSe A 5 A A R Bt 301 B AN A A i 25 ) IR [ A DGR AR

Table 8. Table of parameter estimates for one-dimensional regression analysis

F 8. —rEEANHESREITR

Variable
C
X

R-squared

Adjusted R-squared
S.E. of regression
Sum squared resid

Log likelihood

F-statistic

Prob(F-statistic)

Coefficient

8.167033
0.944682
0.847521
0.846928
5.273935

7148.298

—797.1604

1428.479

0.000000

Std. Error t-Statistic
1.327229 6.153446
0.024995 37.79522

Mean dependent var
S.D. dependent var
Akaike info criterion
Schwarz criterion
Hannan-Quinn criter.

Durbin-Watson stat

Prob.
0.0000
0.0000

56.77683
13.47990
6.171123
6.198588
6.182166

0.818208

X IEAT B R, ARITIE, WlE 4 BMRRRETR, BT 0 St EMN P1E < 0.05,

HOAT AHEWTZ A 22 7 B AR E AR

Autocorrelation

Partial Correlation

AC PAC

Q-Stat Prob

[ | [ 1 0.587 0.587 90.324 0.000
[ N 2 0.515 0.261 160.21 0.000
[ | ' jm 3 0.453 0.125 214.47 0.000
[ i Wil 4 0.401 0.066 257.19 0.000
(N nL 5 0.371 0.060 293.73 0.000
(N N 6 0.319 0.006 320.99 0.000
(N Nl 7 0.313 0.056 347.29 0.000
N | 1 8 0.293 0.034 370.34 0.000
(N 1 9 0.251 -0.015 387.34 0.000
) = o] 10 0.209 -0.034 399.18 0.000
Y R 11 0.207 0.029 410.85 0.000
= Wy 12 0.219 0.061 423.97 0.000
Figure 4. Autocorrelation test chart
B 4. BEXREE
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B IE AT R B AR, ZERDETRER AN AR T, BIRRZEEFRMM G, BRRZEF A H
FPAE BRI 1k, 15 B A B 28 ) SUZ2 53 [l VAR PR Al 1 &5 SR B A 20 e 22 TP 1 R A 36 45 SR 2 ) a2 9
K5 B, alan, [BA RS EE T4 R R E, DW S8 2.290970 > 2, 2 FHIAEE B,
WCRTARI ) et 22 2 IR AR AL I Ik T [ AH SRR 56

Table 9. Parameter estimation results for regression models

9. MAEBHSHHIHTER

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
X 1.065133 0.029248 36.41760 0.0000
AR(1) 0.585735 0.016812 34.83961 0.0000
SIGMASQ 22.46747 1.099700 20.43055 0.0000
R-squared 0.875874 Mean dependent var 56.77683
Adjusted R-squared 0.874905 S.D. dependent var 13.47990
S.E. of regression 4.767679 Akaike info criterion 5.974734
Sum squared resid 5819.076 Schwarz criterion 6.015933
Log likelihood —770.7281 Hannan-Quinn criter. 5.991298
Durbin-Watson stat 2.290970
Inverted AR Roots 0.59
Autocorrelation Partial Correlation AC PAC Q-Stat Prob*
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-0.019 -0018 0.7699 03857
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0.083 0089 58758 0437
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0045 0036 72770 0608
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Figure 5. Autocorrelation test chart

5. BEXKEE

Xt LR AT SRR A 5 FE T 5 07 22 White #6536, 3 10, 3 11 7] %1, White #5010 F S0 821 P
A 0.0000, /NFEEFEMAKTE 0.05, HFEZEF I ENHREOM TS RIS EE, Mo\ R IA7 R R
J7 % . I AR T B 507 ZZOAFAE, BT IR AT A WTT JE I 30 S e A A B v Al 1 50000 % SFe A 46 4 S
T
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Table 10. White test chart
%2 10. White 1035 %

F-statistic 455.7371 Prob. F(6,246) 0.0000
Obs*R-squared 232.1177 Prob. Chi-Square(6) 0.0000
Scaled explained SS 1293.033 Prob. Chi-Square(6) 0.0000

Table 11. Results of the regression estimation of the squared residual term

=11 REFHBAEVAGITER

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 1.278358 0.181719 7.034807 0.0000

GRADF 0172 0.211529 0.052530 4.026846 0.0001

GRADF 01*GRADF 02 —0.026595 0.005248 —5.067638 0.0000

GRADF 01*GRADF 03 —3.535113 0.275195 —12.84583 0.0000

GRADF 0272 0.000102 1.67E-05 6.138065 0.0000

GRADF 02*GRADF 03 —0.076551 0.008084 —9.469358 0.0000

GRADF 03”2 4.049348 0.184285 21.97335 0.0000
R-squared 0.917461 Mean dependent var 2.808817
Adjusted R-squared 0.915448 S.D. dependent var 9.506696
S.E. of regression 2.764337 Akaike info criterion 4.898757
Sum squared resid 1879.823 Schwarz criterion 4.996518
Log likelihood —612.6927 Hannan-Quinn criter. 4.938089
F-statistic 455.7371 Durbin-Watson stat 1.990603

Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000

NHERRT 22 P 1 ) 57 05 ZE V0 T B VA4 ok S5 SRR, D9t SR 5L T ARMA (955 e/ —3-1%(CLS)
RN TRE, ARG THEIRINGE 12 PR, WINSERMGTHEIRE B, AU B, R
A 0.60 < 0.1, BJa, F—kHEAT White £056 DLISIE T 7 ZHIAA(E, W 13 /51, i BRERTFIT
TR B AR B AT, RIHERR 1 5 05 Z2 0 BB FUN A A A2, ek WTT S S o+ A e s
JEUh A A% R A Bl A SR 3 IO AR R o RS AE I R/ — 36 T A5 2K WL SRS A 55 A1 1 S i
RO A B A AR O AR o, RS0 ATaT R, A WTT ST B ittt -5 A0 48 4 I vl 300 B sc st A 1)
WZEAWGE/N, BT R R RESGE T 1, SR RE H A A A TS, WTI Rl s iicii i 1032 3)
o B AR R ST A5 L1 A2 S

Y= 1.061363X+0.596798[Y(—1)—1.061363X(—1)] 3)

e, y(-1) . x (1) 2RO FEEE Y X RS IR .
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Table 12. Results of the regression estimation of the squared residual term

#= 12. EFMRE D ZFEREVIEIHTER

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
X 1.061363 0.033236 31.93427 0.0000
AR(1) 0.596798 0.195304 3.055739 0.0025
R-squared 0.875676 Mean dependent var 56.72078
Adjusted R-squared 0.875190 S.D. dependent var 13.47581
S.E. of regression 4.760791 Akaike info criterion 5.966426
Sum squared resid 5802.272 Schwarz criterion 5.993969
Log likelihood =767.6690 Hannan-Quinn criter. 5.977501
Durbin-Watson stat 2.309218
Inverted AR Roots 0.60

Table 13. White test chart
%2 13. White 1036 %

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C —280.3828 192.5934 —1.455828 0.1467
GRADF 01"2 0.641366 0.433589 1.479201 0.1403
GRADF 02"2 0.073352 0.061296 1.196679 0.2325

3.6. WTI JF A S AN i BB (8] 51 34 3L

BRI P BT 50, TR 51 XO7E 177 315 A AW N riasy, HAE 254 HINF, WTI SRR X 2k
K. N, G XO7E 254 SRR SR E RS, XTI R X R A AT B 1253 HIEL
P9t . WIS ISR BEAT ADF KiIe g, i 14 mT%1, BAAIARSEHHE ADF ) P = 0.9964 KT #x
KERZMEAKTE 0.1, #I8UE 7 EHRRR T W E 2 m T 1 WTT SR SCR O 0 JE-F Fadd: .

Table 14. ADF test
%% 14. ADF 1365

t-Statistic Prob.*

Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic 0.840559 0.9946
Test critical values: 1% level —3.456197
5% level —2.872811
10% level —2.572851

HIF WTI YA 7 51 SIS BRI, O Fe 81 (8 2 PE i 55 8 7 2l i = T2 TR 26
PRI BT S, 3505 15, Hrh SR8 R B3, HIBIERGIRE D 88.44%, MUERCRELS,
RERIAT R, I IE) A IR =R A R BOSEGE T 0 T — R ENH R EUN T 0, 2B IGIE T

| J—

WTI BT A BEI TR AN T N 2k a5
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Table 15. Parameter estimation results

=15 BHETER

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 65.35374 0.934778 69.91361 0.0000

T*T*T —1.72E-05 7.52E-07 —22.85817 0.0000

T*T 0.005366 0.000291 18.45983 0.0000

T —0.455115 0.031809 —14.30778 0.0000
R-squared 0.885779 Mean dependent var 52.54858
Adjusted R-squared 0.884403 S.D. dependent var 10.77126
S.E. of regression 3.662181 Akaike info criterion 5.449679
Sum squared resid 3339.482 Schwarz criterion 5.505543
Log likelihood —685.3844 Hannan-Quinn criter. 5.472155
F-statistic 643.6621 Durbin-Watson stat 0.185871

Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000

X R ZE T BI3EAT ADF K30 45 3055 16, KILAARGE v & ADF i) PAH = 0.0093 /N 23 K- 0.05,
PR BRI, IAFFI X AR AR, BIRIAR S Z R PR 781, SRR P81 Z 34T B A SR
BRI o HMRBRE, 2R, RRFIIKBMRLR 0 St &K P EHN 0.000, N EEMK
- 0.05, BBLAARIRFHIAAAE— € HAHRE, #orT DA )R 5 41— 2 57 ARMA 5 4Y

Table 16. ADF test table for the remaining sequences
= 16. FRFFI ADF 1836 5%

t-Statistic Prob.*
Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistic —3.480447 0.0093
Test critical values: 1% level —3.456197
5% level —2.872811
10% level —2.572851
| [ | [ | 1 0.905 0.905 209.49 0.000
N ) 2 0.820 0.009 38225 0.000
| [ 1K 3 0.736 -0.038 522.07 0.000
| [ L 4 0669 0.043 637.97 0.000
[ ) 5 0609 0010 734.52 0.000
) | N 6 0555 -0.005 814.85 0.000
| aN 7 0500 -0.023 880.53 0.000
| [ m 8 0.418 -0.183 926.59 0.000
' [ a 9 0.329 -0.105 95522 0.000
| [ i 10 0.236 -0.090 970.03 0.000
| | il 11 0.145 -0.095 97561 0.000
Nl i 12 0.075 0.027 977.12 0.000

Figure 6. ADF test table for the remaining sequences

6. BHEXKIE
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XA P Z AT AR(DBRSEAT YD U6, 13 Bl i —SRIA(LS) W ZEAT S 8l tH 45 R a0 17 o,
RIFRFH Z 1 AR SHE AR R, HIUG I 82.23%, MG HORELF, SRR
N091 <1, BTG AR(WBIRNT RS . X TSR A (SR Z2 IEAT B AR S8, Al 7 s, S22 1 J7 AT
HHX Q ZLit &I PAEEZE KT 0.05, ST LML HERZEAGFE A, H AR BATRIGE A 7511
EEBNTED .

Table 17. AR(1) model parameter estimation results

= 17. AROERSHEITER

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
AR(1) 0.905546 0.021213 42.68819 0.0000
SIGMASQ 2.345048 0.090938 25.78739 0.0000
R-squared 0.822339 Mean dependent var —4.34E-15
Adjusted R-squared 0.821631 S.D. dependent var 3.640318
S.E. of regression 1.537444 Akaike info criterion 3.712771
Sum squared resid 593.2971 Schwarz criterion 3.740703
Log likelihood —467.6656 Hannan-Quinn criter. 3.724009
Durbin-Watson stat 2.021312
Inverted AR Roots 91
Autocorrelation Partial Correlation AC PAC Q-Stat Prob

-0.012 -0.012 0.0364

0.044 0.044 0.5398 0.463
-0.043 -0.042 1.0238 0.599
-0.010 -0.013 1.0487 0.789

[ 1
|h| L 2
[ 3
4
5 0.008 0.012 1.0665 0.900
6
7
8

|

!

| 0.023 0.022 1.2044 0.944
= 0.182 0.181 9.8459 0.131
0.054 0.059 10.613 0.156

9 0.032 0.021 10.877 0.209

|
|
| | 10 0.026 0.040 11.062 0.271
|
!

11 -0.079 -0.075 12.730 0.239
12 -0.148 -0.162 18617 0.068

Figure 7. Autocorrelation test plots for residual series

B 7. REFIIRBEXKELE

HIN PP AT A, A2 177 WIS WTL JFUm A A N BB s A Wi O, 9k BEAT 2% R 07 ZR i ——
ARCH-LM #3%%, &58415 18 fizx, ARCH k3] PAEYI/INT 0.05, kT 75 Fp 41 55k 2~ 7 i J5 —
SRR R F LM R, BRI DI E WL B i A7 78 2 1 5 7 22
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Table 18. ARCH-LM test
5% 18. ARCH-LM #6165

F-statistic 10.50869 Prob. F(1,250) 0.0013

Obs*R-squared 10.16545 Prob. Chi-Square(1) 0.0014

1T 26 53 75 22 AR AE 2 P2 B A B 22 (R 0 22 17 5 Wl e 5 20 ) 8 28 PR A B 2K 25 03 3L it
FEA GBI RRA b, BRSL 522 GARCH 75 8%, H BIFE T B RN 7 8 a5, S8t
N,k 19 Pn, HEHRR KD I REMBRL S, CWRERME TR R T Z TR, 18l R O B
1 PAE, /T BN ZEEKSE 0.05, BLGREIE REUS KIS HNTHE RGTHE R, HAR
SRy, hIMEITREE R, BER NN, WTLMtr AR gk, B R ERBEh 2 RMshE oK,
BN Je i /I o

BMETTRE: X, = 68.94718—0.511767¢+0.005564¢> +0.919672Z, | +a,(FtH1, a, NHHLT-HLIN)

T ETRR: a, = he, (e, [RMIRAEIEZ 73 4i)

h’ =1.643727+0.296781a, |

Table 19. Combined model + GARCH family joint equation model parameter estimation results

= 19. tAA1EA + GARCH IREF& A IEEEISHEITER

Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.
c 68.94718 9.476695 7.275446 0.0000

T —0.511767 0.251077 —2.038288 0.0415
T*T 0.005564 0.001952 2.850765 0.0044
T*T*T —1.70E-05 4.50E-06 —3.776543 0.0002
AR(1) 0.919672 0.027343 33.63413 0.0000

Variance Equation

C 1.643727 0.120276 13.66633 0.0000
RESID(-1)"2 0.296781 0.055337 5.363167 0.0000
R-squared 0.979556 Mean dependent var 52.51008
Adjusted R-squared 0.979225 S.D. dependent var 10.77524
S.E. of regression 1.553107 Akaike info criterion 3.615669
Sum squared resid 595.7987 Schwarz criterion 3.713709
Log likelihood —448.5743 Hannan-Quinn criter. 3.655118
Durbin-Watson stat 2.041158
Inverted AR Roots .92

3.7. A& HEAE-GARCH B3I S RRMRIEMN
X ERZE TUIHAT B AR S S, B EILL N4
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Autocorrelation Partial Correlation AC PAC Q-Stat Prob*
Wil Wi 1 0.070 0.070 1.2596
t a[ 2 0.060 0.055 2.1827 0.140
i d 3 -0.090 -0.099 42711 0.118
] ] 4 -0.007 0.003 4.2826 0.233
th nK 5 0.010 0.022 4.3083 0.366
L nK 6 0.023 0.012 4.4413 0.488
B | B 7 0.112 0.109 7.7329 0.258
(@ ! [ 8 0.121 0.109 11578 0.115
s ] 9 0.023 -0.003 11.714 0.164
th nE 10 0.008 0.014 11.733 0.229
(ull i 11 -0.101 -0.086 14.417 0.155
=l m 12 -0.126 -0.125 18.652 0.068

Figure 8. Autocorrelation test chart

8. BEXGIEE

W% 2 P AT AEBER LIRS 56, i 8 WTLLEH, ACF Ml PACF # A EERT 0, Q 4iitEN P
{HARIZEIE KT 0.1, AT DLYCNIRZ T PIFEAZIE R E R BN, Fm AR Z NaENLT 5. X
TREFFIMESR 0, HAPRRTFH, BOANRRZEFFI a8 S pH), SAE SIRmbEn /. Hit,
W T 414 -GARCH BT RERY,  RERSAR I 0 B WTT I STt (028 5h, AT 150

3.8. MARFK WTI, FHRHEFRHASUE N EIFN

HETHEHM + GARCH JEEE A E, X WTI IEymUEAMN X 56 254 AT A0, 1d 70 o #5551
X, HI1E O WD, WTI AT SR O X 7R3 254 R AR 1 2k, B2 1 -37.63 1) “Hfh” , HEET
ML 1S 45 B 17.44641, MHZEBLL 50 Mh 2. BUE 253 HHSETM IR TR0 M SEBr Bt 5 5 1 T Ase 2 fr 45

80
60
40 |
S
#
520,
i]l:\'
m
= 0.
-20 |
-40 L L I L L L LN L L L ML N LR
25 50 75 100 125 150 1756 200 225 250
It [F)

X FP3 WTT JFl S Wcat A, X P4 a5 TR “J5l 5517
Figure 9. Sequence diagram of the closing price of future WTI crude oil fu-

tures changing with time

B 9. ARk WTI FmEI ST AN R (8] E Bh A B - (&

DOI: 10.12677/hjdm.2020.104028 274

HEtzdm


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjdm.2020.104028

L3S

B ZT )L, H 253 WIS BARAEHE E I 1 SR U LS bRl o dE, e “ St S fE RIS,
RIETMFTSH) X 55 254 WISER, HET ZES BB, A% 254 WKE S S48 Rl g 1o
18.87406, 55zFR4s S 20.46 FHLL, KEHHEEN 92.25%.

4. BREPNEFENEZ
4.1. BN EHAIERRM

WAL UEH, & ADF K56, T4k WTI Rl S ks 548 o e R 0 A A% 8 FF
SFREEEE, TF AR R A AR R N BB, t TR R IR A 2 R B b R A — R A
TR, AERAEIR AR E ™ Hppdy, T B E RIS, X PIEOCRAT S Tl

4.2. FHGRINEIXFR

F—O7 L, CEMER RS ERALE, HBON BB 1), HFHBRAE MU E
e, BTN RBIAE 7IX—Wam, 2 E-G B, AKIPIAImI PSR g R, Bk
ANPGRS, AL WTL b A8 — € FERE L m] DA R BNAG AE 45 B A i 103230, [, 2L IR,
DATET AR K WL PRS00 L 00 R AT A 4 o A S St (B PO v 2y, ETD8AAIE 17 WL JEinh 34
TR i A T bR s T i LA . DRIE, IR WTT S A i 1 28 2k 35 b 2 9T o AATIR T it 7 47 114
fEte, T SAM AT AR SR YT BT % RO AE 5o

4.3. AFRNTHRRXR

RUETE— R b, WTL BN AR 2 06 A A0 5 B v 3 B s aseAn = A ey, L R e D e 34 B A0 A% 1)
BHREAEER . GBS GARCH fRAIE 5 FEAL TN, 7F 2020 4F 4 H 20 HAJ WTI JEUH Y 1%
ISR N 17.44641, 50iliN-37.63 MZEET 50 2, ST AR WTL M SRR F Bk A
SN AT RE A A B AR A A A BT B, AT REAZ T B A7 ) . MR IBUA FREE IR S5 6 TR 3R AT 8.
1M WTL M 2 BT LARE “52ma” A deRs b A A& i 2, AROCFERE b DR M Al #F S 1R 52 31 T B4
T ] 2H 235 A RR AR 5 7= e I = ) BEAS S T3 T 3 ek i 4% B 4 A BR KIRAT « R R AR SRIE
RS TH R FEM, B0 S BUMR R AW 2k BRIk, wT RLA eI WTT JEE I A7 1 25 1k 2 5 A A0 4
JEJH 7= AR R, R LG IR G HEAS 20T A AR B A A 7 A A AN T B 5

4.4. SUBRNEREE

SR, AR WTIL St b “ St 7 #E45 [ b il iz i R E QR , A BT i@
17, IPRIE i E R AR AN R RS TR B R GE, RO AT RSB A A b 2 A,
SIS P RS, T BT S (HT DS AR, SRR RS A D], & E AT RB
WA B IEHE AT, AR, Al w2k m v,

5. &t

ASCRIF WTT Ji 3 5 RS A R ym B T2 AL 2019 4E 5 A 6 H & 2020 4F 5 A 4 HRIC AN A% 5L
5 DA [ R i S aSAN AR BT R) 5 310 X O A e 7 i, DA 3501 10 e B e WA AN R ) 7 25080 Y it e R i
BT Bviewsl1, @ilr, SmEGERT R FREHERE. SRE AR TR S50, MR
E T R85 B A By (L& 2OR, BE FIFR BRI T 45 R, BRA SEPR & i At 28 ot =& 3 T 04T
WAG M KGRI, B, YONIIR WTT B0 A% 1 R R o A (e S i 3 2 7 2E
AFIgEm, R IR WTL S “Fumih” HA 2™ EAT A AR B i A % I R ke %4
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