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Research on Manufacturer’'s Optimal Production and Pricing Strategies

Considering Emission Trade and Stochastic Demand

Zhu Haoyun', Li Xin®
(1. School of Management and Economics, University of Electronic Science & Technology of China,Chengdu 610054 ,China;
2. College of Management Science,Chengdu University of Technology.Chengdu 610059, China)

Abstract: Considering emission trading, this paper studies the optimal production and pricing strategies of the manufacturer who faces random
price-dependent demand. The results show as follows: the optimal production quantity and the optimal price of the manufacturer all exist and are
unique; the maximum expected profit is the decreasing function of emission trading price in the primary market,and is also the decreasing func-
tion of emission trading price in the secondary market(when the optimal production quantity is more than the upper limit of emission) or the in-
creasing function of emission trading price in the secondary market(when the optimal production quantity is less than the upper limit of emis-
sion) ; the existence of the secondary market of emission trading could promote the emission manufacturer to invest in emission and increase the
emission elficiency;according to the emission trading reaction function,different policy and market factors significantly impact enterprise’s pro-
duction decisions

Key words: manufacturer; production strategy; price strategy emission trade; random demand
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Effect of Intellectual Property Pilot and Demonstration Work on Patent Application Growth

Hou Yuanyuan',Liu Yun',Liu Wenlan®*, Tan Long'
(1. School of Management and Economics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing 100081, China;
2. School of Economics and Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084 , China)

Abstract: On the basis of reviewing the basic situation and policies and regulations of intellectual property pilot and demonstration work sys-
tematically, this paper takes the first batch of patent pilot institutions as the research example,and searches and counts their patent application
number from 1985 to 2011 based on the patent search database of State Intellectual Property Office. Then it analyzes the situation of patent ap-
plication in three time segments quantitatively,namely before identification,during pilot work and after end-of-job,and analyzes the impact of in-
tellectual property pilot and demonstration work on the growth of patent application. The result shows as follows: before the identification of pi-
lot and demonstration institution, the patent application of pilot and demonstration institution grow obviously;during the period of pilot and dem-
onstration work,the growth of patent application is not significant;after end-of-job,the number of patent application and institutions which ap-
ply for the patent all raise.

Key words: intellectual property right pilot and demonstration institution; patent application; patent management
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