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Abstract: The cotton industry chain spans corp farming and textile industry. And it is characterized by various sub-

jects different interest claims of all links and different modes of upstream and downstream. Through the use of coin—

tegration Granger causality and other methods this paper makes a empirical study of the dynamic relations among

the domestic and international cotton price chemical fiber production yarn production fabric production garment

exports cotton imports and gasoline prices. The results show that international cotton price is one — way Granger

causes of the price of cotton chemical fiber yarn cloth production that the impact of one standard deviation genera—

ted by domestic cotton prices foreign cotton prices gasoline prices exports of cotton can reach a new equilibrium in

the cotton industry chain only after 24 24 28 and 25 months respectively and that for the impact from a variable or

alternative variables in cotton industry chain this variable on the average contributes more in the long run in both

upstream and downstream links.

Key words: cotton industry chain; price; Johansen cointegration test; impulse response function
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