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Effects of Planting Density on Yield and Fiber Quality of Short-season Cotton in Xuhuai Area
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Abstract

conducted, and the effects of planting densities on short-season cotton yield and quality of cotton CCRI50 were evaluated in Xuzhou Institute of

( Xuzhou Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Jiangsu Xuhuai Area, Xuzhou, Jiangsu
[ Objective ] The aim was to determine the appropriate planting density for short-season cotton. [ Method ] Field experiments were

Agriculture Sciences in 2013. [ Result ] Dry matter of root, stem-and-leaf, bud-and-boll and shoot could accumulate more dry matter, which
were beneficial to yield;and the best yield and fiber quality performance were observed under 97 500 plants per hectare. [ Conclusion ] Short-

season cotton could achieve high yield and fiber quality when the planting density was at 97 500 plant per hectare in Xuhuai area.
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Fig.1 The changes for cotton CCRI50 dry matter of root under
different planting densities
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Fig.3 The changes for cotton CCRI50 dry matter of bud and

boll under different planting densities
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Table 1 The effect of different planting densities on yield and yield components of cotton CCRI50

W AL B Sk AR kAR BA KAY
Density Bolls Fruit branchs Single boll Raw cotton Ginned cotton Lint percentage
Bk hm? A~ A~ weight /g kg/hm? kg/hm? %

D, 12.2 33.6 5.36 2955 1035.3 35.0

D, 16.8 39.8 5.48 3315 1185.9 35.8

D, 13.7 25.8 5.24 2985 1064.1 35.6
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Table 2 The effect of different planting densities on fiber quality of cotton CCRI50

wE ARSI R DR LL o 0 e fifre HEFPRE
Density Mean fiber length of the upper part Specific breaking strength 1\7[ ) Hzi Elongation Uniformity
¥f/hm® mm cN/tex 1¢ value % %

D, 33.22 4.73 6.7 86. 8
D, 33.67 4.67 6.9 87.1
D, 32.89 4.95 6.9 87.0

3 #FigEitig

VYRS b AR AT LA = M i 95% Ze Ay
kEEEER LE - rE T B R AR K A B
FEhR AR R R R % R B AR
TP R ZE AR AR R T AT RS, R Bk
BRI, T SR R S B B A 97 500 Fi/hm’

B, T R R B e, B4R, T AR
FE M N, BRI = B R EE AR S MA TP G 25 P
PPATA S, SRITERSE S IIoTHs i B i A R i 78 40H
FEARAS I 7= eI B Bl v, AR A R 2] X LAARAR
PRI L, A B PR P e, BN S5 AR I A
(T#%227)



22 SR A 2018 4
HAT DA SO R S
40 ab i ab 2 =
= [ def . cdedef L ab cdffd ; bcbg : Cgede cd o ;aTb def o A% .E::g
E 30 ilgp deff '8 dofgh g g lefgh = T defg ggef'gh Cdefeh |
9'0 s o
ol @
o2
5 -
%é 20
&
‘F‘.L‘S
E 10
o
S
0 T T [ § T T [ i T T T T [ T [

TE AL EAR TR A AL BRI 0. 05 /K225 0.3

7

8 9 10 u 12 13 14 15

4032 Treatment

Note ; Different letters above the bars denoted significant differences in different treatments at 0. 05 level
ES5 $EMZEAENTIREESENH

Fig.5 The effect of Al and Se interaction on content of soluble sugar
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