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Effects of population density of Bolboschoenus planiculmis on the
morphological index, yield and quality of cotton

CAI Xiaohu, LIN Ping, SHI Yahui, HAN Rui, ZHANG Yudong, WANG Jungang”

(College of Agriculture, Key Laboratory of QOusis Agricultural Pest Management and Utilization of Plant-Protection
Resources , Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region , Shihezi University, Shihezi 832003, China)

Abstract In order to determine the effects of different population densities of Bolboschoenus planiculmis on the
morphological indicators, yield and quality of cotton, the plant height, stem thickness and number of main stem
nodes were measured every 10 days during the entire period of cotton, and the number of bolls per plant, single
boll weight, yield and fiber quality of cotton were measured during the harvest period, with the population density
of B. planiculmis at 0, 20, 40, 80, 100 plants/m”. The cotton plant height, stem thickness and number of main
stem nodes decreased with increasing population density of B. planiculmis, which had the greatest impact on the
upper boll number and single boll weight of cotton. When the population density of B. planiculmis was 80 plants/m? , it
had the greatest effect on the boll number and single boll weight of cotton; compared with the control, it
decreased by 2.86 and 1.82 g, respectively. The yield of cotton also decreased with increasing population density
of B. planiculmis. When the population density of B. planiculmis was 20 plants/m®, no effect was observed. The
effect on cotton fiber quality was mainly reflected in its effect on cotton fiber micronaire value and maturity. The
population density of B. planiculmis could greatly affect cotton plant height, stem thickness, and number of main
stem nodes, which in turn greatly affected cotton yield. When the population density of B. planiculmis was
20 plants/m®, no significant impact on cotton yield and quality was observed; therefore, the population density of
B. planiculmis should be controlled below 20 plants/m?”.
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Table 1 Effects of population density of Bolboschoenus planiculmis on the yield and quality of cotton
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0 (6 624.904441. 39)a (40.86=0.93)b  (4.92+0.35)a  (30.8440.15)a (85.17£0.12)a (8.20=£0.80)b  (30.13=£0.50)a (0. 86=0.01)be
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Different lowercase letters in the same column represent significant difference (P<Z0. 05).
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