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Abstract

The development of mechanical cotton harvesting can cause significant changes in the conventional cotton production process
from the point of planting pattern and variety. A field experiment was conducted to evaluate the cotton picker and stripper
performance in conjunction with plant density and cultivar during 2019- 2020. The experimental design was a randomized
complete blocks with split-split plots arranged in three replications. The cotton harvesters were in two types of spindle picker
cotton (PC) and finger stripper cotton (SC) as the main plot, three cultivars as the subplot include: Macsa (V1), Golestan (V2),
Hekmat (V3) and the plant density (PP1:8, PP2:11, PP3:14 plant per m?) as sub-sub plot. The results showed that cotton
harvester, variety and plant density had a significant effect on the performance indexes of cotton harvester. The maximum
material capacity belonged to the finger stripper harvester by 1.41 ton hrt. The results also revealed that the PC treatment, on
average, decreased ground loss by 38.9% and increased harvesting efficiency by 3.5% compared to SC treatment. As the plant
density was increased from 8 to 14 plant per m? in SC and PC treatments, the ground losses and stalk losses were decreased
by 22.3, 50.5 and 26.1, 59.4, respectively. According to our findings and based on the seed cotton yield and crop losses,
application of 11 plant per m? in combination with V2 and Vlcultivars were seen as the suitable treatment in the cotton
growing regions of Fars province.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance (M.S) on the studied indicators of cotton harvester in a 2-years study
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Table 2. Indicators of cotton harvester affected by harvester type, variety and plant population
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(32,0 MVl al plaisl (V3) cwSs o, 4 6)lo sme
9 ey DUl jlade ggare 09 o0 odalina ¥ Jgaz )3 45 b len
095 & S ()3 Fe jsba LS 5 (LS 08 5o 5o aSle Slals
S pGEg Oliee WBlaie 5 jlade col )3 Dslds el 2eS SueS>
sl o 8]l 45 ails s TS il cge eialeS alosge
alie lai )55 a5 5l caillae oliime S0 slaasily b gl ol
los 5 &l Cilizea pl51 51 Slie pleS cusls ST 50 glis )
(Oz etal., 2011¢Jafari et al., 2019 ¢Rezaeiasl et al., 2013 )
VE 5 ) w515 L ay sl a5 ams oo oylis baosls Lolod s
sy Dlal ggommo o s [lSL (PP2 PP3) a0 yin jo dig
e Gyl il axly o Wi (o515 oS A S Bl
oty JLisas aoys VY 5 AVA o Sile by ity el 18
a0y o 4y as oS LalS b cals T bazsl ol
Gl 00 Jol> (aoy0 AVIY) ctls p o157 Jlade o e (PP1)
¥ Jga2)
2l 50 iy 0515 5 (b g5 (RS ool Sty @l
Otrier (O J5a2) Sl o gine el TS el s
“0j5 5 Oz il GRS il e e Sl ) lade
Wb ol g3 sme BB 9o @y 0 G2 VF o515 )0 (e

alie ol 5 LT a5 sl caillas e 5o slaazil b zls o
3 Delds g cllS alise loalols 4wl olal Jlade STy
¢0z et al., 2011) wiles,S @)l culsy b6 slaojee olows
(Rezaeiasl et al., 2013

Gy oS15 5 4ty o8y nlaS £5 45 a0 oo LS il lg 5IUT
O Jgaz) oyl cals TS asls 5 s )lo sre 3l elaws a1y o
-4 PC) raz g cmbeS 5l oolaiwl b cuisls dUS Sl oy iy
Oez0i9e (pbeeS Clilo @T)lf g (3o, V) ol odwl Caws
S8 o &Sy jo il BB hg JS 51 dus 0 AN Lawgie L (SC)
Yool b cpleaS el TS 2al531 (Y Jgom) Col azb 5
"5y Oh9 Oliee prelS 5l e U5 Sl o giae LalS 4 il e
iy g Al oile Bb by e 5 (S DLaL) (o0 (59 00
Jooz) 09b 0315 Connd (razojel (nlieS L analie po (a8le i)
(Y

Ay o, 5l Sl el T a5 ws e i o s ls () 2
s (V1) LuSLe o8, gl plpn (Y Jsaz) Cunl VISV2SVE & js0a,
5| by bl doyd AVIF 5 AY/D bagio b o s (V2) olids
smisle sl yo 1y SIS oy Salin wiils p BB (s JS lade
G L ety TS e o a8 vty o) oloo 5o ailails



Y

92 4

a

91 - —

E\ 90 - ab —

Y 89 ——
O
87 b E{
386 | :t:t
-y
ol
PC

Lagin b g 455 9 8552 1+ 015559 ool g0 5o A5 m
5O Ceble @—l)lf Oliee (pyeS ge by Sudloy doyo AFIY

a # PP1
PP2
PP3

-~

ab

e
A —
=
o —

o=

SC

o
11

X

oS g

dy g o515 5 cnleaS £95 GRS eR 50 Culdlop 2T, -0 U
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Table 3. Mean comparison of boll number, seed cotton yield and total losses affected by harvester type, cultivar and cotton

population
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Fig. 6. Boll number affected by interaction of cultivar and cotton population
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