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Dr. Unal Evcim spoke on the topic ‘Global GMO and Non-GMO Cotton Production Experiences 
& Implications for the Future.’ He presented data on the impact of GM cotton on yields, 
pesticide usage and adaptation of pests to GM cotton and weeds to herbicides. Despite 
pursuing only with non-GM cotton, Turkey has an impressive growth rate over the past 20 
years with yield enhancement from 1050 kg/ha in 1996 to 1700 kg/ha in 2010. The impressive 
achievement was due to simple changes in management strategies by integrating Integrated 
pest Management (IPM), Integrated Nutrient Management (INM), soil moisture management, 
varietal development, mechanization and seed quality management. An argument was put 
forth that yields have stagnated in major GM-cotton adopting countries while production costs 
and pesticide use were increasing constantly, whereas non-GM cotton production continued to 
be more sustainable in Turkey. Dr. Evcim felt that high technology costs, impending risk of pest 
resistance to the GM technology and possible risk of weed resistance to herbicides could tilt 
the favor of choice towards non-GM crops in the near future. He recommended that the co-
existence of non-GM and GM would not be in the interest of varietal bio-diversity and that non-
GM cotton should be labeled. 
 
Delegates pointed out that labeling non-GM cotton would entail discrimination thereby 
dwindling consumer preference for cotton. It was also mentioned that while non-GM could be 
an option, GM technologies had the potential to strengthen management options to combat 
climate change, drought, salinity, pests, diseases and weeds. Scientists of Uzbekistan have 
shown that yields could also be increased with GM technologies such as the RNAi based gene 
silencing of phytochromeA1 gene in cotton. The delegate from Burkina Faso clarified that 
though Bt cotton was banned in the country due to deterioration of fiber quality, the benefits of 
the GM technology in reducing insecticide use for bollworm control should not be undermined.  
 
Dr. Michael Murray spoke on ’20 years of GMO –the Australian experience’. In 2016-17, 
Bollgard® 3 was made available for commercial release with an impressive 92% uptake in the 
first introductory year of Bollgard® 3 technology. Almost 100% of the crop contained transgenic 
traits of Bt and herbicide tolerance. Annual lint production varies from 136,000 mt to 1,200,000 
mt. Cotton crop is 95% irrigated or semi-irrigated. Yields in irrigated region are 2400 kg/ha and 
880 kg/ha in dryland farms. All production of 4.0 M bales (227 kg) is exported. Production 
systems are highly profitable and sustainable. High quality cotton is produced using Best 
Management Practices (BMP). Prior to 1996, Australia spent Au$ 500-800/ha on 10-20 
insecticides per season. With the adoption of Bollgard-3 insecticide usage reduced to 0-3 
sprays that costed Au$ 140 + Au$ 300 (licensing fee). GM cotton enabled Australia to obtain 
high yields coupled with 95% insecticide reduction; reduced pest risks, increased income (Au$ 
180/ha), decreased labour, decreased fuel usage, decrease in residual herbicide use by 33%; 
reduced pesticide run off and increase in the populations of beneficial insects and wildlife in 
cotton fields. Sustainability was enhanced by window strategies; planting refuge crop; following 



pupae busting; annual review of resistance management programs and implementation of 
industry-wide Resistance Management/Stewardship Plans. Australian BMP recommends 
selection of the variety that suits local conditions with focus on Integrated Pest Management. 
Insect pest resistance is monitored regularly and IRM strategies are oriented according to 
resistance status of the pest. Australia’s cotton production is recognised as “sustainable” 
through BCI and Cotton Leads. Dr. Murray expressed his opposition to labelling of GM and 
non-GM cottons. 
 
In the discussions that followed, it was pointed out that Australia had only about 1000 farmers 
with large land holdings, which would not serve as an ideal example to be emulated by 
developing countries. Further, the license fee of Au$ 300/ha/year was exorbitant when 
compared to the current seed cost of US$ 26/ha in Zimbabwe for conventional cotton. Farmers 
in developing countries were becoming indebted due to high seed costs of GM cotton and 
there is a need to understand how there was a 33% reduction in herbicide residue use with an 
increase in HT cotton. Farmer agreements, commercial and sustainable aspects can be 
understood only with more interactions.  
	  


