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Table 1. Spacing treatment and number of plants per plot and per hectare for the two experiments (growing seasons

1980/81 and 1981/82).

bl sae J bl sae N &
BIE IR iy £ Gakd IS Eey () SBLI
Number of plants Number of plants Farrow side Spacing (cm)
per hectare per plot planted
16667 25 dly il 60X120
One side
33333 50 Wl il 60X 120
Both s-ir.ies
27778 50 il il 60X 140
Both sides
23333 35 Al il 40X120
One side
19444 35 Aol il 40X140
One side
38889 70 N R P 40X140
Both sides
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Table 3. Effect of plant spacing on the spread of tomato fruit worn (Heliothis armigera and on tomato yield (growing

season 1980/81).

S sy Ll Ll Al Ll At HEC U | S|

Sl (eSa /o) i) lasl dall e YR () Sl
(S /by )

Total fruit yield yield of undamaged percent of rotted percent of fruits Farrow side Spacing (cm)
(Ton/hectare) fruits fruits with insect planted

(Ton/hectare) damage

l 32.88a [ 28.64a [ 2.70a 119.3a Aoy il 40X 120
One side

s 48.54b < 42.91b 1 2.98a i 14.59a Wl S 60X120
Both sides

— 43.39b — 38.75b f2.52a [ 15.07a LR | 60X140
Both sides

« 44.06b < 38.95b f 3.054 [ 14.76a dly il 40X120
One side

[ 35.27a { 31.08a f2.33a [ 14.89a Al il 40X140
One side

o« 46.04bm < 40.02b [ 3.16a [17.37a )l e 40X140
Both sides

OIS @y i 10 S Jo Uil il Y sganll ki § Rl GV Sl oY)
Numbers in the same column with the same letters are not significantly different at the 5% level using Duncan test.
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Table 2. Effect of plant spacing on the spread of tomato fruit worm (Heliothis armigera and on tomato y:efd (growing
season 1981/82).

Sl U1 ) ol el skl &l L Sl &l 2l g oA S () UL
(LSa [ by (LS /by Ldal) Llall oo

Total fruit yield vield of undamaged percent of rotted percent of fruits Farrow side Spacing (cm)
(Ton/hectare) fruits fruits with insect planted

(Ton/hectare) damage

{ 37.50a { 33.67a o [ 6.58ab { 18.77a dly il 40X120
One side

o | 47.90ab & o [ 40.87abe o 8.12b f18.12a FRTIN R PS 60X120
Both sides

< 54.73b & 48.57¢ < 1 6.06ab f 16.17a ity g e 60X 140
Both sides

< 1 44.57ab o1 39.12ab [ 5.09 { 18.16a Aoty Sl 40X120
One side

[ 40.95a [ 36.20a o [ 5.90ab i 16.91a Ay Lol 40X140
One side

o 56.26b & 49.95¢ o1 7.30ab f14.26 W) S 40X140
Both sides
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Numbers in the same column with the same letters are not significantly different at the 5% level using Duncan test.
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Abstract

Ba-Angood, S.A. 1977. A study on the effect of plant denisty on the spread of tomato fruit worm (Heliothis armigera)
and on tomato yield in the Peoples Democratic Republic of Yemen. Arab J. Pi. Prot. 2: 40-43.

(Planting on one side of the bed) to 140x40 cm
(Planting on both sides of the bed). In both years, the
yield was highest with plants spaced at 140x40 cm
(46-56 t ha ..). The yield was lowest at 120x60 cm (32.88

— 37.5 t ha .), which is the recommended planting
distance in the country. In both years, there was no
significant difference in percentage of fruitworm infes-
tation among the spacing treatments.
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