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Spodoptera littoralis (Boisd.) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae)
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Table 1. Means of number of leaves and leaf-area/plant during
the 3 main generations.

Je Mean/plant o5/ Jaw 2l
Generation aLl sae ol - [ domlams
No. of leaves Lt f a:‘:; )(cm 2

1st. JaY 16.2 1074
2nd. QJ\:H 28.7 2477
3rd. SJeh 40.0 2985
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Table 2. Impact of different defoliation percentages on yield during the 3 main generations

Generation J=dt
1st. JaY¥ 2nd. S 3rd. eJul
GLF % bupe (S EB% L% Y R GLF % bupe (P oali %
J g PN J g PN J e J gvaead|
Ol oladl oladl
(Uad) (oUas) (la)
% Defol- Yield/ % Yield % Defol- Yield/ % Yield o Defol- Yield/ % Yield
iation Feddan reduction iation Feddan reduction iation Feddan reduction
(Kintar) (Kintar) (Kintar)
0 7.48 = 0 7.48 - 0 7.48
6 6.40 14 7 6.86 8 8.47/
12 6.34 15 14 6.62 11 13 4.82 36
19 6.00 20 21 6.62 11 20 4.83 38
25 5.75 23 28 6.33 15 25 4.26 43
37 4.42 41 35 4.80 36 33 4.24 43
47 3.72 50 52 2.61 65 50 4.02 46
62 3.64 51 66 2.24 70 63 3.98 47
74 3.43 54 77 1.93 74 75 3.79 49
86 2.91 61 - - - 85 2.83 62
9% 2.47 67 91 1.80 76 95 2.92 69
+Defoliation increased yield by 13% ' %13 Gy Jganmall B35 | Grogdl slae ool @
LI ol LS B Jla Yl I (o &yinny ddl SIS Jadl
& %1 aui el S Of Jf dasdl 515, Y1 Melae 25
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Table 3. Simple correlation and simple regression coefficients for the relationship between % defoliation and yield during

the 3 main generations.

Coefficient Jolas
EXT Ol (S 95r
&a_J‘ CJ|:|JZJ| ig_;aj‘ LL.JJ'W :‘JS_;Y‘ Jlez>-YI
Generation n D.F. Correlation Regression P.
(0-2) (09} (®)
1st. JaYi 11 9 - 0.9708 -7.67 1%
2nd. gslﬂl 10 8 - 0.9638 -11.39 1%
3rd. el 11 9 - 0.8594 -5.72 1%
do¥1 Jed S gl I Jend
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Pig. 1. Regressions lines for the relationship between % loss of leaf area (defoliation)and % yield loss during the 3 main generations.
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Table 4. Calculations of economic injury level (EIL) of S. littoralis on cotton plants during the 3 main generations.

Generation Jedl

Value io.al JaY! Ul eJel
1st. 2nd. 3rd.
O'.U/)w (GT) &-«-SAU CfJ' Al 0.35 0.28 0.28
Gain threshold (GT) Kintar /Feddan
(% YRP) aKall ol donld laall Jpuamall  paiil) Ggtall 2l 55 44 4.4
% Yield reduction equal to gain threshold (% YRP).
oy Jpmamall Ll s A1 sl Rl 2l 80 4.5 8.0
(% D) g_.....i..U CfJ‘ ol
% defoliation that causes yield reduction equal to gain
threshold (% D).
2 o~ (AD) Shladl oy 43l 86 111 239
Absolute defoliation (AD) cm?
(EIL) gsbasVl ) pall (g g2
Economic injury level (EIL):
Ol / an s _T 38 49 105
a) Egg-masses/Feddan
b) Larvae/plant OL.:/:.;J: 0.36 0.46 1.00
Abstract

El - Sherif, S.1.; I.S. El - Hawary and L.1. Mesbah. 1991. Economic threshold of infestation with the cotton leaf-worm, Spodoptera
littoralis (Boisd.) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in cotton fields in A.R.E. 3 - Economic injury levels during the different generations.

Arab J.P1. Prot. 9(2): 116 - 123.

Means of No. of leaves /plant and leaf-area/ plant during
the 3 main generations of S.litoralis in cotton field were
determined. Formulae used for calculation of economic in-
jury level (EIL) were listed. Reduction of cotton yield due to
defoliation of cotton plants was approximated. % loss of
leaf-area was negatively proportional to yield, and positively
proportional to yield reduction. Loss of about 50% of the
leaf-area of cotton plant during 1st., 2nd. or 3rd. genera-
tions reduced yield by 50, 65 and 46%, respectively. Simple
correlation coefficients (r) for the relationship between loss
of leaf-area and yield were negative and highly significant.
Simple regression coefficients (b) indicated that a decrease
of 1%of leaf-area decreased cotton yield/Feddan by 7.7 kg.
for 1st. generation, 11.4kg. for 2nd. generation and 5.7kg.

for 3rd. generation. Accordingly, the effect of loss of leaf-
area of cotton plant on its yield was stronger during the 2nd.
generation than during the 1st. generation, whereas during
the 3rd., generation, the effect was relatively less. EIL of
S.littoralis in cotton field at Giza region was approximated at
38, 49 and 105 egg-masses/ Feddan or 0.36, 0.46 and 1.00
larvae/plant during the 1st., 2nd., and 3rd. generations, re-
spectively. Infestations of 35,45 and. 100egg-masses/Feddan,
or 0.3, 0,4 and 0.9 larvae/plant were recommended as econo-
mic threshold (ET) of the considered pest during its 1st.,
2nd., and 3rd. generations, respectively.

Key words: Spodoptera littoralis, cotton leaf-worm, Econo-
mic injury level, Economic threshold.
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* The title of the abstract in volume 9, issue 1 on page 37 should read:
Al-Rawi, F.A. and R.A. Al-Ani. 1991. Ultra-structural changes in
tomato phloem cells caused by curly top virus infection. Arab J. Pl

* The title of the abstract in volume 9, issue 1 on page 45 should read:
Al-Rawi, F.A., A.A. Al-Ammar and I.A. Al-Suhaily. 1991. Effects of
Septoria tritici on the ultrastructure of leaf cells in susceptible and re-
sistant wheat. Arab J.Pl. Prot. 9 (1): 37 - 46.
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*xAl-Rawi, F.A. and R.A. Al-Ani. 1991. Ultrastructural changes in tomatoph-
loem cells caused by curly top virus infection. Arab. J. Pl. Prot. 9 (1): 32 -

= Al-Rawi, F.A., A.A. Al-Ammar and I.A. Al-Suhaily. 1991. Effects of
Septoria tritici on the ultrastructure of leaf cells in susceptible and re-
sistant wheat. Arab J.Pl. Prot. 9(1): 37 - 46.
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