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Determination of the Best Planting Pattern of Drip-Tape Irrigated Tomatoes
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Table 1. Combined analysis of variance for some traits of tomato cultivars in two cropping seasons (2009-2011)

MS e ke

) oge 3 Shas 6355 Sles 3293 0 g Sl o320 03 o5 Jsb osn kb el 3l e el =

315 J5 s bz ST O e

df. Fruit yield Yield per plant Fruit per plant Fruit weight Fruit length Fruit Brix Titrable Water use
SOV, Sl s diameter acidity (%) efficiency
Year Ju 1 38.954"™ 292262.933"  10620.212" 91590.096™ 8.918™ 0.028™ 2.704™ 0.560" 8.711"
Replication x Year Jux 1S5 4 132.095™ 205310.862" 347.207" 53.750™ 0.105™ 0.042™ 0.292"™ 0.003™ 4.486™
Inter row spacing (1) sy o alols 4 568.415" 76267.646™ 171.256" 191.723"™ 0.160™ 0.91™ 0.158™ 0.001™ 17.156™
Y x| sy o ALl X JL 4 117.895™ 192639.348™ 71.422"™ 144.522™ 0.051™ 0.043"™ 0.092" 0.001™ 3.283"
Error a gl 16 15.790 31654.817 54.591 84.025 0.126 0.064 0.292 0.001 0.496
Intra row spacing (IRS) Cassy 63, dbols 2 61.028™ 946787.580" 1336.060™ 167.985™ 0.671" 0.106"™ 0.133" 0.002™ 1.878"
Y x IRS Cny 65y ol x Jle 2 78.145™ 60809.958™ 177.282" 10.040™ 0.052" 0.051"™ 0.196™ 0.001"™ 2.582"
I xIRS Cassy o b X sy 53, 4ol 8 19.119™ 31402.977 32.155™ 299.518" 0.353" 0.171" 0.251" 0.002™ 0.554™
Y x IRS x| Casy Sy thold X sy o alol X Lo 8 425777 70347.189™ 49.641™ 79.553™ 0.060™ 0.045™ 0.090™ 0.001"™ 10.305™
Error b Cels 40 10.601 12373.248 39.300 72.427 0.111 0.070 0.118 0.002 0.345
C.V. (%) kS s b oy 11.70 10.46 16.77 11.91 5.62 5.74 7.45 10.40 11.99

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

ns: Not significant.
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Table 2. Mean comparison of total yield and some traits of tomato for different inter and intra row spacing in two growing seasons

Sles 050 3 Slas 5 Sles PRI, 050 O3 o5 Jsb ogmn kb Al 3l 50 4 el Aoy ST O e TS
EEBE SEBE S Joe ol A5
Treatment Fruit yield Mean yield Fruit Fruit weight Fruit length Fruit diameter Brix Titrable acidity Water use
(tha™) per plant(g) per plant (9) (cm) (cm) (%) efficiency (kgm™)
Ju
Year
2010 27.18a 1006b 26:53b 61.35b 5.61b 4.67a 4.44b 0.32b 4.58b
2010 27.18a 1006b 26.53b 61.35b 5.61b 4.67a 4.44b 0.32b 4.58b
2011 28.50a 1120a 48.25a 81.58a 6.24a 4.70a 4.79a 0.48a 5.21a
) o dhold
Inter row spacing (cm)

120 35.89% 1051ab 34.32b 74.67a 5.98a 4.64a 4.47a 0.40a 6.3a

140 28.66b 991b 38.20ab 66.19b 5.81a 4.59a 4.58a 0.40a 5.0b

160 29.04b 1155a 41.39a 73.36a 6.05a 4.75a 4.67a 0.39a 5.1b

180 24.89c 1099ab 38.82ab 70.79ab 5.92a 4.75a 4.65a 0.41a 4.4c

200 20.72d 1020ab 34.23b 72.19ab 5.87a 4.68a 4.70a 0.41a 3.7d

sy Sy akols
Intra row spacing (cm)

40 29.19a 890c 31.44c 73.54a 6.08a 4.69a 4.57a 0.41a 5.1b
50 27.98ab 1055b 36.14b 68.88a 5.78a 4.62a 4.58a 0.41a 4.9ab
60 26.34b 1245a 44.60a 71.90a 5.92a 4.74a 4.69 0.39% 4.6b

LSl (glasals w350 5T) Aizen 7Y Jlaz>| C]a,n):)bshu OBl Hlas o (gl O gt o j3 alie o9 > U \Au:irlrﬂ
Means with similar letters in each column for each treatment are not significantly dofferent at 1% level of probability (Duncan’s multiple
range test).
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Table 3. Mean comparison of total yield and some traits of tomato for interaction of inter and intra row spacing in two growing seasons

X o, o alole o502 Shos 5 Sks 000 Sl o5 055 osn dob o5n s el sl @l Ay Iy
3 S s, kol SPBE Gy 03 IS e ] TS e
Intra row spacing (cm) x Fruit yield Mean yield Fruit Fruit weight ~ Fruit length Fruit diameter Brix Titrable acidity Water use
Inter row spacing (cm) (tha™) per plant(g) per plant (9) (cm) (cm) (%) efficiency (kgm?®)

120x40 36.33a 872f 33.82¢ 88.20ab 6.40ab 4.79abc 4.60a 0.48ab 6.6a
120x50 34.05abc 1022def 43.28de 92.73a 6.32ab 4.74abc 4.53a 0.49ab 6.2abc
120%60 31.78abcd 1192bcde 51.54abcd 82.53ab 6.18bc 4.67ahc 4.67a 0.48ab 5.8abcd
140%40 35.71ab 1000def 46.31bcde 81.87abc 6.39ab 4.61abc 4.93a 0.52a 6.5ab
140x50 27.64cdef 968def 46.39bcde 62:40d 5.88bc 4.38¢c 4.80a 0.48ab 5.0cdef
140%60 29.86abcd 1306abc 62.51ab 86.60ab 6.23bc 4.89ab 4.77a 0.45ab 5.4abcd
160x40 30.77abcd 985def 44.20cde 81.73abc 6.38ab 4.66abc 4.43a 0.46ab 5.6abcd
160x50 24.50def 980def 47.10bcde 85.07ab 6.33ab 4.76abc 5.07a 0.49ab 4.5def
160%60 30.02abcd 1501a 64.47a 88.47ab 6.51ab 4.79ahc 5.20a 0.43b 5.5abcd
180%40 27.45cdef 988def 45.23cde 88.03ab 6.93a 4.90ab 4.83a 0.47ab 5.0cdef
180x50 20.65ef 929¢f 38.92de 66.67cd 5.64c 4.38c 4.63a 0.45ab 3.8ef
180%60 23.80def 1339abc 60.86abc 75.07bcd 5.87bc 5.00a 5.00a 0.52a 4.4def
200x40 26.97cdef 1079cdef 39.18de 75.33bcd 6.10bc 4.42hc 4.67a 0.51ab 4.9cdef
200x50 28.24bcde 1412ab 48.75abcde 88.13ab 6.17bc 5.87abc 5.20a 0.48ab 5.1bcde
200x60 19.67f 1229bcd 51.05abcd 80.07ahc 6.29h 4.67ahc 4.47a 0.50ab 3.6f

LSSl (glasals w0 903T) i 7 Jlaz| ch.u 30l gme M 8l & g pa y> wlie g > L Lawful.:n
Means with similar letters in each column are not significantly dofferent at 1% level of probability (Duncan’s multiple range test).
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