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This study was carried out to develop control thresholds for anthracnose on red pepper. To investigate
relationship between anthracnose incidence and diseased fruits, experimental plots with six treatments were
established. There existed close correlation between rate of diseased fruits and yields in field (Y =—-16.83X + 327.57,
R*=0.83), in rain shelter (Y = —4.92X + 361.02, R* = 0.84), and in rain shelter with rain (Y =—5.91X + 359.71,R* =
0.76). Control thresholds for anthracnose of pepper were 0.9% diseased fruits per plant in field and from 1.7 to
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2.3% diseased fruits rate per plant in rain shelter.
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Table 1. Disease rates and fruit characteristics of red pepper with field cultivation

Treatment
Initial Number of Diseased Marketable Fruit weight Fruitlength Fruit diameter Number of Yield
disease rate fungicide rate (%) fruit rate (%) (9) (cm) (mm) fruit/plant (kg/10a)
(%) treatment
0 194 80.6 13.2a" 184a 134 a 479 bcd 303.7 cd*
0 3 48 95.2 130a 185a 150 a 53.1 ab 3311 a
5 41 959 127 a 176a 146 a 56.3 a 343.0 ab
0 28.7 713 129a 180a 135 a 40.0 efgh 2475 efg
1.6 3 9.8 90.2 129a 179a 13.7 a 51.7 abc 320.3 bc
5 74 926 134a 173a 148 a 53.0 ab 3409 ab
0 36.2 63.8 128a 18.1a 15.1 a 35.2 ghij 216.5 gh
35 3 185 815 13.0a 178 a 146 a 46.5 bcde 290.2 cd
5 174 826 136a 185a 144 a 45.1 cdef 2942 e
0 385 61.5 127a 17.7 a 137 a 37.9 fghi 220.3 fgh
52 3 27.2 728 13.0a 180a 146 a 39.9 efgh 248.8 de
5 264 736 129a 17.6a 154 a 40.6 defg 251.6 ef
0 46.9 53.1 13.7a 184a 139 a 19.8 k 1243 i
77 3 39.8 60.2 129a 188a 146 a 320 ij 1979 h
5 340 66.0 12.8a 179a 13.7 a 32.8 hij 201.5 h
0 50.2 49.8 133a 175a 139 a 29.1 186.0 h
93 3 42.8 57.2 124a 182a 140 a 3181 189.5 h
5 39.7 60.3 134a 178 a 14.1 a 300 1927 h

“Within columns, means followed by the same letters are not significantly different (p = 0.05) according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2. Disease rates and fruit characteristics of red pepper with field cultivation under rain shelter condition (successive rain condition after
initial disease occurrence)
dis::stlear!a te Nf::;?:i:i:f Diseased rate Ma.rketable Fruitweight  Fruitlength Fruit diameter Nurpber of Yield
%) treatment (%) fruit rate (%) (9) (cm) (mm) fruit/plant (kg/10a)
0 7.1 929 128 a" 175 a 144 a" 56.4 cde 346.5 bed”
0 3 0 100 13.2 a7 179 a 14.6 a 589 a 3734 a
5 0.7 99.3 134 a 18.1 a 153 a 58.1 ab 3735 a
0 53 94.7 126 a 174 a 149 a 55.8 ed 337.3 abc
1.8 3 2.7 97.3 128 a 18.0 a 144 a 57.9 abc 355.5 bcde
5 1.8 98.2 136 a 178 a 15.0 a 55.7 ed 363.8 ab
0 9.9 90.1 134 a 183 a 147 a 519¢g 334.0 cdefg
29 3 3.6 96.4 129 a 18.0 a 148 a 56.9 bcd 352.3 abc
5 29 97.1 12.6 a 179 a 154 a 54.8 ef 331.4 efgh
0 14.2 85.8 13.17 a 182 a 142 a 49.2 hij 3094 gh
47 3 7.5 92.5 130 a 17.7 a 144 a 52149 325.1 cdef
5 4.7 953 13.17 a 17.8 a 150 a 53.5 fg 336.4 defgh
0 15.6 84.4 129 a 18.0 a 146 a 50.1 h 310.0 gh
7.1 3 104 89.6 133 a 178 a 148 a 50.2 h 320.7 efgh
5 7.1 929 132 a 184 a 143 a 49.6 hi 314.3 fgh
0 155 84.5 128 a 179 a 15.1 a 49,5 hi 304.1 h
9.7 3 129 87.1 134 a 178 a 14.7 a 48.2 ij 310.2 gh
5 9.7 90.3 136 a 184 a 144 a 478 j 311.8 gh
“Within columns, means followed by the same letters are not significantly different (p = 0.05) according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
Table 3. Disease rates and fruit characteristics of red pepper with field cultivation under rain shelter condition (no rain)
Treatment
Initial Number of Diseased rate Marl'(etable Fruit weight Fruitlength  Fruit diameter Number of fruit/ Yield
discase fungicide (%) fr“;;;te (g) (cm) (mm) plant (kg/10a)
rate (%) treatment
0 5.8 94.2 129 a" 176 a 145 a" 55.7 bed 345.1 ab®
0 3 100 133 a 175 a 153 a 56.8 ab 362.4 abcde
5 100 134 a 18.0 a 156 a 572 a 368.1 a
0 44 95.6 132 a 180 a 146 a 54.8 cde 347.2 abcd
1.5 3 0.8 99.2 134 a 184 a 144 a 56.0 bc 360.0 abc
5 09 99.1 136 a 183 a 138 a 54.6 de 356.4 ab
0 6.7 93.3 13.1 a 17.7 a 149 a 53.1 fg 333.7 abc
34 3 37 96.3 130 a 182 a 152 a 572 a 356.9 bcdef
5 1.5 98.5 132 a 180 a 146 a 55.8 bc 353.8 abc
0 8.0 92.0 130 a 18.1 a 145 a 52.9 of 330.3 bcdef
48 3 6.1 93.9 129 a 179 a 14.7 a 54.6 de 338.1 abcdef
5 4.2 95.8 132 a 182 a 148 a 539 ef 341.3 cdef
0 104 89.6 13.1 a 180 a 153 a 519 gh 326.6 abcdef
7.5 3 10.0 90.0 12.7 a 185 a 149 a 5279 321.1 def
5 9.2 90.8 13.1 a 184 a 139 a 51.0 hi 320.5 def
0 114 88.6 135 a 18.1 a 140 a 48.1 3117 f
9.6 3 10.8 89.2 132 a 178 a 143 a 494 k 313.0 ef
5 9.7 90.3 130 a 175 a 139 a 50.8 i 316.8 def

“Within columns, means followed by the same letters are not significantly different (p = 0.05) according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Fig. 1. Correlations between anthracnose disease incidence of red pepper and yield in field (A), rain shelter (B, successive rain condition after

initial disease occurrence), and rain shelter (C, no rain).
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