The Effect of Some Crude Plant Extracts
Antimycotics Growth of the Hyphae of
Ascosphaera apis,the Agent Causing
Chalkbrood Disease in Apis millifera

Fig. 1. Hyphae of the Ascosphaera apis on
the mummified larvae of Apis
millifora.

Fig.3.<
Demonstration of the lay-
ing ofimpregnated paper
discs with tested crude
plant extracts (g/paper
disc). The surface area of
the paper disc from the
control group (0) were
covered by the hyphaeand
the effect of crude plant
extracts inhibiting the p—
growth of hyphae forming the clear zone (1-7).

Fig. 2. Dried ground test plants.

Fig. 4.9

Hyphae of A. apis stained by lactophenol
cotton blue (arrowed at the septum).

Fig.5. Early ascocars (without ascospores) 4. apis
stained with lactophenol cotton blue. Yellow as-
cospores were order than those of the blue.

Fig. 6.2

Late ascocarps of A. apis with spore balls (>)
fulfilling with numberous of ascospores (=)
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Study on the Severity of Damage by Sap Sucking Pests
to Different Off-Season Sweet Pepper Varieties

P .. ?\v :‘P‘:—?};*-
Fig.3. Damage of No. 1 sweet pepper by sap sucking pests.
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Study on the Severity of Damage by Sap Sucking Pests
to Different Off-Season Sweet Pepper Varieties
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ABSTRACT

The Study was conducted to evaluate the feeding effect of various sap sucking pests such as the
chilli trip (Scirtothrip dorsalis), the cotton aphid (Aphis gossypii) and the broad mite (Polyphagotarsonemus
latus) on eight sweet. pepper varieties under field conditions at Pichit Horticultura! Research Centre. Resuts
indicated that the attack of these sap sucking pests to both Dayongkak and No. 9198 was moderately severe
with damage levels of 5.6 and 5.8, respectively, but the severity was significantly lower than other varieties
namely No.1, No.3, No.6, No.3 TMV, Big Jim and Califonia which were heavily infested with damage scales
ranging from 7.3 to 8.5. Stunted symptom was obvious in many varieties eg. No.3 TMV, No.1 and No.6
(48.0, 53.8 and 55.9 cm height, respectively) while Dayongkak and No.9 198 were slightly affected on plant
height (69.9 and 67.2 cm, respectively). In considering yield and yield quality, Dayongkak gave significantly
greater marketable and total yields (225.5 and 257.2 kg/rai). No.3 TMV, California, No.6, No.1, Big Jim,
No.3 and No.9198 produced marketable yields of 51.8, 56.3, 75.0, 77.1, 79.7, 80.4 and 86.8 kg/rai,

respectively.

key words : Sap sucking pests, sweet pepper, damage
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Table1. The abundance of aphid, thrip and spider mite
populations on various sweet pepper varieties.

Number of pests/10 shoots

Varieties

Aphid Thrip Spider mite
No. 1 12.8a 2290¢ 41.5bc
No.3 13.0a 3193ab 94.5ab
No. 6 7.8a 308.0ab 134.0a
No.9198 13.0a 2227¢ 51.0bc
No.3 TMV 163a 355.0a 96.3 ab
BigJim I1.5a 195.5¢ 84.5ab
Dayongkak 19.0a 2983 ab 225¢
California 10.0a 256.0bc 66.3 abc

Means followed by the same letters were not significantly
different at P<0.03 by using DMRT (Duncan's Maltiple Range
Test)
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Table2. Severity of damage by sap sucking pesfs to various sweet

pepper varieties.

Varieties Levels of damage  Severely damaged plants (%)
No. 1 §3ab 31.3be

No.3 7.6bc 28.1be

No.6 8.0ab 32.1bc

No.9198 5.8d 3.3d
No.3TMV 85a 4632

Big Jim T3¢ 263¢

Dayongkak 5.6d 2.8d

California 7.8bc 40.6 ab

Means followed by the same letters were not significantly different at P<0.05
by using DMRT {Duncan's Maltiple Range Test)
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Table3. Feeding effects of sap sucking pests on growth
performance of various sweet pepper varieties.

Varieties Height (em)  Stem diameter (mm)
No. 1 53.8b 10.3bc

No.3 643a 11.8ab

No.6 559b 11.0be
No.9198 67.2a [1.5abc

No.3 TMV 48.0¢ 10.0¢

Big Jim 56.8b 11.4abc
Dayongkak 69.9a 124a
California 5740 11.0be

Means followed by the same letters were not significantly
different at P<0.03 by using DMRT (Duncan's Maltiple Range
Test)

Tabled. Feeding effects of sap sucking pests on mar-
ketable and total yields of various sweet pepper

varieties.
Varieties Marketable yield Total yield
(kg/rai) (kg/rai)
No. 1 77.12a 107452
No.3 80.38a 127.55a
No.6 75.00a 101.69a
No.9198 86.842a 109.88a
No.3 TMV 51.77a 7340a
Big Jim 79.74a 11296a
Dayongkak 225.53b 257.15b
California 56.00a 84.86a

Means followed by the same letters were not significantly
different at P<(.03 by vsing DMRT (Duncan's Maltiple Range
Test)
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