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ABSTRACT

The influences of anthractiose caused by Colleforichum denafiumPres. ex Fr) Grove
var, fruscafum(Schw) Arx on soybean(Glycine max) were assessed to wverify the ecomotnic
injury level and seed yield response. Based on the relationship of infected pod rate and
vield resporse, the economic thresholds was determined infection degree of anfhracnose.
The soybean yield was reduced by increase of infected pod rate. The regression
equation between infected pod rate and seed yield was showed as Y=T17781X + 15422,
(R*=0.51). Control thresholds for soybean anthracnose was below 6.2%, the economic
threshelds for anthracnose was below 25% pod infection rate per plant in field.
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<Fg 1> Change on soybean anthracnose infected pod rate and investigated date
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<Fig. 2= Symptoms of soybean anthracnose caused by C. demafium var. fruncafim
(A) a seta, conidia (B) and infected pods
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Table 1. Yield component with infection rate of pods by soybean anthracnose in field

Infected No. of MNo. of No. of Seed

pod rate wi (g) pods per normal seeds abnormal seeds Siznf;ﬁ) I?Eﬁ;jh yield
(%) plant per plant per plant {kg/10a)
0 wra” F17a 44 0a 7.6a 0.15a 33.0a 1754a
b 40 .5a 28.2a 34.5ab 7% Q.15ab 35.Ha 145.9%b
15 40.5a 25.8ab 28.7b 3.3a Q.17ab A da  1247c
a0 47.8a 23.5b 24 Bb H.5a 0.1%c AB5a 118.2¢

oo Ditcan’s mudbple range test, 05
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Table 2. Corrdation analysis of infected pod rate yield component of soybean

Ph. 6f Mo, of nommal ey PIIDIIAL g0 “0ed
wt.(g) e e seeds per plant i wt.(g) Tl
8 plant plant rate(%) 8 (ke /104)
Infected pod g o g6d" 078" 0.17= 0.80°  040™ -0.85"
rate( %)
Stem wt.(g) 0.40"™ (.19 061 035" 019" 023"
i Gl 0.90" 0.46" 036" 026" 050"
per plant
o L hornd 0.27* 060 QA (.76
seeds per plant
No. of X
abnormal seeds 058" 009" 025"
per plant
Abnormal seed " "
ratel%) 054 -0.50
100seeds wh.(g) 045"

* genificant at 5% level, ™ dgnificant at 1% level, ns : not genificant
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<Fig 3> Relatiorship between infected pod <Fg 4> Relationship between infected pod
rate and Mo, of pods rate and No. of normal seeds
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<Fig 5> Relationship between infected pod =Fig 6> Relationship between infected
rate and abncormal seed rate pod rate and seed yield
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<Table 3> Bconomic threshold of the soybean anthracnose

s 1 Gain threshold | Bconomic injury level, | Economic threshald,
won /100 |wonsrg|  COEE/102)  |(ELIke/109=CT/alcoe | ET(%)-
=condrol cost/price| ffident of damage) EIL{GT/ a)x(0.5

70,801 3356 | WB01/3356=211 | GT/a=21.1/17781=11.9 EIL*(.8=2.5

* contol costitotal F)S0won) = Aspicultiral chemicals cost{9723wmn = Jtmes=2916%won) +
labor cost(1061%won = L hr=18 042w + depreciation for a famn machinerv(23.5%hmn), labor
cogtimen: 6,149 + women: 4,464=1081%wmn), damages by disease and harmful insects control
hour=1.%hy, deprecaton for a famm  machinery(56,625w0n 12 month) Bmonth=23.5% k| 206
Regional income data of agdetdtural prodicct (R Or A 20077
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