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Fig 1. The rate of leafspot infection and the daily
severity index values during 1984 fall season
at Chi-An.
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on the pod yields of peanut, kg / ha
m B % B B B
Treatment Chi-An plot Jui-Sui plot
* *
1 FARBRIRE 18102 2520 2
Forecasting control
2 Bl 1757 26532
Convent ional control.
3 HREHHEE 1480 b 2900 b

Unsprayed check

* E— - ECFRAERE - FRARE SRR EKE o

* Means in the same column followed by the same lettiers are not s1gn1f1cantly

different at 5% leve
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Table 2 Effect of different leafspot controlling techniques on the pod yields

Unsprayed check

of peanut. FI:/AE’E
B OB TR RE B R B
roa tment Chi-An plot Jui-Sui plot

1 FERBHRE * *

Forecasmting control 2433* 30332
2 —JRB5IEE

Conventional control 24132 31472
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