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Fig. 1. Dosage-response curve of the effect of three fungicides on the
growth of Alternaria solani.
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Table 1. Fungicides used in the study.
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Table 2. Effect of fungicides on the severity of early blight on tomato during 1985/86, 1986/87 and 1988/89

ALYl iy

1987/86

LLJY‘ Za-):

];?sigfj Severity 1988/89 Disease Severity  1986/87 ‘Z"uy‘ ) -
(1985/86) Treatment
Cllam  LJan 0o 2 s L a3 aw A S Disease
F) L Y L Y severity
After third After second After first Prespray After second After first Prespray (1985/86)
spray spray spray Spray spray
21.5¢ 19.1c 16.8a 10.1a 8.4bc 3.1a 3.1a 1.75¢ Jdijy,
Rovral
30.1b 29.6b 20.2a 10.8a 11.6bc 3.5a 3.2a 3.67bc 45_ ¢ Oeuld
Dithane M-45
38.2a 34.1ab 23.9a 12.5a 15.5ab 3.5a 3.5a 5.97ab )
Zineb
= - - - - - - 6.18a 7- £ oty
- Topsin M-7
38.4a 30.0b 21.8a 9.5a 16.3ab 3.8a 3.4a - W IETS)
Ridomil 5G
40.8 36.9a 24.0a 11.2a 21.7a 4.1a 4.1a 7.81a (&) Oak) 4,lae

Control

*Disease severity during the season 1985/86 is an average of 10

readings.
- Fungicide(s) not included in the test.

Means in the same column followed by the same letter(s) are not

significantly different (Duncan’s multiple range test P = 0.05)
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Table3. Effect of fungicides on the yield during the seasons 1986/87 and 1988/89
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Means in the same solumn followed by the same letter(s) are not
significantly different (Ducans’ multiple range test P = 0.05)
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Abstract

Abdul Sattar, M.H.; and N.A. Kassem. 1991. Screening of fungicides for control of early blight on tomato. Arab. J.Pl. Prot. 9 (1): 9 -

13.

Several fungicides were tested for their effectiveness to
control early blight in tomato caused by Alternaria solani.
Rovral was most effective in minimizing the disease sever-
ity. Significant differences (P > 0.05) were observed be-
tween Rovral and other fungicides and control. In treat-
ments where Rovral was applied, highest yield was
achieved with no significant differences at 5% level during
1986/ 1987, whereas, during the season 1988/ 1989, similar

results were observed with significant differences
(P > 0.05) between Rovral, Ridomil 5G and control. The
findings of In vitro studies on the sensitivity of fungicides on
mycelial growth of the fungus coincided with the field re-
sults.

Key words: Tomatoes, early blight, Rovral, Democratic
Yemen.
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