THREAT OF CUSCUTA PARASITE IN CHILLI

Dr. V. Arulnandhy and Mrs.I.S. Padmasiri
C.A.R.I., Gannoruwa.

Chilli (Capsicum annum L) is _ grown in -
many parts of the country; although thc dry zonc
is thc major growing arca. Chilli crop may be
scriously affected by discascs like lcaf curl com-
plex that cause substantial yicld reduction. The
other discases likc anthracnosc, powdery mildew and
wilt ‘'as wecll as damagc from inscct pests like aphids
pod borer, mites, thrips and whitc flies dircctly
or indirecctly affecct the yiecld in  chillies.

Very recently, a Cuscuta sp. (dodder in
English, aga-mulancti-wel in Sinhala and Kaskutta
in Tamil), which is a total parasitic plant - has
bcen found attacking chilli in Minipc arca, in the
Kandy district. This parasitc was obscerved on
chilli plants grown in rice ficlds,undcr irrigation
in Yala 1987 (dry scason); howcver, the coxtent
of attack was fairly small. Thc occurrcnce of
Cuscuta sp. was rcportcd carlicr on a varicty

‘hosts but often on Mikcnia (Dissanayake and
Fosbcrg, 1980). Sincc the attack of this -parasitc
is apparent on cconomic important crops like
chilli, information on thc dcveleopment,  spread
and contro]g of Cuscuta would bec imperative.

~

. NATURE OF PARASITE AND EFFECT ON HOSY.

Cuscuta is a flowecring dicotyledenous
plant belonging to the family Convolwvulaccae.
Many spccics of Cuscuta arc known to parasitize
on a varicty of crops such as alfalfa, amaranthes,

rabbage, onion, flax, gourds, tamato cte. Two
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spccxcs, Cuscuta chincnsia Lam. and Cuscuta reflox
Roxb. werc reported to exist in Sri Lanka (Dissa—
nayake and Fosberg, 1980).

‘The symptoms of attsck of the Cuscuta
“sp. arc very clear and typical in naturc. Slénder
ycllow vinos™ arc sccn ontwining the main stem
and branches .of chilli. At advancce stages they
cover the hast- plant complectely. =~ This could -
be visible ecven from a distance. The infected
chillli plants. get stunted, as their nutrients
arc -depleted. by the parasitc. Host plants become
-weak, . unhcalthy and ultxmatcly dic, without
any productlon. - - :

SPREAD AND PERPETUATION

, Primary attack and sprcad takc placc .
through sceds, which. can - overwintor in .soil
or carcicd as contaminants in the crop scod.
The seoixds rcemain viablc for a long period.
A singlec .Cuscuta. vinc has the capacity to producc
fcw thousand sceds. Furthcr sprecading could
bc passible through grazing - animsls, - birds,
farm imploments, labourcrs and ficld workors
and through irrigation watcr. ' Apart from chilli,
Cuscuta alsa attacks major1ty of crop plants
mentioned carlicer. Non-craop plants like hedges
and - othcr road 'side trees arc also attacked.
Howcver, corfcals, maizc, soyabcan and cowpea
arc reported to resist its attack.In the abscnce
of host, it survives cither in the soil or through
parae1tzzatxon and/?cgs perpctuated for indefinite
pcriod. : B

| MODE OF_ATTACK |

: The sccds of Cuscuta .on ' geormination
give rice to young scedlings. They hasve a very
wealk: root systom and arc in scarch of a host..
As seon as thoy comc in contact with a suitsble
host they parasitize it, sending minutc haustoria
"or sucking roots into host tissuc and cxtracting
the nutricnts. Haustoria scom to scocrot diastasc
cnzymc - which hydrolyzes the host starch. Ohcou_
established, the broken. . picces of Cuscuta vine |
are - ca(ablc of infccting anothcr. host plant,
thus help in the sprcad ‘of the parasite.
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. The following mcthods can be adoptced
to prcvcnt the attack and spread of this parasitc.

_;?ﬂh\ Usc crop scecds complctcly frece of Cuscuta

sceds. These sceds arc  lighter and
can bc casily Qcpcrrtcd by - d1pp1ng in
watcr. o

2. Burn Cuscuta vincs before sced  sot.

3. Restrict the low of - irrigation water
through the infccted field.

4..  Keep the. irrigatior 'channcls frcé of
hasts and- para51tcs.

5. Avoid thc use of Cuscuta infested Farmyard
manurc.

Y- Avoid animals grazin? in the infcstced
- field. ' _

7. " Follow crop rotation with suitable
resistant cropl likae malzc, cowpca and
soybcan.

8. Destroy the crop plants and altcrnatc host
plants (non-crop plants), bearing Cuscuta
1nfcstat10n by burnlng '
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to Mr.A.L.¥. Promawardcnc, Scgment Agricultural Officer,
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in the identificztion of thc problem. :
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(Continued from page 37)

SABLE 7. USE OF PESTICIDES IN PADDY CULTIVATION. ADOPTED PESTICIDES
] .
XANDY
T T Tt ittty Tt P L e --_--__—::‘”_ -
Pesticides ”'w't': 1/ N Average Quan- % Farmors
Roporting g Quantity Likty using the
< per farm Por Ac. Pcsticidos
) : g & the corroct
Post ' & g 0s. Post.
Temaron . 33  Lcaf Roller 50 3.3 5.15 .
T Leaf ecating ‘ 0
Caterpillar ] 19 _ 4.0 8.0
Paddy bug 06 20,0 16.0 0
. Stem borer 06 4.0 4.0
Currcctor 31 teaf Roller _ - -
Leaf cating
Catorpillar o7 35.0 46.7 33
Paddy bug - - - -
Lo ) ~ Stem borer 13 34.9 69.3 -
Monocrotophos 16  [caf Rollor 38 6.3 4.2 50
Lcaf eating .
caterpillar 12 4.0 2.67
Paddy bug - - -
Stom borer 25 11.3 19.43
Monitor-Soo 18 (caf Roller 40 . 3.0 458.
. Loaf cating
catcerpiéllar 20 4.0 8.0 o
- Paddy bug’ - - -
i Stem borer 20 2.5 5.0 .
Azodring-60 10 | cef Raller 80 5.5 8.0
" Leaf cating < .
catorpiller 20 . 3.0 6.0 37
" . Padd bug - - -
KEGALLE Stom boror - - -
Momocrotophos 20  Leaf Roller 63 12.0 9.1
' Paddy bug - - - 21.0
B.7/H 18 20.0 40.0 1.
Gall Midge - - -
Stom borer - - -
Tameron 16  toef Roller 78 1.1 9.9
Paddy bug 22 6.0 6.9
B.H.P. 11 3800 13.3 ]
Gall Midge - oo
~ Stem borer 11 '8.0. 8.0
Currator 11 Leaf Roller 67 48.0 403.2
' ' Paddy bu - - -
BB, 17 35.2 140.8 12
Gall Midgc 17 70.4 70.8 )
Stem bqrcr - - -
Parathion 11  Lcaf Roller 83 7.2 10.3
Ped Bu - - -
B.P.H.g .33 4.0 8.0 . 0
Gall Midge - - il -
- Stem boror - - -
Lebayeid 07 Loaf Roller ' SO 8.0 10-; "
d Paddy bug S0 7.0 9.
: B.P.H - - -
~-Gall Midgo - - -

Stem boror -
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USE OF PESTICIDES IN PADDY CIETIVATION.

THE CASES OF MAJOR PESTS AND WIDELY

ADUETED PESTICIDES
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Pesticides Percent Pest Poercont 2/ Avcregoe Quan- % Feormcrs
: fleport ing Reporting Guontity Liky uaing tho
per farw Por Ac. Posticides
0z. the correct
Pest.
Lecbaycid 20 Stem borer 21 6.7 9.0 8
1 Thribs 43 15.0 2.3 8
Lecaf Roller 14 4.0 6.4
Leaf cating
‘caterpiller 07 2.0 4.0
Honitor-600 16 Stem borer 18 12.0 9.0
Thrips 9.0 10.0 20.0
Loaf.Roller 18 12.0 14.0 0
Leaf cating
caterpillar 36 7.0 5.4
Paddy bug a9 16.0 5.9
Ecalux 12 Leaf cating .
caterpillar 86 6.0 8.5
Piant hopper 14 8.0 10.7 40
Nuwacron 09 Stom borer 17 2.0 3.2
Lecaf Roller 67 6.0 7.8 32
Corrector a9 Stew borer 100 -140.8 123.2 26
Tamaron 07 Stem borer 20 16.0 16.0 77.
teaf Roller 40 12.0 8.0 8.0
Leaf cating :
caterpillar 20 8.0 16.0
Plant hopper 20 8.0 10.0
Monocrotophos 04 Leaf Raller 50 16.0 16.0
Lecaf ecating
catcrpillar 6.0 16.0 14
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1. As a pcrcentage of the farmcrs reporting

any pcst problem.

2. As a porcontage of thc farmers rcporting the respective pesticide.

apply chomicals. Obscrvations on thc necar by ficlds
also influenced the farmers in this decision pracess.
Prior advisc of oxtension officers as a decision cri-

terion on insccticide use was found incffcctive oxcept

for onc third of the farmers in Matalce.

Howecver,

- after the decision made to usc insecticides, CXFchsinn
agents were consulted for information on the su;tablc
types of iinsecticides, quantitics and frequencics of

"application (Tablce 8).
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‘this respect too, ncvertheless jpast cxpericence
was thc most powerful decision criterion, though
this "past cxpericence" could bce originated by
past cxtension activitics, a substantial proportion
of the farmers rcsorted to past cxpericnec in
. deciding the quantatives of insccticides applicd
(Table 10). Morc than 25% of thec farmers claimed
their practice as gite adequatc tos control
the insccts coven though it was shown carlier
that farmers uscd only small quantitiies of
chemicals. This is a matter for further investi-
gation becausc this could happcn as a result
of the reccemmcndations being too high or the
"adcquatc 1level™ the farmers rcfer to is lower
than the level of control the rescarch recommcenda-
tions arc gecared to achicve. It is intcresting
to notc that lack of finances had not becen a
limiting factor for pecst control (Table 10).

Safc Handling of Insccticides:

Avoiding spraying against thc wind and
and rcfraining from dircctly touching thc chemical
werce the safe bhandling practices followed by
almost all thc farmers. {Tablec 11). Long slecved
shirts were the only type of protective clothing
recported by them.Howcver, after spraying bathing
or having a thorough body wash was practiscd
by almost all farmcrs. Onc third of the farmers
uscd to wash the snraying cquipment in (unsafc)
places such as public bathing places and natural
water ways. Howcver, an cqual proportion was
cautious cnough to wash  th> sprayers and pour
the wastc watcr back into the paddy ficld before
leaving it.

Storage of insercticides and disposal
of -thce cmpty contzincrs werc donc according
ato the standard "“safc handling" instructions:
by ncarly all the farmers (Table 12). They
were well awarc of the poisonous nature ‘of
the chemicals and no hcalth hazards duc to
poisoning werc reported (Table 13). Nonc the
less this refers only to the eclearly visibdle
immediate problems end farmers had no idea
that continuous cxposurc to chemicals may create
heslth problems. Majority of them had the
impression that an  insccticide applied tec
the fizld is cffcective only for &4 to 5 days.
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