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HHRABREAFRETHZETRR T~ RARHHZRRME (Phomopsis destruens) 4T H Fr 4 B 5|

el AR AR H R AL RS E R A A0 TR

o
FEAAFER - REsnds

BB o B RET ¥ AEE BRI AAGE
PRAFE AR RGRF AR R R T A v B4k Ak 0 M 10 mg

al L' AZRNBAET » BEHRE  HAEE  BIFRRI - A3F  FAABSE - B i Sies
RER -~ B4R kEME S BRFAFNRBRE DA S THRERKBREAZI>ERTEY - ZARE
THER AHAGE - AR EME - ARFEAR  BRAFAMERE 6 P EREFHHRAB RIS
B BRBATRE  FAFBRARIFIFAFF IHEREMN T TREIFHARR TZHEAE - E—FRME
JERAEBREBERGEN  GRBETHERE30dR0d FRZERNBRETEL01mg L' AT > &1&

el

RABEE - HEE - AR - HEAEWE - SRR -

BIS

HE [Ipomoea batatas (L.) Lam.] EJgft
T} (Convoluvlaceae) HEJE (Ipomoea) {EY)
JREN BT NI E TGS & - BB ESURED
# o HEEPREE G EG B HEREHEA
EERE > IHSE A 400 ZERES o REE
PREVFRIRE BV 2 M MEEEHEEAR X
EEBEIHMAR B - L~ SRR R IEY)
Z— HRERE  HHENGEEE R
Yz — (Lai et al. 2008) - JT 4 H 35 VP HE R
BHBEE R 1B AELG  SEEL20E
BRAME > HEEEHANEH - EEHKE®I
THET - BEERANED - BAHXAEHE
HlRFEEYIIFE REAN - HERMKSEN
HZBEZ EERIEY) -

P ERARTE BRI B LR ERE/THH LR WM s Rk -

H ¥ 2 B2 E A HH Sweet potato feath-
ery mottle virus (SPFMV) ~ Sweet potato
latent virus (SPLV) [z Sweet potato leaf curl
virus (SPLCV) FEHHE S ZHHH > FER
PRI 3w 2R T g R 30% Bl B Rk
(Chung et al. 1981; Chung et al. 1985) > HHi
LS B P (R R 2 Bl i 2 B 2 -
AN > YU Ralstonia solanacearum 5|#E 7
FHAb » REERENEELE E#4 (Chen
et al. 2012) ° [fij B Phomopsis destruens 5| &
Z A JE I (foot root) IR ¥ A EE Z HKF
MpE  HETREAHERESNELREGE
FZIEE o WA bSO e (R - 2 E
thAEREES > EMEEFLME - 2%
T I T BB AR 52 35 8 fir 2 1 23 18 R
J& - B 52 2 SRR HC4H 4 8 0 53 Ml 2R Lk
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7 T 22 E5ORRE 7 o 5% T2 S A U ol B SRR e P i (E
{d (Harter & Weimer 1929; Huang et al. 2012;
Clark et al. 2013) - fEEEWFRE T~ HAlE
ERERHELEZ TBR ST K TEE 66
9O REFAHE GRS EHERRE
B BPURTE (Shen er al. 2013) - ffif H AT E e
BZPar AR EREEEE - BREHEK
2 wk DA F e 8K R R /F 55 7 20 (Huang et al.
2016) - AT A K KK B R E S T ARG R R
M~ VD RE R 5 JE B B & R R KNG R
H o I AWt Eest A G E R E R AR
R B R A AL B A MG AT O = sl B DART A
HREERaZ BT 0 AF R AR KR
AHEERHR 2% -

MEE A E

RREDH - REREERRE

R H EE R 2 DUB K2 2L
75% JEREHF 30 s 0 HifILL 0.5% KA NE
HeHE 30 s 0 AR FEDURE AKER 2 K - HA
JE\EZ 1% > Al F B 48 2 S T VU £ o (e
Hhd & - B DLALEE (lactic acid) B% (L% pH
B 55 3.8 2 APDA RS EHA | - APDAC#ITT % »
FyiRE 750 uL 50% (v/v) FLEEG S RI0A E R E
R4 55°C2 300 mL PDA (potato dextrose
agar, Merck KGaA, Darmstadt, Germany)
KRR E > HEIASS ecm BEMFHEH - FF
SRR RHE  FEE-EHHRIESE
PDA g At aifb - UJHE %R0 > PDA #E
THEREL 14 d > FEME - KEMT &M
% 2% JK3EHE (water agar; WA) 55 EL (T
Aoy i o MR AR SRR Y PDA Rl 0 3
BN 8-10C KA P IRT - SRR -
EERRE A HEREENEEIERAH
HEKEZ 2% WA RSEA | > DL20CE R &
g21d BEHEEG LEERESEMT
% DIEAKBEM/TET  UHrEHETE
FREEEEBEFEAEEY 10 3BT
R - AP Z BRI ¢
SPPD-17 Btk 7y H B LM R0 2 Fe i H 5
& - SPPD-24 ik T H &P R FEERH
HEZRWEE -

TRBIAZER
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BRHHZEERREEMERCEE

i Ir 7 2 it 5 1 Pk SPPD-17 Jz SPPD-24
%18 2 PDA KR BB 7dR HBHERE
PDA A fRIEE 14 d 1% - DUE # 2 FTFLE8
(B 0.5 cm) T HUE &4 80 (R 54 - 36 A1) FH S %1
SR RN Gt A R it S EE R 2 HI R R o P
F 13 FHEER J AT © 62.5% B #IKE
WG (cyprodinil + fludioxonil » 4% F 2 B {1 H
FRNE]) ~ 50% BEvir @ WP (prochloraz-man-
ganese * FHEAGAHRAE) ~ 40% H IR
%Il WP (carbendazim + imazalil » 1F & {E 2 }¥
AR AE) ~ 40% 58 245 WP (iminoctadine
triacetate > 5 F K B 7 B IR A F) -
23% JETLFI|E 48 WP (hexaconazole + thiaben-
dazole » #F HALERLAR A H]) ~ 31.6% HIFHEET
#iI SE (carbendazim + prochloraz » &/ HE
{E TR A E]) ~ 23% S FEB SC (azoxystrob-
in > SEIEERGHRAE) - 23.7% k& [H SC
(iprodione » H A R /A ) ~ 41.8% JE& 48 SC
(thiabendazole » #F AL 22 s {75 A R A &) »
9% J&, 1 FE SL (metconazoloe » T7 AL 2R {7
HIRAF) -~ 39.5% & g SC (fluazinam » &
EOREZAIRAT) - 34.5% EZSIER A WP
(carbendazim + hexaconazole » G273 H R\ H])
K 50% #2252 WP (flutolanil » 17 EE (R B {5y
AIRAE)  BBEREAREIT (ad.) BE R 1
mg a.i. L'~ 10 mg a.i. L ~ 100 mg a.i. L' 2
PDA B 5L o S AR IRINEER] 2 PDA AR (F
YR o B FLE 0.5 cm WY 48R » B 4%
HPTEAERK 8.5 cm Z &%) PDA gk
AR O B 25C 2 R AR T R o R
gErE 4dNEEESKERERS  GREH
6 B ABBREEET 3N - SRR T
FIA IR EEER B 3 44 2 A RANHIR -« HIHER
(%) = [(HIRAEERERK - GERpRHE L
HERER) HRAEEERERK] x 100% -
BRHHZERRERTRFIEE

DU TR Sl B B R L S0 plL b A [ B ]
2 B 3 MEI R Z MR A o B R E
MEWERH 1 pL k5~ SPPD-17 f SPPD-
24 11 7 %% 7 (200 conidia pL™) » A & &
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SR MREN - MSREE A EME AR
B BT S R 4 B By 1 mg a.i. L
Fe 10 mg a.i. L7 - &3 H B A 5-10
mL /K2 8.5 cm WEEE I F - DIEER
B R KAy ZEE W ENE R 25C2 B8R
Fath > 4% 24 h A FEMSE (Nikon Eclipse 80i,
Japan) EZ{E T3 EEETE 100 55
ST 2 BHR o DU KR Ry R
4 F{EEEE 2 m - 6 B - ABEEE
fT3R - pEMTZHFEREBRAEBTE
f&—20F o RIS B2 2E (Tauro et al. 1986) °

UDERFRERRETEIHEEER
BREECEE

BHEE TGRS 2R RN
A EEER LA RAER (13 cm x 17 cm x
58 cm) > X FEMEEFEG 106> LERE3
@ NITEE R - B SkEETE SPPD-17
PR BT 0% % (1 x 10* conidia mL™) 20
mL > AEEET 2 wk DUTE B IR MR T i R
1,500 ~ JRF 8RR 1,000% ~ 3675 /K i
PR FE 2,000 ~ H 2R JE 52 FI B 0R M K A R
3,000 ~ 5548 7K B 7 7 B 1,000 K2 JE 52 Fll [
4 BRI R RE 1,000 25 6 il S8 s 172
i o FPREE 100 mL 255 > 2 wk EE 1
R BEEEIR - BLUEHREESEAKK
TE R B IRAH PR B - S E B R S BRI AR L B 18
{E8RELR > REEER 2 X -

HEERE T RERRIET
AN TTERE R ER B G REAR

skl oz HEHETRENEE

B EHBER sl E - M8 7 7A UG 1,000

B2 wk ZE 1R &K EE 100 mL 5
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30~ 60 £ 90 d 73 RIPREEFESLY | ke & - 538
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FH o HT RS S #EATEE U7 70 A (analysis of vari-
ance; ANOVA) » B Dl /N E M= 7 (least
significant difference; LSD) JHIEGTE 5% 8H%E /K
BT hERHEE e E s EA -

LS

LBEERHEHZERRERMERIE
e

FIAmE R AN EE L EAEE 131
SETR ¥ H A R W R 4/ 1 PDA SEAR B2 4
RANHIHE ST > &5 R AR 1 iR « P. destruens
SPPD-17 J SPPD-24 R 77 # ik > R i 7> B
A 10 mg a.i. L' & 100 mg a.i. L' B >
PErTRIER ~ H2FHOMA ~ 5B ~ JESEAIG 48
BZFEEvL ~ HEFSRTe A S48 5 7 RS
AR AE R B 2 E] 100% fIHIR > g2 s A
{EFE 100 mg a.i. L AR TEET » BH%
R mIGEIER -

LTBEREHHZERRERTRHI LIS
5

FIAHE R R MRS W E o A T
BRI R Z M > 45 E0F 2 Fiow o Bt SPPD-
17 3Btk > 3 A TfiE > 1 1 mgai LA
AT RIE 2 BB ~ JERFIEGLE - mft
B SRR BEGIERAREE T » Ho4Mfr
ZESTERE B 4.0% DUN 5 i AE 58 EGF RORUEE
PEREERIBR I T » R 2 8R035k 4.2%
2 8.2% o (HEAMK T RERSE 10 mg a.i.
LB HIMRES ~ BT ~ JERAELE -
BEZFEERE L ~ BRFLE - SRS R BFIE R AR
B o AIETSE 2y A R - ARAE
10 mg a.i. L AR ERE 2 B sEmE T
HyEAFRFRIE 81.8% -

F4h > 5t SPPD-24 2 Sy Bl F = o
1 mg a.i. L AR5 R E 2 BZMRES]
Bog - JERAIIEGE - HABER AL - SHIRE
R R IEE R T o ol SE 4 AR 1
TEIF > W8 EAMmENINGEIE » H
R B R R BE e f it 2 R BT 2 35
B 0.7% K 1.5% « EHRMKTRERS

S o
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F 1. FEGEEBE Phomopsis destruens SPPD-17 J; SPPD-24 Sy Bk sisnde 2 8525 -
Table 1. Effect of fungicides on mycelial growth of Phomopsis destruens SPPD-17 and SPPD-24 isolate.

Inhibition (%)*
I mgai L' 10 mg a.i. L 100 mg a.i. L'
Fungicide SPPD-17 SPPD-24 SPPD-17 SPPD-24 SPPD-17 SPPD-24
62.5% Cyprodinil + Fludioxonil (WG) 62.7¢ 264 ¢g 88.1b 27.8d 774 c 80.1 be
50% Prochloraz-manganese (WP) 85.9 ab 78.0 cd 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
40% Carbendazim + Imazalil (WP) 43.0f 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
40% Iminoctadine triacetate (WP) 89.6a 89.4b 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
23% Hexaconazole + Thiabendazole (WP) 48.1f 64.4¢ 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
31.6% Carbendazim + Prochloraz (SE) 83.1 ab 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
23% Azoxystrobin (SC) 504 f 58.1e 60.9 ¢ 70.3 ¢ 61.0d 79.6 ¢
23.7% Iprodione (SC) 286 ¢ 42.7¢F 47.7d 21.0d 450¢ 19.9d
41.8% Thiabendazole (SC) 18.3h 59.6 ¢ 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
9% Metconazole (SL) 79.0 be 743 d 89.0b 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
39.5% Fluazinam (SC) 723 cd 819¢ 87.8b 84.3b 88.7b 86.7b
34.5% Carbendazim + Hexaconazole (WP) 67.7 de 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a 100.0 a
50% Flutolanil (WG) 0.01 0.0h 0.0¢ 0.0¢ 0.0f 0.0¢
LSD (P =0.05) 9.20 7.29 3.11 11.53 8.14 6.76

“ Inhibition (%) = [(Diameter of mycelial growth on PDA without fungicide — diameter of mycelial growth on PDA with fungicide) /
diameter of mycelial growth on PDA without fungicide] x 100%.
¥ Means within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% by LSD test.

2. NEFERE Phomopsis destruens SPPD-17 Kz SPPD-24 4y Efefkf 7-882F 2 2 28 -

Table 2. Effects of fungicides on conidial germination of Phomopsis destruens using isolates of SPPD-17 and
SPPD-24.

Spore germination (%)

I mgai L’ 10 mga.i. L
Fungicide SPPD-17 SPPD-24 SPPD-17 SPPD-24
62.5% Cyprodinil + Fludioxonil (WG) 23.7¢" 9.7¢ 94c 03¢
50% Prochloraz-manganese (WP) 14.5d 16.8 ¢ 1.5e 0.0c
40% Carbendazim + Imazalil (WP) 3.0 fg 0.0e 0.0e 0.0c
40% Iminoctadine triacetate (WP) 4.2 fg 155¢ 00e 0.0c
23% Hexaconazole + Thiabendazole (WP) 03g 03e 00e 0.0c
31.6% Carbendazim + Prochloraz (SE) 12.2 de 0.0¢ 0.0e 0.0c
23% Azoxystrobin (SC) 00g 0.0e 0.0e 00c
23.7% Iprodione (SC) 44.7b 152¢ 5.0d 02c¢
41.8% Thiabendazole (SC) 255¢ 00¢e 53d 0.0c
9% Metconazole (SL) 8.2 ef 12.0d 0.7¢ 0.0c
39.5% Fluazinam (SC) 00g 0.0e 0.0¢ 0.0c
34.5% Carbendazim + Hexaconazole (WP) 3.8 fg 00¢e 00e 0.0c
50% Flutolanil (WP) 86.7 a 87.3b 81.8b 86.8b
CK 91.8a 91.7a 91.8a 91.7a
LSD (P =0.05) 6.04 3.04 2.56 1.36

“ Spore germination (%) = [(No. of spore germinate on water with fungicide / 100 conidia) ] x 100%.
* Means within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% by LSD test.
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F 10 mga.i L' [ FWEKE - BT
EZMRIEE ~ REGE  JERAIEE - HIrEER
fiI ~ SEFERL -~ fREE -~ RAE - R - BRE
FBEZERAEET  EoEMTF 28R
0-0.3% 2 fi] » BAHMAF 2 8 F A MREN
MY - ZRMAE 10 mg ai. L @SSR T
HET#5RA 86.8% o AWFFT LLEEFRM
B ERIE AR R 2 o T EE
¥ 554008 1A ~ 1B Fior » SPPD-24 73 Efk
ZAYETFRY 1 mg ad. L HRURRE 2 8 K
B9EwAMEET  Ho&mTFEr  irF
BTN FEE SRS - B IR DR E K
PRI fi 2RI IER (B 1C) -

BRHHZEERREREECE

RIE Fat = AHUBREE R - BHIEEE - K
FREE ~ PR HE - AJE5EA ~ IBE R IETAIE

oot 1

K o AR E 2 B4 d R AT 5
HR R R SR > TR = SR B A R
fli > ERWFE 3 A o B 1 TR REUR
HZFIEER] ~ R4 R IE A GBI A 2 H 38
B SRR A R 33.3 ~ 16.7 2 26.7% » 8l
HIRAH 96.7% 2 HWEBHBHEZEER S AL
%2 kT > BEFERA - BEKIEAE
G H RN E 7 £ 0.0 ~ 3.3 &
13.3% » JREI¥HBAH 40.0% 2 3 %A BEHE M
R (R 3) -
HEZER LEBRERBE
NEAFERREAR YT H TSR
EENER FOHRIEI 0 BB BB N
% 1 KGR EER 30 ~ 60 £ 90 d > HFEVE [
JG4E 7 SRR 5y A A 0.09 ~ 0.1 Kz 0 mg L™

1. J&4 (A) KEZFETIA B) 1A 1 mg ai. L B ERE N Phomopsis destruens SPPD-24

TP - (O) DUKEE Z $ -

Sos:s v-—frﬁ:;

TrEERZ oy

Fig. 1. Effects of thiabendazole (A) and carbendazim + hexaconazole (B) in 1 mg a.i. L' on conidial germination of
Phomopsis destruens using isolate of SPPD-24. Water treatment (C) was used as control.

*3. LEREERR N ARG TR -

Table 3. Effects of fungicides treatment on the occurrence of sweet potato foot rot disease.

Incidence (%)”

Treatment EXP1 EXP2

40% iminoctadine triacetate 1,500x 66.7 ab” 33.3ab
9% metconazole 1,000x 56.7 bc 36.7a

39.5% fluazinam 2,000x 53.3 bed 33.3ab
34.5% carbendazim + hexaconazole 3,000x 33.3 bed 0.0c

40% thiabendazole 1,000x 16.7d 33¢

23.0% hexaconazole + thiabendazole 1,000x 26.7 cd 13.3 be
CK 96.7 a 40.0 a

LSD (P=0.05) 38.2 21.6

“Incidence (%) = (number of sweetpotato showed symptoms of foot rot / total number of inoculated sweetpotato) x 100%.
¥ Means within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% by LSD test.
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HrRIER R HEERRREVETED
A (1) YU iniE - EBPE (Brazil) 74 2002 4
B 1 e LA Princesa 0 ¥ H E5 AL R R
BEASEHEYE (highly resistant) (Cavalcanti
et al. 2002) » 2RI - H AI{E & 2 i & 28
§U9% bn fE (Shen et al. 2013) ; (2) H [H f# £
(sanitation) J¢ fd 1% {& BE 1 48 117 (healthy vine
tips) : Skoglund & Smit (1994) ## F 3¢ H &
5 H S AR £ E AR R TR - O
ST R R ot % D e 2 D A7 B ) 49 S O T TR
F% > LB Huang et al. (2016) 5 tH R &
KW EEEMPRE ZEREL - Nk HE
TR 975 TR 205 B R e A (R 2 14 i 2 7 06 HHE
HEEEE RS A 2 REVIETTE S (3) #wEIE
FEAEY) - RHEEY B IECRHEY) (Con-
volvulaceae) » [fij il ig /£ B8 ¥ W1 Ipomea
alba, Ipomea hederifolia, Ipomea lacunosa,
Ipomea purpurea, Ipomea trichocarpa, Ipomea
wrightii, Jacquemontia tamnifolia %5 & ¥ H £
H R E B EURE M (susceptible) (Clark & Wat-
son 1983) » & 1F HH fif] & ¢ o Sk A8 It 22 (E 9
i (EAE V) E /N R R 5 (4) VKR B ¢ Huang
et al. (2016) 5 tH M EE S R K 1 wk 12 J2
TR E K 2 wk DL | - B 2R A Ry HH ST RR
IR Z HE T o U W I HH & AT/ /K BR B 2
wk DL b JER]HROR EE BRI 2 WA
PR —HIE Z R 5 (5) {LEREERIG A ¢
Lopes & Silva (1993) #5 t H e 7 H & AR Y
B LGRS ET 1 min & > 8 LB E
P 2RI E  EHE AN 2 S
R 28% 271 2 80% o H FIfRIZEIHE Y (Re& T
it > HRP A H R E 2 SR A 1R 2 5
TERHEE O 4R HEE % 1 H #5468 0% H Al
TP A EERIHERE - = NEBRAS RIGH - 18
25 B BL B B B A 2E R R A 3 2 B AT
{EF - fR¥% Hirooka et al. (1989) ${ZEIFH -
1B B R ARIEEER - T 2 F FIAR S R
FEIAME B € 6 (succinate dehydrogenase com-
plex; SDC) J& M » [ SDC i+ EHH (Basid-
iomycetous) B I EBRER 2 — > H{LHA
HERIHE (Motoba e al. 1988) » HIILAIRI > 18

EUAGES
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IR
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ZEHNHEARREEENERER - RIEE O
B BN R AV AR R 2 SEA -

AHT TR 13 il S i A T B S
HEE SRR AT #F 2 BN > SR
REUR 0 10 mg a.d. L7 AR R E 2 BE e il
i~ RS~ UEGE ~ JERAIESE ~ BT
BESCHL ~ A8 R B25 3R M P destruens Z
E AR E 100% HEEAR - 1 227K
SOEGE  FETCAIEAE ~ HIF RSO ~ SaAER
PR R B B2 FE TR T S8 A L R B 2 A
T - RE SRS ENEERNERZE
PRIEF AT > AWTFE BT BF ~ AT
PR~ B2RIETR] ~ TR RIETEAEEIL 6
AR EERET IR =D 658 « &SRR > A
WHERTEREE 2 IS 4E ~ FE T MR AR K HZF3E T A)
FEER R - HHEARREEREEHERR
BHICR R B 2 3 43R > Hoh DR Z 5765
REZEE o JEEARTHC Lopes & Silva (1993) 15!
R HE e EERE > ARPaH
EIGH Z R - 1RIE 2014 17 BB
Z B GREEYHY SRR 2 R EE(E
H o R R AL R R PRIE (ben-
zimidazole) 7% B - 7 B {F P A A1) o S ) B2
tubulin & & - H G &k oy =2 HH > HE Tl
THFZIH - FHHAEREE - RIGEER
835 B2 2 480 > SER a0 E Y R H R IRE
H R ORERE » Ro PR 1% i S Ry M R 2 9 7 4
B > A2 B A 48 A S A A B E PR U R D
JE RV SRR~ B RUR Z 8% 4 (Ann
2003; Liao 2005) -

BE5h - BORIE M MEAE AT 72 R BUR B H
HAEBHEAVGE T Z SR ARMARE T
bRk B G EE YD et = 18 R & sC i
FIREE NS AZFE BN BN C RgER
DRI IEL Ry PR A1) 268 R o P 8 > A ] A fof (58 P 5
il E - AL > RERGEER BZFIERHMR
HEEERRI A LA Bl iTie > 8ORETTH
R g - ot > RIS H L
BERHEMNE AR aEHETRE
1,000 Z i > F & 1 % 30 d fz 60 d
R B R EL R 0.1 mg L DR
TEHESZRAEEE - MKk 1 KA ®%
90 d ZEEBE > SOKME1& SRR EERE B AR S SR
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Screening of Fungicides for Foot Rot of Sweet Potato
Caused by Phomopsis destruens

Chiao-Wen Huang', Hong-Ren Yang®, Ching-Yi Lin', Sui-Li Hsu®, Wen-Chi Ko®, and Hui-Fang Ni*’

Abstract

Huang, C. W., H. R. Yang, C. Y. Lin, S. L. Hsu, W. C. Ko, and H. F. Ni. 2017. Screening
of fungicides for foot rot of sweet potato caused by Phomopsis destruens. J. Taiwan Agric.
Res. 66(1):66-73.

Foot rot is one of emerging diseases for sweet potato in recent years. The objective of this study
was to screen fungicides for foot rot diseases caused by Phomopsis destruens. The results showed that
mycelial growth was effectively inhibited by prochloraz-manganese, carbendazim + imazalil, iminoct-
adine triacetate, hexaconazole + thiabendazole, carbendazim + prochloraz, metconazole, carbendazim
+ hexaconazole and thiabendazole. Spore germination of P. destruens was inhibited by cyprodinil +
fludioxonil, prochloraz-manganese, carbendazim + imazalil, iminoctadine triacetate, hexaconazole
+ thiabendazole, carbendazim + prochloraz, azoxystrobin, iprodione, thiabendazole, metconazole,
fluazinam and carbendazim + hexaconazole in 10 mg a.i. L. In greenhouse experiments, the results
indicated that thiabendazole, hexaconazole + thiabendazole and carbendazim + hexaconazole were
effective fungicides for controlling foot rot. Fungicide residues in the case of tubers showed that re-
mains of pesticide in tubers were approximately 0.1 ppm after drenching Thiabendazole after 30 days
and 60 days. The results revealed that thiabendazole was low remains of fungicide. Therefore, it is
recommended that thiabendazole is the priority chemical for controlling foot rot disease over other
fungicides in the future-field experiment of sweet potato.

Key words: Sweet potato ([pomoea batatas), Foot rot diseases, Phomopsis destruens, Fungicides
screening.
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