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Virulence and carbendazim resistance of Botryodiplodia
theobromae causing mango stem-end rot in Hainan
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(Institute of Tropical Agriculture and Forestry , Hainan University , Haikou 570228, China)

Abstract The strains of Botryodiplodia theobromae were collected and separated from mango infected by stem
end rot in five main mango producing areas of Hainan. The virulence of 110 B. theobromae strains were deter-
mined by the artificial inoculation. The resistance of 106 strains to carbendazim were tested by distinguishing dos-
age method and mycelial growth rate method. The results showed that the incidence of mango stem end rot was
29.37% and 100% under natural and artificial inoculation conditions, respectively. In total of 110 strains, the
high virulent strains, median virulent strains, and the low virulent strains accounted by 64.55%, 25.45% and
10.00% , respectively. The resistance frequency of 106 strains to carbendazim was 52. 83%. Among them, high
resistance strains could grow on media containing 100 mg/L carbendazim with the resistance frequency of 45.28% . the
median resistance strains not grow normally on the media containing 100 mg/L carbendazim with the resistance
frequency of 7.55% ., and no low resistance strains were found. The carbendazim sensitivity frequency showed
non-continuous distribution. All data showed that B. theobromae from mango had serious resistance to carbenda-
zim in Hainan.
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Table 1 Incidence of mango stem-end rot in

different areas of Hainan in 2018
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Fig. 1 Fresh green unripe mango (left) and

ripe mango showing stem-end rot (right)
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Fig. 2 Disease symptoms of mango inoculated by YZJH20605 strain of Botryodiplodia theobromae
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Table 2 Frequencies of resistance in Botryodiplodia theobromae

strains to carbendazim in Hainan in 2018
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Fig. 3 Frequency distribution of carbendazim ECs, values

against field isolates of Botryodiplodia theobromae
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