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Table 1. The estimated spot-stage and disease ratio of the leaves at different days

after inoculation

Spot-stage and disease ratio

Days after
inoculation Pin-spot Brown spot Extended spot Linked spot
1 80 a0 95 100
2 50 60 70 80
3 - 20 30 40 50
4 15 16 18 20
5 10 . 12 14 15
6 1 2 4 5
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Table 2. Twenty three isolates of C. gloeosporivides isolated from different varieties

of mango

Isolates Host Date of Coll. Place
PPCT A 1 Fruit of Irwin June, 1976 Yuching
PPCT A 6 Fruit of “Tsa Swaei” June, 1976 Taichung
PPCT A 8 Fruit of Haden June, 1976 Yuching
PPCT A 64 Fruit of mango Sep., 1977 PPCT
TACTRI 801035 Leaf of “Tsa Swaei” June 15, 1982 Tsochen
TACTRI 801056 Leaf of mango Sep. 4, 1982 Fengshan
TACTRI 801060 Fruit of “Tsa Swaei” Oct. 13, 1982 Tsaotun
TACTRI 801090 Leaf of Irwin Mar. 3, 1983 Tungshi
TACTRI 801095 Fruit of Irwin Mar. 21, 1983 Kaoshu
TACTRI 801126 Fruit of Irwin July 18, 1983 Tungshi
TACTRI 801143 Leaf of Irwin Nov. 8, 1983 Nanhsi
TACTRI 801161 Flower of Irwin Feb. 22, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801163 Flower of Irwin Mar. 8, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801192 Leaf of Irwin Mar. 17, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801201 Fruit of Haden May 8, 1981 Nanhua
TACTRI 801204 Fruit of [rwin July 13, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801205 Fruit of Irwin July 5, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801206 Fruit of Keitt July 31, 1984 Shuili
TACTRI 801208 Fruit of Haden Aug. 7, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801209 Fruit of “Tsa Swaei” Aug. 13, 1984 Taichung
TACTRI 801211 Leaf of Haden March 8, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801213 Fruit of Haden July 22, 1984 Nanhua
TACTRI 801214 Fruit of Irwin July 22, 1984 Nanhua
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Table 3. The disease ratio of mango anthracnose on fruit of 43 varieties?

Varieties N?S.u;)\{e;?lus No. offr tj]ilts:,;aased Dlsea(s;;;]) ratio
East Indian 34 23 67.7
Golek 38 25 66.0
[rwin 11895 6172 51.9
Kaves 20 10 50.0
Sensation 1138 485 42.6
Zill 4240 1617 38.1
“Kuei Hua” (E:7E) 515 192 37.3
Bombay 791 294 37.2
Slal 2126 771 36.3
Keitt 17461 5894 33.8
Calcutta No. 1 16 5 31.3
"Kensington 815 240 29.5
Smith 392 108 27.6
Arocemanis 281 76 27.0
Buchanan 6045 1504 24.9
Haden 7803 1939 23.5
Ahping 2767 643 23.2
Nimrod 431 93 21.6
Kent 16710 2978 17.8
Gouvela 196 34 17.4
Edward 1906 311 16.3
Sap 612 77 12.6
Langra 1106 139 12.6
Vanray 3314 372 11.2
Durion 159 14 8.8
Carabao 12 1 8.3
Manalagi 390 31 8.0
Maya 10748 812 7.6
“Tail Ta” (ZEX) 14 1 7.1
Cat 3074 204 6.6
“Hsiang Swaei” (&%) 2039 123 6.0
Pope 2372 136 5.7
White 1975 64 3.2
Tong Dam 65 2 3.1
Dasheri 1410 43 3.1
1-4 101 3 3.0
Thailand 102 3 2.9
TL-12 190 5 2.6
Red 709 15 2.1
Tuong 1838 26 1.4
Ok Rong 73 1 1.4
“Kwel Nin” (z%:) 106 1 0.9
St. Julian 67 0 0.0

1) The experiment was conducted from Feb.-May, 1975.
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Table 4. The disease ratio on leaves of 51 mago varieties when inoculated with 3
isolates of pathogen®

Disease ratio of leaf inoculated with 3 isolates

Varieties
PPCT A1 PPCT A 6 PPCT A 8

East Indian 46.7 75.0 71.7
Golek 40.0 60.0 60.0
Irwin 70.0 83.3 80.0
Kaves 65.0 86.7 83.3
Sensation 43.3 66.7 71.3
Zill 63.3 78.3 68.3
“Kuei Hua” (HE7E) 30.0 63.3 70.0
Bombay 58.3 61.7 56.7
Slal 33.3 50.0 61.3
Keitt 60.0 63.3 80.0
Calcutta No. 1 50.0 61.7 66.7
Kensington 36.7 61.7 63.3
Smith 68.6 63.3 70.0
Aroemanis 56.7 70.0 63.3
Buchanan 10.0 36.7 70.0
Haden 65.0 66.7 63.3
Ahping 38.3 80.0 70.0
Nimrod 63.3 80.0 81.3
Kent 63.3 75.0 68.3
Gouvela 40.0 56.7 46.7
Edward 40.0 86.7 95.0
Sap 55.0 72.5 70.0
Langra 53.3 73.3 61.7
Vanray 33.3 71.3 68.3
Durion 71.3 72.5 73.3
Carabao 83.3 90.0 90.0
Manalagi 46.7 63.3 56.7
Maya 50.0 80.0 83.3
“Tai Ta" (FEHX) 40.0 70.0 73.3
Cat 56.7 68.3 60.0
“Hsiang Swaei” (F&D) 76.7 76.7 66.7
Pope 63.3 71.7 73.3
White 52.0 63.3 68.3
Tong Dam 48.3 75.0 76.7
Dasheri 68.3 75.0 75.0
1-4 43.3 80.0 73.5
Thailand 50.3 66.7 70.0
TL-12 43.3 76.7 60.0
Red 30.0 55.0 75.0
Tuong 48.3 73.3 70.0
Ok Rong 50.0 71.3 50.0
"Kwel Nin” ( [2%) 28.3 80.0 86.7
St. Julian 63.3 73.3 73.3
Pim Semman 50.0 73.3 73.3
176 76.7 83.3 83.3
7-2 45.0 63.3 60.0
7-3 25.0 36.7 96.7
8-3 36.7 66.7 80.0
10-1 48.3 76.7 73.3
"Tsa Swael” (#etr) 10.0 56.7 53.3
“"Row Swael” (FI{L) 63.3 56.7 53.3

1) The experiment was conducted from Sept.-Oct., 1976,
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Table 3. The disease ratio of 25 mango varieties on leaves when inoculated with

3 isolates of pathogen?

Disease ratio of leaf inoculated with 3 isolates

Varieties
PPCT A 1 PPCT A 6 PPCT A 8

Early Gold 13.7 80.0 80.0
Fascell 36.7 60.0 60.0
6408 26.7 86.7 95.0
“Pao Tao No 1" ($f5—5%) 10.0 20.0 20.0
“Kin Hwan” (£18) 10.0 66.7 50.0
"Kin Hwan” No. 2 (&1 78 50.0 90.0 90.0
“Shih Kuo Swaei” (#iZHe) 10.0 53.3 50.0
W14-4 10.0 56.7 50.0
Cherukurashain 10.0 13.7 10.0
“Min Swaei” (ZkE) 13.3 28.3 31.7
Florigon 10.0 70.0 50.0
Tommy Atkins 56.7 70.0 76.7
6513-1 10.0 20.0 16.7
6521 20.0 50.0 50.0
6515-2 10.0 63.3 56.7
6607 40.0 80.0 86.7
6737 10.0 80.0 60.0
[£8-3 20.0 70.0 76.7
W3-1 20.0 83.3 70.0
6402 13.3 36.7 36.7
“Hung Row Swael” (§IEI#5) 16.7 80.0 70.0
W3-2 10.0 60.0 30.0
129-3 66.7 95.0 90.0
Bolivia (BEFIHED) 15.0 80.0 83.3
E12-3 10.7 90.0 73.3

1) The experiment v'vas conducted from Aug.-Sept., 1982,
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B 1~4. REGHZELEREE PPCT A1, PPCT A6 B PPCT A8 48 /i =@m
17 o

Fig. 1-4. Symptoms on four varieties of mango leaves at 48 hrs after inoculated with
isolates of PPCT A1, PPCT A6 and PPCT AS8.
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ABSTRACT

Leu, L. S", H. C. Yang?, Chien, H. T*. and Tzeng, H. E¥. 1983. Screening
of resistant varieties to mango anthracnose. Plant Prot. Bull, 30 : 337—348.

Field survey of disease ratios on fruit after an artificial inoculation with
Colletotrichum gloeosporivides Penzig for 43 mango varieties showed that the most
susceptible cnes were East Indian and Golek, with disease ratios of 67.65 and
65.97%, respectively. Irwin and Kaves were less susceptible, with the disease
ratios near 50%;. The resistant ones, with disease ratios less than 5% were White,
Tong Dam, Dasheri, 1-4, Thailand, TL-12, Red, Tuong, Ok Rong, “Kwei Nin”,
and St. Julian. The disease ratios on the young leaves of 51 mango varietics
varied widely when assayed by artificial inoculation using conidial suspension in
1976. Irwin and Carabao were the most susceptible. The less susceptible varieties
were Kaves, Nimrod, Edward, “Kwei Nin”, 176, 6408, "Kin Hwan No. 2”7 and
9-3. A native one “Tsa Swaei” and TL-12 were resistant by showing brown spot
48 hrs after inoculation with PPCT A6 and without spot with PPCT A1l. No
correlation between the resistance of fruit and leaf within the same variety was
evident. The most susceptible ones were “Pao Tao No. 17, Cherukurashain and
6513-1, and the most resistant ones were Larly Gold, 6408, "Kin Hwan No. 27,
E 9-3, Bolivia and E 12-3 when leaves of 25 different varieties of mango were
assayed in 1982. Twenty three single-spore isolates of C. gloesosporicides obtained
from different varietis of mango were introduced on the young leaves of 23
different varieties of mango. The disease ratios varied greatly within the 23
varieties. The most resistant one were Golek and T1.-12 and the most susceptible
ones were Tuong, Carabao, Edward, 1-4, Ok Rong, E-9-3, Red, and [rwin.
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