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Table 1- Analysis of variance for measured
parameters in variety and diseased treatments.

Mean square

Sources of DF Stem  Shoot fresh Shoot dry
variation length weight weight
(cm) (gn) (gr)
varieties 6 161.41%%  43.85%* 0.5441**
Disease 1 1244.57*%*  85.61** 1.5913*
*

Varieties X 6 40.61%*  6.6512*%*  (0.1155™
Disease

Error 42 3.0357 1.9 0.0606
CcvV 6.88 24.49 28

**significant at P < 0.01 and ns: not significant at P < 0.05
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Table 2- Analysis of variance results in different treatments.

Mean square

Sourcesof  DF  Stem length (cm) Shoot fresh Shoot dry Root length Root fresh Root dry
variation weight (gr) weight (gr) (cm) weight (gr)  weight (gr)
Treatments 4 7.58 ™ 13.41 ** 1.01 ** 33.48 ** 5.55 ** 0.099 **
Error 15 6.23 0.96 0.063 10.025 0.80 0.016
Ccv 13.03 7.8 11 114 9.4 18.6

**gignificant at P < 0.01, ,*Significant at P < 0.05 and ns: not significant at P < 0.05
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Table 3- Correlation values among different parameters in different treatments

Stem Shoot fresh Shootdry  Root fresh Root dry
Plant traits length (cm)  weight (gr) weight (gr)  weight (gr) weight (gr)
Shoot fresh weight (gr) 0.44 *
Shoot dry weight (gr) 0.358 ™ 0.96 **
Root fresh weight (gr) 0.225"™ 0.60 ** 0.54 *
Shoot dry weight (gr) 0.154™ 0.65 ** 0.67 ** 0.83 **
Root length (cm) 0.124™ 0.61** 0.57 ** 0.62 ** 0.63 **
**significant at P < 0.01, *Significant at P < 0.05 and ns: not significant at P < 0.05
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Abstract

Bacterial wilt caused by Ralstonia solanacearum is one of the most destructive disease which negatively
affects the tomato production worldwide. Considering the importance of the disease, searching for resistant
varieties and using biological control agents could be effective approaches in reducing the damage of the
pathogen. In this study, the cultivars including Super CH, falat-111, Peto, Falkata, Queen and Early Urbana were
studied. The experiments were conducted with completely randomized factorial design with a disease factor in
two levels as inoculated and not inoculated. Seven cultivars (treatments) with four replicates were evaluated.
Statistical analysis were performed using SAS software. The antagonistic strains of Bacillus subtilis B7,
Pseudomonas flourecsens CHAO and Trichoderma harzianum T.BI and mobil cultivar were utilized. In vitro
anti-bacterial evaluations were conducted and 7. harzianum T.BI and B. subtilis B7 showed 3 and 5 mean
distance of inhibition zone respectively but P fluorescens CHAO showed no inhibition effects. The results of
means comparison showed that the stem length of cultivar Queen had the lowest reduction while the highest
reduction in stem length was related to the cultivar early urbana. Regarding the fresh weight, the minimum
reduction was related to cv Queen while the maximum ones were relevant to cvs Super CH, falat and Falkata
cultivars. Moreover, the minimum decrease of dry weight was associated with the Queen cultivar.The results of
using antagonists showed that 7. harzianum T.BI and B. subtilis B7 regarding index of stem length, shoot and
root fresh weight, dry weight of roots and shoots are the best options to control bacterial wilt.
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