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Abstact

Root-knot nematodes (Meloidogyne spp.) are among the most important pathogens of
plants, including tomato. In this study the effect of six bacteria viz.,, Bacillus
amyloliquefaciens, Curtobacterium sp., Staphylococcus epidermidis, Stenotrophomonas
rhizophila, Pseudomonas sp., and Stenotrophomonas sp. strain LU2 on Meloidogyne
Jjavanica was investigated. In the egg hatching test in laboratory conditions eighy days
after inoculation, respectively Curtobacterium sp. with 61%, B. amyloliquefaciens with
46%, and Stenotrophomonas sp. with 26% showed the most control effect. In testing the
number of live larvae in laboratory conditions, three days after inoculation, respectively
Curtobacterium sp. with 43% mortality, B. amyloliquefaciens with 32% mortality, and
Stenotrophomonas sp. with 8/5% mortality showed the most control effect. In the growth
indices related to the greenhouse among the infected and healthy treatments, the treatments
(with and without nematode - Curtobacterium sp.) in the plant height index respectively
with 16, 22%, in the root length index with 20, 34% in plant fresh weight index with 40,
86% and in plant dry weight index with 30, 69% compared to control with nematodes
showed the most positive effect. Also, the treatments (with and without nematode - B.
amyloliquefaciens) in plant height with 14, 17, in root length with 5/76, 22, in plant fresh
weight with 29, 36, in plant dry weight index with 23, 26 percent compared to control with
nematodes showed a positive effect. The number of galls in one gram of root, the number
of eggs in one gram of root of the treatment containing the bacteria Curtobacterium sp.
84%, 15%, and 70%, respectively, and B. amyloliquefaciens respectively showed 73%,
5/9%, and 66% control compared to the control.
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Figure 1. Comparison of the number of egg hatching under bacterial treatment in laboratory condition (Values followed
by the same letters in each column based on the Duncan test are not significantly different (P<0.05)).
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Table 1. Analysis of variance of the different bacteria at two levels of time on the percentage of inhibition of hatching of

Meloidogyne javanica eggs under laboratory conditions.

Source Type 11l Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 10257.4522 13 789.035 111.958 0.000
Intercept 155916.214 1 155916.214 22123.247 0.000
Treatments 4955.286 6 825.881 117.186 0.000
Time 4300.595 1 4300.595 610.220 0.000
Treatments * time 1001.571 6 166.929 23.686 0.000
Error 197.333 28 7.048

Total 166371.000 42

Corrected Total 10454.786 41
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of the different bacteria at tree levels of time on the percentage of mortality of second-stage
larvae of Meloidogyne javanica under laboratory conditions.

Source Type 111 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 10122.810? 20 506.140 240.202 0.000
Intercept 50961.440 1 50961.440 24185.090 0.000
Treatments 6776.310 6 1129.385 535.979 0.000
Time 2587.167 2 1293.583 613.904 0.000
Treatments * Time 759.333 12 63.278 30.030 0.000
Error 132.750 63 2.107

Total 61217.000 84

Corrected Total 10255.560 83
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Figure 2. Comparison of the larva mortality under bacterial treatment in laboratory condition (The columns that have
common letters are not significantly different from each other based on the Duncan test at the 5% probability level).
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Figure 3. The effect of different treatments on tomato plant shoot height and root length in the greenhouse conditions
(The columns that have common letters are not significantly different from each other based on the Duncan test at the 5%

probability level).
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Figure 4. The effect of different treatments on the fresh and dry weight of plants shoot and roots in greenhouse conditions

(The columns that have common letters are not significantly different from each other based on the Duncan test at the 5%
probability level).
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Figure 5. The effect of different treatments on the number of larvae per 100 cc of soil, gall and egg per gram of root in
tomato plant greenhouse conditions (The columns that have common letters are not significantly different from each other

based on the Duncan test at the 5% probability level).
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