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Soil Microbial Regulation for Controlling Bacterial Wilt of Toma

CAI Yan-fei, LIAO Zong-wen, DONG Chun, SHI Mu-biao

(College of Natural Resources and Environment, South China Agricultural University, Guangzhou 510642, China)

Abstract : Relationship between bacterial wilt of tomato with its soil biodiversity of freshly plowed soil, continuous cropping soil and
continuous cropping soil receiving ecologically organic fertilizer (EOF) was studied by field experiment, plate counts and BIOLOG
GN micro — plate culture. The results showed that tomato wilt did not occur in freshly plowed soil, while the ratio of tomato wilt was
100% in continuous cropping soil, and reduced to 49. 86% when the soil receiving ecologically organic fertilizer (EOF), while the
numbers of Fungi, Actinomyce increased, but a few change of bacteria was found, as the varieties of strains in vitro were increased
obviously. The AWCD value, Simpson index, Shannon index, McIntosh index, Alatalo evenness of microbial community in BIOLOG
GN micro - plate all increased greatly after adding the EOF, and almost were similar to those in freshly plowed soil. Those indicated
that applying EOF could increase soil biodiversity, and exhibit beneficial to suppressing soil — borne pathogens on ecological level
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Table 1 Formulas for calculations of functional diversity of soil microbial communities
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Figure 1 Comparison of development of bacterial wilt on

different treatments
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Table 2 Comparison of soil microbial population between different treatments
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Figure 2 AWCD changes during incubation of soil microbial

community with different treatments
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Table 3 Diversity and evenness indices for soil microbial communities
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