£y

VEY Jlo c93 0 lowd epdd byl ¢ Sud 50l )3 (gt § 5l

i dlio

Meloidogyne javanica g &T w6 g Metarhizium anisopliae & sbow g8 2 TH 1o Cilisko S _fol> i1
4y s 9 B 53 O 5l il () 9 (S B4 es ol 53

rf)‘} ng)‘rﬁs.u}o Loy oo Suw g‘élog'o.w

Ol ey o5 o ¢ oDl 35T o813 (s g o dmlg ( ALE canlid (s law 09 5 (bl (i biles 6 3 —Y o)

Ol Ol (83538 g3 5 B5seT clidions Olajlo (5528 (ST 510LE Slidiond s go ¢ gub s o =V

saeed_i5@yah00.com : fues! ¢ slas| drw 151K J gins

V1Y) FV—0)

YRR AYA 223l 53 b

oUu>

Sl Ll e oS el S g o St Gl ) les &0 Joloe 51 S Metarhizium anisopliae 5

Sl J 287 55 0T 36 5 0B oul b adsl OV g b ol ey (0l 02 2255 (plad pgem Sl (omlie
35 g 5 0315 ST e s gy ARELST Ll 2 s S Gob s S S oS 5,5 A S 4k,
2 708 sl 8l 5 ub e 1S WS 5 0ls KT dlowS” b e oS (S5 U (5555 sla Jol
2 S S oS 5y 2 S ks i 655 $o0s Sl el s GO S s ey ol VY (b S sl
Sl ol 4 by e 5ol VY 256 gla g Gl oy i As )y B5las DS b 6 s S THES L
AV IS Loyl 3 55 0l ST 5 b s oIS ST (la Jalo 53 okl b 2506 35 013 ST 5 b gos oI JS7 oS
Ceen 39 TP ol o plecd ASWLS s (65LT i 51 S sls |y AF/D SIAVIY JAPID) L Slgs ol 5

U;UL;)L«.:J LSLALPL;' d&hl{ QT&)J} 4,5'.%)_5 g’_fb BL) G)L; )xﬁﬂ‘ )|,E.:.~\ BL U;':'.pﬁ) LSLA‘U‘J le.hﬁdb;.f LSLAJ'A’

03 Sdlsep gl cwlie Jol= sog;y caails adlwS sls Ol fays opl ok .,\saﬁjs;}“l:f):ﬁm),xu

O g0 2 G Ll WSl 5 o 9 ish o aly 5 Sl 4o 0T il 5 5,8 Lk Esl 5 03 M. anisopliae 3 les g8

sl o Sak ) B e j)lee g 3 B ol Ty el e

Metarhizium anisopliae 5 e Hlgs ¢ a8 4oy ks (5,8 Lle 1S slaol

L JolS Cossion 5 G dame 5 s 8 Dlo g5
5oL 2l ey 0T pam Sl ekl Sy s
o pte sl e sl 1 (SO Gl IS by
e Sl ) dm s D)o a3 Al e (SL LS
.wl{w,'.b?ué\j)b—&jrjusgmqﬂ.u
Ol 4 b Oleds (6,855 il e 6155 Dl
el okl e gLk JES g Rl K
w35 JAS Jalse o 5 e el S S sl slag

Ao
Y gz | Gl e DI S S (slasls
bl 1 80 eVl Ol 5 Kke s (55,5088
Ll .l 0 03 meds AV/O Jgams B (gl
Meloidogyne javanica (Treub) Chitwood @quw
cr et 513 0LE 4ty ket S sl
Sl 4 Olgr 3 6slaS OV pease (golasl BT

&9 u’.a..n _,;:U Sy L u&fu\JL‘u £ "'Ungs‘


mailto:saeed_i5@yahoo.com

B 1,18 55 Cilites B ols 511502 g silov!

Ly

e el S oley slag B sl e 0 e b
el s B ul Sy S el cbe >
S 5ol Aty s il 5 LBl axbls | 256 sla gl
Ll s 650518 Slapten b S5l 5 550 it
.(Moosavi & Askari, 2015; Moosavi & Zare, 2015)
DL J_}jl{ 9 C‘_g.“: L}'Al’. 92 ‘55‘\)\5 & Q\&SL&& DL
A 5 » Purpureocillium lilacinum =5 O s 50 3
GO el A5 Ol sl 5o R 5 (Imani et al., 2021)
L oMe oS sl zs (9, Metarhizium anisopliae
(RaSth, L “*or 6‘4.19-‘/.& 92 J:-QDL? g)':')) )‘ oslatul
Lol cbl 5 )85l s 3 piomes 2024)
boasgls &SI 5 nS e db Jseyse Lghu;‘&:ﬂ
SwiS sla oblg 5 Metarhizium anisopliae zb
égfw}—w 9 G PN DL 43\?‘.,\?3 LM Sl s T
(Latlflan&g;.ﬁjfj‘}; s ))}A L‘_;" J’u)‘bl.&

Rad, 2019)
28 ol sl B e Ol e ol Coda 23 ol )
oS IS S (515 SI) Caliien sls fol> 53
a=,3 YO gles s anls di.l ) laojl 4o ols 03355
IS ol pan 4y 206 Joily o 5 (o) g2 ke
Meloidogyne s Sais, Ll flis 53 b fal> oyl
S3y 16 Lyl s s javanica (Treub) Chitwood

s ileT (K e S ol

IR 09

OB 4 4
wji.w.} -\5 L: U':"-"L‘JT w‘ DL oalaiwl Sy G)G ;‘.'.)“
Chilo g 5l 4lu p S 1 et luer) IRAN 437 C
GBT L g odd uul 5 olulis 5 o, 5 suppressalis
CJLE.:E’J W}.& j‘ (V"\ JLN DL C)b d}.m) J;f:
it 0Ll oy Slag B 0 5nSIS (558 Sl
T8 a s e planil (gl i 4 bty Slads
5 23S (a3 5 8T ¢ unj) PDA Lame (55,

Loy B jay Con Ode 4 wgedio 4355 YO (glos s

s en,n8 B i Luls L & dmes Ll
B S as Jl Lpdr e g el
435 5 pled G b ) Sl g Bl e s BB
3 e 3 se 038 o opl el Olige Oy S5
S sk Jols 1y 48 VO L b e Ve
(Rashki, 2024; Stirling, Lledd ld> Calites &l i
IS 53 ge slasaly S s ,lge 2011)
(Mokhtari et cul Il (65,5lS 53 5 ke slabile
Metarhizium  anisopliae BX al.,  2009)
Jolss op 5 s 51 LSS (Metchnikoff) Sorokin (1883)
Sl 5l a8 Yo Sl i s Sl ST e lgs
WS 5mi S Ol pdilon gbal, 4 G
355015 OVL Sy 5 OLISI gl OV g 5 OYL) 2L
(Rashki, 2024; Cumagun & Jas . I3 ae>
Hypocreales al, 4 3z 4,5 -1 Moosavi, 2015)
U LS Oladss s 5 ol Clavicipitaceae o sl
Sl odd oy » Meloidogyne incognita Ll s, oT
Metarhizium o (Karaborklu et al., 2022)
ol S8y ek oS W) L anisopliae
Gib Sl el 358 S oo a5l ) led dagS
o sm e O 0553 55 gy e A5 5 JSS S
Sl 15 4SS 53 ko 53 35800 OT &5 e
&S\ 5 Metarhizium anisopliae LI
AS4as, «ls , Pseudomonas  fluorescens
5 E )y 4 S (55, Meloidogyne incognita
wo Sk, Bl s oKete iy el Cel
oUls s adss s .(Jahanbazian et al., 2015)
Heterodera LS «le Metarhizium a8 lisoles
ol oY 038wl 55 OT oUls 5 (), avenae
(Ghayedi & Abdollahi, 1& 5,57 » do s FV/Y b Wil
Sz B bl (ol Jpama Yoo 51 2y 2013)
Oeoren (Jaronski, 2023) ol 352 g0 Sl k> Sl
Jgep Ll 5 515 (ule ) 0 4 Metarhizium o6
(Abd-Elgawad &Askari, 2018; Cianco et ol slis
S sleols 5 Mgy de e oJdsl al, 2016)



Ly

VEY Jlo c93 0 lowd epdd byl ¢ Sud 50l )3 (gt § 5l

S Gy cis Ol cidS Gl e s (o,lugS
CEyaar g by OT bl 5 goddos el 2B sl IS
Lo dwwles slile oli) Hgewl Sl Qb sy g J gl
Y L b5l (Latifian & Rad, 2019; Rashki, 2024)
TP STY. WINS I\ ST G ST
(Mathulwe et al., 4 5 L sl \Y b alale O 50
oS Ve a Gl 4 s 4 sl Ol Sy 2023)
L Bl Jile Jaa oS 5 S 0 8 /0 i (ful>
&S g9y sbals cbdls (Imani et al., 2021)
al,8 51 Wl eslawsl Jul= esle Olge 4 Jiags ol

LA g b 53 6,8 e,
5 S shie @ 0505 5 S ) S len slag b
Slp o 0535 5 (S5 Olpe &5 S (on e3linad L
« (Mo et al.,2005) Libge Y+ b Ve o a6 ol
GLadlniS) JT slp0 0555 4 (2,5 o o 5 slata
Sy ) eslizal L oS oasle3T s o 28, slagils
A 03555 5 ;i SCHN Analyser oKews 5 Gl
(Patil et al., 2014; Comite et LWid sdoeiw 5 Il & gos

al., 2020)

(D5 ) Nl bl g
Early— o3,) S par S laats) 5156 35 alesl
ool 4 31 M. javanica « o347 (Urbana
o) 65 s ag Sy e dly ol ST oKl
ASS Gk 3L e Corex 5 odd olulis S Wl
LT s 4 (Sper S oS g5y o35 w25 K
&S 5l es JT slaais, .(Ahmadi & Moosavi. 2018)
&YJJfUJJ“WLSJ‘?-&)TzJJ°MCJB-
(3 AS (Gl Gt ) e 355 I OT 4 ol
oIS n Jsloun ol ot 5 0t o oS S el 4
g Sy b oS bl 5o b Fr e 47
S gt Yoo &Sl S bodies Sl g s LS 3 5
T L g edd eals jae 3)l5 H1 5 e 00 &SUOT 5 5s
23 s dtd OT L Jie O g‘_§5|c]e.~d\}:>u.¢iw
(Imani et al., 2021; Hussey & 4& ‘SNTC“? g

(Ghayedi &Abdollahi, 4& 14 LSSl s 2
2013)

&8 SilwoalkT
RS eds 3 g e Bl s (55 7B 2ol e
YO Il e 4 sS A esle r,?m sshie pd (d
0 & i Casby Olil) Sl ey 5 As 6LSI (6 2 e
S pd ke 0s Hlaae P> LI 15 ISR L g { PR R
YOXY (slas 55 oy ¥ Olej Sode o og b Al wlsl

& /~ - . -

Lds S L LS 53 (Kb 53 a4 )3
O oS 3l S e g (Agala et al., 2018)
G)G 63“’ ;}JJ& 6€)B Q‘)‘{i ..Li») E) C_,..;;Ja.:m
3 e (Imani et al., 2021) ws o313 OIS s b &35,
(y .]a_w}.?' Coda S (S8 Lgl.a)};..ﬂ slday 390 IPTY
xfr oL ,5 L (Neubauer, Germany) s g son
(o ag 1 (Latifian et al., 2014) wai o 0l
OLl slsa o 2 33 Celw YA Q.\.«A.:cGJlé Sl
,;gb;»;mump,&s‘&@uﬂ;ﬁﬁj
(FSE eSIB) oS Jom oole iy g o el Ll
o Do 4 (O3 KT WS 5 L g llonS™ ol 3187 oS
oo a3 Ve (glos L 05T )3 (g5 gla s 53 S5
L,CG)\squ;\rfva,tmwjuogtg,\;
bglone bl oo Osla Sl eslizal b Jol 535 0 5 VO
5152 o5 2l oo pslie Gty laanS 055 5 0s
Ol Oda. LS Ls)u@_i' U e 4= 35 YO (gles s
u)‘\}sa.xeQ&Br;é&)sé)@d\éu)ﬂ|d@
b Bobar Sals” = b B 55 ole 5 Glej ool 5 L oo
(Gulsar &3 8 513 ) 3050 sles o 51 LSS 2
Sy seul 055 0 ; OUI 5kt 4 Banu et al., 2006)
s ks el Gleoti3 05057 Olej S S L aile L
i OT 3 63 el 1S K e oS sk
VO OT Chle (28 (g m SGS @ g ods o syl
ki 33y Jaloee opl 31 owiow S5 e A B il
a3 YO (gles 53 5 ods adw ) PDA S s 59,



B 1,18 55 Cilites B ols 511502 g silov!

23

PDA i8S laes (555 o 355 Jsoes opl I (oo
(CFU) IS s K5 sladly sl o(dd asse

ST 5 557875 (s o S Lo (55, ST
38y Sih Ode & g 453 YO 5Ly 55 5 (PDA)
Moosavi et al., 2010; ) & _esis SO, 3
Slabed 4 s » slaads, (Mathulwe et al., 2023
B35 D50 44035 b lbe I g 5 e S S
F e Sl g sl b oS 4k 0 5 S s
03,5 A5l e 5 Ad atils g 0dd Ssiedd Ao
S35 9 blbes 0y i OT 2l de 4L 05l s
Lodids o ode 4 (Stirren) hocKe o en oSKaws
S oo O 31 Lo o 0303 5 3 aids 53 595400y Cs
Sy S sodas S5 ladaly Slun 5 4 I3
ot ek S5 gy 4 S A CiS Lo
(Hallmann & Meressa, 2018; Imani et al., 2021) .
o3 3ldw LI SG s cas}JTghréﬁ Lo )3 urd yshie 4
Uy 5 Dbl (Bslal O 4 Ll o35 055 sde
035 038 gy L 035 03T 53 2,6 selir
) Loy 6 e ol s o k8 O s o3
os eildE AR LT oY (55, o (oo Ssie s
b T lags b s s 5 oY 5Lad by o8 8 513 0o
i BT 04y @ duy 3585 bl esdT lapss
3P ol S on L oKy Sen jl eslimal b . Lds o3l
J{j;ﬂwﬁ,qr\u,nﬂduﬁ Sl Voo
A sl JS sl 4 03T leﬁv.;rj sl v.:mfﬁ ool
sly (Fatemy et al., 2005) As awlee o35 035
A 3ssm 2B Loy g ST S ol 5 Olabl
i ST L L aw 03T (slags ool 43 5 &) 50
() e S b gy 5 D and b gl
(Mathulwe et al., 2023; (PDA) ,&T 5 ;5.8
34039, ewip )l w9 Ll sl 4l 3 Latifian, 2014)
03,5 by Zl WDy lld o 2B L) edalis
W) @ )3 3 52 94 Lghr.'x?:\.bd R ..L:_“»;U)‘_,’_ibl;.b
el g Jhled 4l 595 sbae S sldw s il

o plie bl Cols Sl e dholBB Laads 0 S

0L e Shsled oY $SUS 4 Lsgs sl Barker 1973)

b4 S s 5 aalone ba bt (S0l 503 i

Wlod 89y Gy bkl WG bl

Gl 50 (B T4l )
L o S AS 55 Sty a0l 51 5Tl ol
ST b OIS A eslinal e le o3 s 5 ¥e plis|
L () G 4 LS L oks Jsieds aule
Sl a Al el ol el Cjb B s bt
bl s LSS b s JolesT opl icils LIS =
2 o) SaL Y b 26 5y sl el ol
oS 5 b oS S oS (IS5 SIG al
o L Bl OIS & 5 i, 4 (01 KT
S S de 63 sl fel> r,f eSS Slde s
5 e 5 Sl 335 )6 sl 40 X V40 ol
oS d s 8 bl S g le gy Gee U
win \ 538 ) e (Early-Urbana o)) S5 par &
slge 51 elS Ja 53 6 spel) 256 JalS Sl
M3 ol ol Gl s 2slS (Sl VY b ol
Imani et al., 2014) 54 ods S| & Fadsy Ll o
Lla 53 e 9,V 5 o35 P lkie T
ol als slajles s Bl bajles ples 4 o8 Saty
Aali ey L0l DS Loy e 5 ke slasles
Sles L 0T Wlas wlesly s Frve b Lis i
S Bl OV g0 p L &S Wles 4 03T OlalS ke
A Sl s S ) Lk ISl b plact
53 6 Ll s s olulE plos (oSS 55 0IE
I s by 5 s 4y YO £ Y les
Imani et al., ) s LT win 55 b 95 5 6,1
5 0hs s Cals, ollS wis \F 1 . (2021
s (6 S oIl Jpuamen O35 5 420y 5 (2lsh Slalwnd
sy gl 5 &S 055 o5lS U5 usp Gl
S5 S eslizal b G lejT glgsl 53 70 wlls by
e SIS 5l pades gy L oS e o
SNV 65y (6 gilwosleT 31 a5 s 4gs & ga5



£0

VEY Jlo c93 0 lowd epdd byl ¢ Sud 50l )3 (gt § 5l

L cSlisle)T sl 53 (ANOVA) b Kl 4wslie
o5 aly b g Ao )3 0 mhau )3 (S5 05T Sl eslina
Sbss SlalejT pled Wb pdy )50 SPSS 16 (o)l 3!
S wlie L5y & Sl @l & Tl bl s LSS
58 baosls ke 5 byl oa L laesls L5 5 s

isd & 15 o 5 a4 5T 338 e

Pl

G108 S ol> 18 Z 5B Houm! (SHE Nk

WS gl ol 55 256 gl 8L (Ko o
35 L bS5 013 KT alloeS” oIS dlonS™ () 51
Ol o gondan 455 YO (glos 3 ole 63055 Job
oo VY 0LL L5 (P <0.05) Cuils sy ls e
2D VI/Y L L g oS VY L 1S oS (la ol
& o VY8 L 0l ST S 5 (Julo 2 8 e 5o
) o8 sl Ol oo de S 5 SIE Jol> 5o
5 Sls 58 pgs ady 53 FYY L S8 Jul azals
(VJguz) (P<0.05) 55 5 5 50 YY/9 &SIG Jalom 4

o Sy o el OT 53 & b jabia 03 &
bazy, J§ S35 I8 KbV asla 5 o glasy
YO 5 i bglies JolS Sy go 4 OIS ja STl iz
Comer 5 gl OT Gladle 5 bt o7 Df
Culg s .(Jenkins, 1964) A 5,57 5 55 e lag,Y
LSl 5 adsy 95 o Slag)Y 5 (Wl Glagss JS7 sl
dloms OIS 2 3 Ll JS S 5 e SIS
S dewloea 1 (PFIPI) Joo 5 586 oman S
ez 4 OMIE 2 53 Wl )Y 5 o3 olg Comer
C.M:m.(;jﬁjr.éﬁ.a.x.p%w)dflﬁ-oga.uc_.il:@j\
5 s sl i p IS8T do s e g ol
o Ll ol dals S (.Jf,a); £33 o slagyY
3 033 o sl 5 o (slagss sl 5 (X) ales
control ) Jge 3 51 eslizul b (Y) jlag o &Sl 0 8 a
Sas SialS ol s awls (efficacy = }'y;\x 100
AL 2B b g baess O4s all S s Sl
WL Caliee Y 4 R
&bl lresls L= 5 4 ;> .(Moosavi et al., 2010)

a3 YO slos 5 anle 055095 (oy93 b 53 Cales ol T4 02 Metarhizium anisopliae  s..! oLk =) Jyu

.‘f}:‘wld
Table 1. Viability of Metarhizium anisopliae in five different carriers during 12 months at (25 °C).
Number of active conidia per gram of carrier (x10°%) Mean + SE in different months *
: 0? 1 2 4 5 6
Carrier
F=2 F=73 F=14.2 F=21 F=14.3 F=15.7 F=17.4
Talk 227.8+0.6a 200.8+1.5b 161.6+3b 143.2+1b 138.2+2b 123.8+0.7b  110.6+3.8b
Kaolin 232.440.2a 202+2b 171+2.2b 158.6+1.5b 148.4+1b 138.2+1b 118.6+1.8b
RM 234.240.2a 21946 a 192.8+4.6 a 182.44#55a 170.8#¢5.3a  161.8#456a 151.6%5.8a
SBM 233+1.5a 221.243.2a 200.4+6.8 a 190+6.3 a 177.6+6.7a  164.4+66a 152.8+58a
SFM 231.6+2a 217.6+3.7a 194+3.8 a 182.8+4.2a 172.24#4.7a 159+4.7 a 146+5.1 a
7 8 10 11 12
F=19.6 F=19.3 F=27.4 F=30.4 F=31.4 F=34.4
Talk 94.4+3.4 b 76.6+2.7¢c 56.2+2.7 ¢ 454428 ¢ 3l4+2c 22.6x16¢C
Kaolin 107.2+3.7b 99.2+2.4 b 81+1.2b 67+2.3b 55.8+2.7 b 422+14hb
RM 137.846 a 123.84¢5.5a 1114452 a 99.4+3.7 a 84138 a 71.2+3.4 a
SBM 142.8+5a 126.8+5.9 a 116.8+6.4 a 102.4+5.8 a 88.8454 a 73.2+46a
SFM 134.24¢5.1a 122.6+6.3 a 111.2+6.6 a 96.8+6.3 a 84.6+6.3 a 72.646.1a

.MQ,u;ﬁﬁpd)uT,z;;l,u,\gks:,u:ﬁg,FJ@u,ug‘(Jz,_uﬂ@,z,ww.au)o};.dﬁ)r

\

.g;.ﬂlu:g_ujT@,:%;|4;.n,uau;tUb;ﬁ -

1.Treatment in each column (the month after the start time of the experiment) who do not share any common
letter are statistically different (P < 0.05); 2 Month O refers to the beginning of the experiment; RM = Rapeseed

meal; SBM= Soybean meal; SFM= Sunflower meal
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Table 2. Comparison of Meloidogyne javanica Growth parameters in green beans pots containing Metarhizium
anisopliae on five different carriers 14 weeks after inoculation with nematode *

Treatments Gall Root Gall Eggs per g J2 perg Pf/Pi Control efficacy
(Formulation of numbers Index root soil
fungus isolate F=349.4 F=562.1 F=7223.4 F=664.2 F=638.5 F=553
437C)
Talk 107.4+4.6b 7140 b 3346+43.6b  169+4.2 b 94.6+2 b 39.5+15¢c
Kaolin 58.2+3.5 ¢ 46102 ¢ 1903+18.7¢c 101.8+2.8c 52.6+1.4c 66.3+0.7 b
RM 21+1.5d 1.1+0d 219+4.1d 42+1.8d 21+0.9d 86.5+0.4 a
SBM 22.2+2.6d 1.1+0d 219+4.2d 39.8+2d 19.9+1d 87.2+0.5a
SFM 21.2425d 1.2+0.1d 222+4.2d 42.4+1.8d 21.240.9d 86.41+0.7 a
Nematode alone  171.4+3.5a 9.5+0.2a 4343+24.7a 264.8+6.3a 157.1+4.6 a -
Fluopyram 24.2+42.1d 1.3+0d 221+4.2d 40.8+1.6d 20.4+0.8d 86.9+0.5a

...\.‘le.é.:ar.aL:L;)LaTJ.]éjjl-U)\.\uiju.:aQ)ﬁf&b)uf'¢6:_,».c§boj;~);‘
1 In each column, the treatments that do not share any common letter are statistically different. Data are means +
SE
RM = Rapeseed meal
SBM= Soybean meal
SFM= Sunflower meal
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Table 3. Comparison of tomato growth indices, nematode egg infection percentage, and Metarhizium anisopliae
establishment ability in soil and roots of Green beans plants in pots 14 weeks after inoculation with Meloidogyne

javanica !
Treatments Root Shoot Fruit CFU CFU Infected
(Formulation of Weight Weight (g) Weight (g) (g Root)! (g Soil) 2 Egg (%)
fungus isolate (@) F=111.2 F=404.4 F=306.8 F=270.4 F=306.7
437C) F=114.2
Talk 24+1.1b 31.2+1.2¢c 7.4+3.1c 5+0.2 ¢ 44.2+16¢C 23.6x1.7¢c
Kaolin 15.2+0.1c¢c 42442 b 104.6£7.5b 15.9+0.6 b 81+4 b 63+£1.6 b
RM 5.8+0.4d 72.243.3a 372.8+17.8 a 36.1+0.9a 124.2+12a 89.2+1.6a
SBM 7+0.3d 74.2+2.2 a 373.619.8 a 35.3+0.8 a 126+l a 90.4+2.1a
SFM 6.2+0.6 d 73.6+2.1a 380.6%5.5a 35.4+l1.1a 125+1.7 a 90.2+0.9 a
Nematode alone  34.2+2.1a 13.8+2.6d 0+0c - - -
Fluopyram 5.2+0.4d 7523 a 377.4+8.8 a — — —

..x;:,u;ﬁrag@uT,u;,-\.u)u@)u;ﬁgjf4§L¢uju,;‘@,.96uo}u);‘

.A}igf;l\~°):~\ili¢ii)3dfl$‘5})ddféam>w6LAJ.>\3>\A~“Y
Y In each column, the treatments that do not share any common letter are statistically different. Data are means +
SE
2 the of fungal colony—forming units (CFU) in the soil and roots should be multiplied by 10°
RM = Rapeseed meal
SBM= Soybean meal
SFM= Sunflower meal
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Abstract

The Metarhizium anisopliae, a valuable biocontrol agent against nematodes and insects, offers a promising
alternative. This study aimed to identify the most suitable carrier for the solid formulations of M. anisopliae for
effective control of tomato nematodes. Metarhizium anisopliae was cultivated in vitro on mung bean seeds,
and spore production was initiated after inoculation. The survival of fungal spores was investigated over 12
months using different carriers, including talc, kaolin, soybean meal, rapeseed meal, and sunflower meal.
Subsequently, the effectiveness of the fungus in these carriers against M. javanica on tomato plants was
assessed in a greenhouse experiment employing a completely randomized design. The oil seed meals
consistently exhibited the highest number of surviving spores throughout the 12—month study period. Among
the carriers tested, rapeseed meal, soybean meal, and sunflower meal demonstrated remarkable control efficacy
against M. javanica, with suppression rates of 86.5%, 87.2%, and 84.5%, respectively, comparable to the
commercial nematicide, Floyram (86.9%). Furthermore, these carriers exhibited superior colonization of the
rhizosphere and root tissues (36.1, 35.3, and 35.4 x 10° CFU in gram of root, respectively), contributing to
enhanced plant growth. Based on the findings, rapeseed meal, soybean meal, and sunflower meal present
promising bases for the development of an efficient carrier for the solid formulations against M. javanica.
Implementing such formulations could offer an environmentally friendly and economically viable strategy for
managing nematode infestations in tomato cultivation.
Keywords: Durability, Metarhizium anisopliae, biocontrol agent, root—knot nematode.
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