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Screening the tolerance of tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum L.) cultivars and landraces to
Egyptian broomrape (Orobanche aegyptiaca pers.) under greenhouse conditions
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Table 1- Mean comparison of shoot and root dry weight and height tomato cultivars and landraces in control and

infected treatments and percentage of decrease in shoot and root dry weight in tomato cultivars and landraces in
presence of broomrape

(aals) u‘i'f“"}? k;;’r.d 6Lhoéj 3 (\5)‘
Tomato cultivars and landraces

(Control treatments)

(dals b aglin 53 03 JT) (S jpar 5 o (slaos 5 5 1

Tomato cultivars and landraces

(Infected treatments compared to control treatments)

P B STRC S PO ey, TS S s 7 s
_ ] ) _ @l slapltl glaplul i . Ak oS
e S o sl ol slapldl f (62 ) (A y3) 4
Tomato 5 5 Eg;f Root dry () (e als pootfresh Y
cultivarsand  shoot fresh ~ Shootdry  yeight  Weldht Shootfresh  Shootdry  \yejghtloss Rootdry
landraces weight (gr)  weight (gr) (gr) weight loss  weight loss (%) weight
(gr) (%) (%) loss (%)
CaljN3 17447 2.834 5227 0.72%"  36.73° 41.24 90.21®  83.95°C
CH-Falat 18.6697 3.83"! 6.420"  0.79%" 44500 60.27>¢ 9333  86.73%
Primo-Falat 20.55 4.10M 758+ 0.95¢¢ 24,08 56.56°° 90.957¢  80.85M
Falat Y-Falat 16.621 3,14/ 4.84% 0.53" 41.49°" 73.75%¢ 9367  86.74%C
Karoon_Falat  23.61°" 4.55°1 61740 0.77%h 5193 63.90%¢ 93.61®  89.07%¢
FWbPelopride  g0gar asse se2t 077" 4652 69.775¢ 95.46® 9343w
Hyb.PS 6515  19.3491 4.06 4580 0.68"  43.43% 63.31%¢ 95.65% 85,720
Hyb.Speedy 22.60° 4.67¢ 4550 07200 3g.74eh 68.74% 89.63"¢ 88,350
Hyb.EdenF1  21.54% 4.68% 6.80%"  103%9 52,5829 72.27%4 95.70% 91,842
Hyb.Firenze 20.48 3.40" 488" 0629  40.91%" 54,1209 94.49%  87.95¢¢
Hyb'Pest‘)p“de 22.63¢ 4.97¢ 452" 0.76%" 483209 68.95%¢ 81.42° 80.25¢
Hyb.Comodoro  14.99) 2.81! 4669 0627 15199 44.11% 84.67°¢  86.68%C
Hyb.DRD 8564  22.80¢" 4.66° 6.00%"  0.91¢"  27.71% 54,27 ¢ 01.46%°  86.98%°
Hyb.Xaman 24.34%9 4.44¢1 442" 091%h  36.99¢" 64.18%¢ 82.31%  27.55¢
Hyb.Super et 24.47%% 5.38°9 77190 112 14,04 45.85¢ 01.60*°  89.70%
Hyb.amapola ~ 24.99%9 5,560 7.0600 0979 32.08" 62.1109 95.01% 9165
Superstar 32.97%¢ 6.725¢  11.68°  1.49®  50.09%9 72.01%¢ 95.22% 90,98
Queen 2274 32.64%¢ 7.88° 13100 154 61.19%1 79.642¢ 95.70%  92.21%
Super Chef 29.16%¢ 4,950 8.88¢  0.89%" 62,69 71.332¢ 96.84%  92.74%¢
Urbana 30.710¢ 3.90%" 7504  1.10% 93.072 73.87¢ 98.59° 95.82
GS15 26.62¢1 4.69% 8720 1.04%f 8829 86.54° 95.34%  91.38
Marconi F1 26.36°1 5.83¢¢ 9.00¢  1.09%  91.85%® 80.44¢ 97.12%  94.12%
Mobil 30.4407 6,25 818+  1.00°°  46.50¢ 65.18%¢ 92.73® 8553
Esfahan 38,220 7.69% 18418 2.42° 86.84%¢ 83.14% 96.78%  06.13°
Mazandaran 35.60% 7.48% 1248  1.63° 47.11°9 72,57 97.23 9519
Kalaghan 32.41%¢ 5.67¢¢ 858  0.80%"  50.71 67.7151 9447 90,775
khorasan 34,58 6.340 827%f 0979 76.05%¢ 83.46% 96.33% 89,23

(P 0.05) w1 (g ls sme oDl cdizn 5 2hin 9 S5 (glyls Jolio st 55 S ol Kl

Values with the same letter within a column are not significantly different (p< 0.05).
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Table 2- Mean comparison of number (shoot+tubercle), fresh weight (shoot, tubercle, total) and dry (total) of broomrape

S per S (slaes 5 5 0 Bl sl Bl 50558 () areat 55y (IS o5 (8 JS eSas 05
Tomato cultivars & Shoot Shoot fresh Tubercle fresh Total fresh Total dry weight
landraces number weight (gr) weight (gr) weight (gr) (gr)
Cal-jN3 6.66%9" 3.97%¢ 14.76% 22.24® 1.21¢h
CH-Falat 11.00%¢ 2.75°f 10.68"F 13.43¢h 1.66°"
Primo-Falat 12.00%® 6.47° 14.06%¢ 20.54%°¢ 2.21%¢
Falat Y-Falat 9.00°9 3.302f 13.60°¢ 16.90% 1.62¢h
Karoon_falat 6.66%9 3.86%¢ 11.10°¢ 14.97"F 1.85¢"
Hyb.Petopride 11 6.00%¢ 4,17 9.17%9 10.29¢ 0.92fh
Hyb.PS 6515 7.33%9 2.07¢f 11.62°¢ 13.69%" 1.62¢h
Hyb.Speedy 10.00%¢ 1.55¢f 12.67°¢ 14.23%9 1.710h
Hyb.Eden F1 6.66%9 0.82¢ 6.46%9 7.0197 0.90™
Hyb.Firenze 7.00¢¢ 2.15¢f 9.730f 11.88% 1.916
Hyb.Petopride 5 5.66 2.02¢f 14.72% 16.74" 2.00%9
Hyb.Comodoro 9.00°9 3.10f 11.67"¢ 13.73¢h 1.37¢h
Hyb.DRD 8564 7.00%9 5.25%¢ 11.98°¢ 17.242¢ 3.15°
Hyb.Xaman 13.332 1.78%f 13.03%¢ 14.82bf 1.52¢h
Hyb.Super Set 8.0009 4,19 18.972 23.37° 3.09%
Hyb.amapola 6.33%9 5.80% 10.26° 16.06% 2.70%¢
Superstar 7.33%9 5.96% 9.26°9 12,13+ 1.9929
Queen 2274 5.00¢ 3.69%¢ 10.66"" 14.36%9 1.9429
Super Chef 6.00%9 3.97%¢ 8.88¢¢ 12.86%" 1.67¢h
Urbana 6.66%9 0.93¢f 5.601 6.53M 0.829"
GS15 5.33 0.72¢f 9.25%9 2.741 0.94%h
Marconi F1 6.33%9 1.519f 4,339 5.34i 0.70"
Mobil 9.33%f 3.28%f 14.86% 18.15%¢ 2.43%¢
Esfahan 6.33%9 0.00f 10.23°f 10.23¢ 0.96""
Mazandaran 10.66%¢ 2.41°f 14.92% 17.332¢ 2.46%¢
Kalaghan 8.669 2.930f 12.050¢ 14.990 1.85¢h
khorasan 6.33%9 2.830f 7.53%9 9.42M 2.11%f

Values with the same letter within a column are not significantly different (p< 0.05).
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Screening the tolerance of tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum L.) cultivars and
landraces to Egyptian broomrape (Orobanche aegyptiaca pers.) under
greenhouse conditions

M. Shooryabi', E. 1zadi Darbandi?”, M. H. Rashed Mohassel®, A. Ganjeali*

Abstract

In order to study to evaluate the tolerance of some tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum L.) cultivars
and landraces to Egyptian broomrape (Orobanche aegyptiaca pers.) an experiment was conducted
as completely randomized design with 3 replications in greenhouse conditions. In this experiment,
23 cultivars and 4 landraces of tomato were planted in two series of treatments (infected and
uninfected (control) with broomrape). Results showed that tomato cultivars and landraces had a
significant difference in their biomass and broomrape reduced fresh and dry weight of all all tomato
cultivars and landraces significantly. Urbana, GS15, Marconi cultivars and all landraces of tomato
were the most susceptible hosts to broomrape. In contrast Cal-jN3, Primo, Hyb.Petopride V,
Hyb.Xaman and Hyb.Super Set showed lowest loss percent of shoot and root dry weight in present
of broomrape compared to other cultivars. Also, comparison of tomato landraces and cultivars
showed that despite higher biomass production of the landraces in control treatments, they were
more susceptible and suffered more severe damage in infected treatments.
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