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Effects of Different Composts on Control of Tomato Bacterial Wilt
and Soil Microbial Functional Diversity

TAN Zhao-zan, XU Guang-mei, LIU Ke-xing, LIAO Zong-wen
( College of Resources and Environment, South China Agricultural University, Guangzhou 510642, China)

Abstract: A pot experiment was carried out to study the effects of different composts with ditferent maturi-
ties and inoculation on tomato growth and soilborne disease suppression in the greenhouse. The regulating
functions of different composts on soil microbial community were studied by Biolog method. The results
showed that all composts could increase the plant height and biomass obviously, and the disease severity
was reduced. The effect of two-time inoculated compost on controlling bacterial wilt was better than those
of one-time inoculated and non-inoculated composts. The effects of the composts with different composting
time were not significantly different. Average well color development (AWCD) and soil microbial func-
tional diversity indices ( Shannon index, Simpson index and McIntosh index) of 30-day composts were in-
creased at early stage, while those of 20-day composts were increased at middle and late stages. Com-

pared to one-time inoculated and non-inoculated composts, two-time inoculated composts could increase

AWCD and soil microbial diversity indices more rapidly.
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Tab.1 Nutrient content of tested composts
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HERE 4 30 d X ER AR 337.3 18.6 19.4 22.3
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HAE 6 30 d 2 EMBE 2443 23.0 23.6 27.0
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Tab.5 AWCD variation of soil microbial community dur-

ing tomato growth

BEE AR EE AWCD

15 d (HiHE) 33d (H54) 55d (J558)

CK 1.054 +0.012f 1.3010.003¢ 1.365 =0.010e
TI  1.131 £0.011e 1.261+0.073¢ 1.394 +0.022d
T2  1.207£0.020d 1.399 +0.041b 1.405 +0.004d
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T6 1.449+0.009a 1.559 +0.003a 1.819 +0.004a
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Fig.1 Variation of functional diversity indices of soil microbial
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