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Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean squares) of the measured treatments of orobanche in Arbuscular Mycorrhizal
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Figure 1- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on the number of orobanche nodules on the roots of tomato
(LSD) 5l 20y ) LS)L‘J v (g)b sxe (.S)L"] O] S ydio Bg > (gl)b (sla gt
Columns with the same letter do not significantly differ at the 1% level (LSD)

8.5
8.0 a
v 7.5
i
. 8 6.0 g
El 2 55
3 5.0
35 a5
T 4.0 c
2 2 35 ¢
4 £ 30
c 25
: 5
% 10
0.5
0.0
150 200 sl U3 L sl
Wi
1585 ,YoSus)] g B)los
ArbuscularMycorrhizal(kg ha'l)

sl U5 Bl alas s 152,55k ¥ gSmnf )6 (sl Lo il Y USS
Figure 2- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on the stem number of orobanche
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Figure 3- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on orobanche dry weight
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Figure 4- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on time of emergence of orobanche on the soil surface
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Figure 5- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on ratio of orobanche dry weight: tomato shoot dry weight
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Figure 6- The relationship between tomato shoot dry weight with orobanche dry weight: tomato shoot dry weight
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean squares) of the measured treatments of tomato in Arbuscular Mycorrhizal

Ot @l g3l ar s (Sdaags algpelal SWid 159 (SN 5 SWd (59 4 (U8 audy, SWiS (19 Moy

S.0.V df Shoot dry weight of tomato Percent of root dry weight: total dry weight of tomato
o 5 43.74" 53.46°
Treatments
k> 18 0.78 10.19
Error
CV(/) &y oy 8.12 13.87

Mo doyd N g0 phaw jd FHgF
* and **: significant at the 1% and 5% probability levels
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Figure 7- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on shoot dry weight of tomato
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Columns with the same letter do not significantly differ at the 1% level (LSD)
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Figure 8- The effect of Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on the percent of root dry weight: total dry weight of tomato
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Columns with the same letter do not significantly differ at the 1% level (LSD)
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