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Table 1. Growth parameters of tomato plant (mean = SE) in grafted plants and ungrafted 50 and 70
days after grafting

Time (day) Growth parameters Number  Ungrafted plants  Grafted plants
Height (cm) 15 18.73+0.405° 25.86+1.211°
Stem diameter (mm) 15 4.09+0.0932 4.08+0.1242

50 Leaf area (cm?) 15 9.07+£0.5642 5.62+0.378"
Number of node 15 10.6+0.163? 11.13+0.291°
Leaf number 15 11.73+0.2062 12.13+0.291°
Height (cm) 15 27.66+1.022° 32.86+4.352%
Stem diameter (mm) 15 4.41+0.115% 4.58+0.203%

75 Leaf area (cm?) 15 9.06+0.6072 6.22+0.643"
Number of node 15 13.2+0.3552 15.01+0.368"
Leaf number 15 14.13+0.363" 15.8+0.368°

Means with the same letters in each row are not significantly different (t-student test, p= 0.05)
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Table 2. Fresh and dry root weight of tomato plant (mean + SE) in grafted and ungrafted plants

Growth parameters Number Ungrafted plants Grafted plants
Fresh weight (g) 15 1.06+0.094° 3.78+0.359°
Dry weight (g) 15 0.23+0.017° 0.65+0.062*

Means with the same letters in each row are not significantly different (t-student test, p=0.05)
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Table 3. Biological parameters of Tuta absoluta (mean + SD) in grafted and ungrafted plants

Biological parameters Number Ungrafted plants  Grafted plants
Total fecundity (egg/female in 8 days) 15 21.90 + 1.24° 12,11 + 2,012
Egg hatching (%) 15 85.49 + 1.931° 84.38 +2.721°
Larval developmental time (day) 15 8.93+2.3° 1146+1.16°
Pupal developmental time (day) 15 6.93+0.70° 7.75+0.78*
Pre-larval period (embryonic developmental 15 453+0.91° 4.66+1.18°2
period)

Means with the same letters in each row are not significantly different (t-student test, p=0.05)
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Figure 1. Total phenol content of tomato (mg/g fresh matter) on different treatment and on
different days after infection with Tuta absoluta
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Abstract

In this study, the effect of grafting of tomato on eggplant rootstock were investigated on growth
indices of the tomato plant and biological parameters of Tuta absoluta (Meyrick) (Lep.:
Gelechiidae). In order to evaluate of fertility and fecundity, a pair of adult insects (male and female)
of T. absoluta, with less than 24 h age, were kept on each plant (grafted and non-grafted). Then, one
egg (in 15 replications) was placed on each plant to measure the developmental period of embryonic,
larval and papal stages until adult insect emergence. Seventy-five days after grafting, except the stem
diameter, all growth indices of grafted plants including plant height, number of nodes and leaves
were significantly higher than non-grafted plants. Also, weight of fresh and dry root of grafted plants
were higher compare to non-grafted plants. Larval and pupal developmental period of T. absoluta
fed on grafted plants were significantly higher than non-grafted plants. Besides, the mean fecundity
of the adult female of T. absoluta was lower on grafted plants. Amount of total phenol content in
different days after infestation with T. absoluta indicated a significant increase in grafted plant.
Results of this research clearly showed that the grafting of tomato plants on eggplant rootstocks
could be an effective approach for increasing of plant growth and subsequently its resistance to T.
absoluta.
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