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Induced Resistance of Endophyte XG-1 against

Fusarium Wilt of Watermelon

SUN Zheng-xiang, WANG Feng,ZHOU Yi*
(College of Agriculture, Yangtze University,Jingzhou 434025, China)

Abstract: This experiment studied the induced resistance of endophytic bacterium XG-1 against
Fusarium wilt of watermelon by taking the content variation of MDA and the activity variation of
four defense enzymes including PAL,POD,PPO and CAT as the indexes. The results showed that
the activities of the four defense enzymes in leaves of watermelon plants treated by bacterial sus-
pension of endophyte XG-1 were all higher than the control. After the leaves were treated by
XG-1 bacterial suspension and Fusarium oxysporum {. sp niveum (FON), the activity of PAL
showed two peeks on the 4th day and the 10th day,1. 86 and 1. 52 times higher than the control,
respectively; the activities of POD and PPO both exhibited the peek on the 4th day,increased by
52.6% and 57.1% ,respectively; the activity of CAT exhibited the peek on the 5th day,increased
by 56. 4% ; MDA content firstly descended and then gradually ascended, falling to the lowest on
the 4th day,dropped by 33.1%. The results suggest that induced resistance is one of the impor-
tant mechanisms by strain XG-1 in control of watermelon Fusarium wilt.
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