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Comparative Test on Eight Varieties of Sugarcane
XIA Li-hong, HUANG Biao, LI Jiang-ping et al
Abstract
same cultivation condition, comparative test of eight sugarcane varieties was carried out in Dongfanghong Farm. The agronomic characters, yield,

(Dongfanghong Farm, Zhanjiang Bureau of Reclamation, Leizhou, Guangdong 524251)
[ Objective | To obtain the high-yield and high-efficient sugarcane, and to popularize good sugarcane varieties. [ Method ] Under the

glucose content and perennial root were researched. [ Result] Varieties ROC22 and Taitang 922668 grew rapidly in early stage. The stem length
and stem weight were prominent; yield was relatively high. Therefore, these two varieties were relatively excellent varieties among the testing
samples. However, Taitang 92-2668 got a high rate of worm section rate and low glucose content. Besides, ROC16 also had high glucose content,
and its yield might be significantly improved if strengthening the management of sewage sludge during the growth stage, so that ROC16 had a cer-

tain popularization value in Dongfanghong Farm.
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Table 1 Comparison of the emergence rate, tillering rate, dead heat rate and plant height of the early growth period of tested varieties

e SR ST E I SRR Y S T e
il Total plant Axial Emergency Tillers ST Number of Dead heart 8
. Tillering plant
Variety number shoot rate number te.// % dead heart rate height //
/f;k /f‘* % +* rate ‘0 plants// +* % €12 cm
£ 5 978 Taitang 978 98.89 28.78 41.11 70.11 70.76 2.44 2.51 aA 145.83 aA
£ B 0237 Taitang 0237 116.00 29.22 41.75 86.78 74.87 2.44 2.28 aA 167.93 abAB
£ 1592 —2668 Taitang 92-2668 78.11 21.11 30. 16 57.00 72.87 3.44 4.96 aA 171.57abAB
ROC22 114.00 32.22 46.03 81.78 71.81 2.78 2.46 aA 196.48 bcB
EHE 2 5 Liangtang 2 107.89 32.33 46.19 75.56 69.96 2.33 2.18 aA 169.75 abAB
ROC16 75.78 33.22 47.46 42.56 56.00 2.44 3.26 aA 167.72 abAB
£ 8% 97/5569 Taitang 97/5569 41.67 15.56 22.22 26.11 62.14 1.22 3.11 aA 167.24 abAB
Bk 60 Yuetang 60 105. 56 28.89 41.27 76. 66 72.28 3.78 3.51 aA 207.31 cB

TR PR 3 EE I, FSIARVNG R TR0 378 225948 0. 05 0. 01 K- |- B3
Note: Data in the table were the mean values of three repetitions. Different lowercases and capital letters indicated significant differences at 0.05 and 0. 01
levels, respectively.
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Table 2 Comparison of stem length, stem diameter, stem weight, productive tiller and worm section rate of tested varieties in mature stage

Ty FHET

S A 25 K 7 % BV
\Dii T;};ty A::Eri?;?stm Avgir;iitj:m siﬁglirz%:m Pmdﬁf\(/e tiller Wofnzeftion
length // cm em weight // kg 2%/hm’ rate // %
508 978 Taitang 978 276.87 abA 2.62 aA 1.26 aA 63 492.45 beB 19.82 aA
£ 8 0237 Taitang 0237 248.27 aA 2.82 abABC 1.39 abAB 62 698.80 bcB 28.50 abAB
£ Hi 92 —2668 Taitang 92-2668 289.60 bAB 3.00 beABC 1.63 abcAB 54 762.15 bcAB 49.36 dC
ROC22 332.73 ¢B 3.04 becABC 2.07 cB 52 381.20 bAB 28.60 abAB
EAE 2 5 Liangtang 2 279.87 abA 2.53 aA 1.30 aA 69 682.95 cB 22.39 aA
ROCI16 260.87 abA 2.71 abAB 1.46 abAB 56 667.00 bcB 30.30 abcAB
EHi 97/5569 Taitang 97/5569 240.13 aA 3.24 cC 2.00 cB 34 444,65 aA 38.47 beBC
L 60 Yuetang 60 258.27 abA 3.20 cBC 1.83 bcAB 59 524.05 beB 40.49 cdBC

T R TR 3 KR B TR WOTAR/NG K5 S flFor 25 720,05 0.01 KF L5 5.
Note: Data in the table were the mean values of three repetitions. Different lowercases and capital letters indicated significant differences at 0.05 and 0. 01
levels, respectively.
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Table 3 Comparison of the yield, field brix, glucose content and maturity of tested varieties in harvesting stage
. RET T L 4> A
Variety Average yzleld Aver'age field Glucose content Maturity
kg/hm brix // % % %
E 4 978 Taitang 978 86 536.95 bA 15.36 aA 8.92 aA 95.64
B8 0237 Taitang 0237 88 677.90 bA 17.48 bcAB 11.22 beBC 103.13
5% 92 —2668 Taitang 92-2668 91 521.60 bA 15.44 aA 9.02 aAB 109.56
ROC22 121 923.75 ¢B 17.93 ¢B 11.71 ¢C 102.31
[ 2 5 Liangtang 2 88 630.35 bA 15.91 aAB 9.52 aABC 100. 86
ROC16 84 187.95 bA 17.97 ¢B 11.75 ¢C 103.20
£ 5% 97/5569 Taitang 97/5569 61 567.65 aA 15.57 aA 9.15 aAB 93.59
B 60 Yuetang 60 82 828.80 bA 16.46 abAB 10. 11 abABC 112.46
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Note: Data in the table were the mean values of three repetitions. Different lowercases and capital letters indicated significant differences at 0.05 and 0. 01

levels, respectively.
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Table 4 Comparison of the perennial root indexes of the tested varieties in mature stage

B RECESS SRR BRCEE V347 HH ) e Wiy R
'\]/u et Average stem Average stem Productive tiller Average field Glucose Average yield
anety length // cm diameter // cm 2%/hm” brix // % content // % kg/hm’
£ 5 978 Taitang 978 271.47 bcAB 2.71 aA 63 364.95 bA 17.33 aA 11.06 80 000. 40
£ Bl 0237 Taitang 0237 248.20 abcAB 3.03 aA 56 324.40 bA 19.03 aA 12.90 75 701. 10
£ 8592 —2668 Taitang 92-2668 238.87 abcAB 2.87 aA 51 507.15 abA 16.81 aA 10.50 71 197.65
ROC22 282.27 ¢B 2.88 aA 47 431.05 abA 17.58 aA 11.32 82 408. 65
EAE 2 5 Liangtang 2 268.80 bcAB 2.71 aA 57 806.70 bA 17.22 aA 10.94 87 082.05
ROCl16 260.60 bcAB 2.88 aA 50 766. 15 abA 18.71 aA 12.55 68 541.15
£ 15 97/5569 Taitang 97/5569 210.40 aA 3.00 aA 31 867.80 aA 17.21 aA 10.93 38 694.00
BBk 60 Yuetang 60 228.43 abAB 2.82 aA 43 354.95 abA 17.22 aA 10.94 52 381.20

FE R PR 3 EE VI, FFIARVNG RS TR0 3R 22548 0. 05 0. 01 K- 1 B3

Note: Data in the table were the mean values of three repetitions. Different lowercases and capital letters indicated significant differences at 0.05 and 0. 01

levels, respectively.
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Fig.5 Soil erosion grade of reserve area in project area
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