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Abstract

This experiment took healthy germchit’s half stem of three varieties of sugarcane such as Funong
39, Guiliu 05-136, Guiliu 05-129 and the half stem of ROC 22 with infected virus as the source of
germchit. Through the comparison of the agronomic trait of these varieties’ new planted sugar-
cane, the chlorophyll fluorescence parameters, output and quality, and the investigation on the
tillering and sprout of perennial root in the next year, it found out the fundamental difference be-
tween healthy germchit of new planted sugarcane and the germchit with infected virus. It was
shown that no smut occurred to the new plant with healthy germchit during the seedling stage of
perennial root sugarcane. The output of these varieties was higher than the output of ROC 22. Af-
ter the frost, the content of chlorophyll, Fv/Fo and Fv/Fm in Guiliu 05-136 and Guiliu 05-129 were
higher than ROC 22, which indicated that the cold resistance of Guiliu 05-136 and Guiliu 05-129
were superior to ROC 22.
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1. 5]

HREAE MR« AR08 S98 F5A50 F — IBERA " 25500 XE AR 2 B0H BRIB™ 10%, 21531 50%,
JRE DX S I B O PR L[] [2] 0 R A A i e S5 AL S IR BORRAT B BI5 ¥ 1 908 7593 1 4 B S5
FM—FAROEE, EPMERAE, RAH SRR, RWE R R SR, a4
WA 2T B 2 H TR G HEE R MURAIA . 7ErHi 55890 5 (10 2 BEORZ —[3]. Brah 22 52) T H R
A, RAWZIRMER. Bl TEERE, ZBAmEREMR. fErn. BRSNS, T8
MORAE, M RIERGAZIRIL . TREAR R IRARIR L R, 2R G0 22 5 115 IR R R B R .

FEAEF= b, b R R P v AT LB e RE P 30% A L SR H R SR L AAE S L
ZIMAE 60% LA E[1], SERAEHREMR . Huk, K5I H R BER d Biia fa RURAR . FEM Xt
RSP, HE NP g R v R AR R R S O, (Rt R AL AR

WrahE 22 SRR SRMEH G0 22 S (kgifi), BN COAERZ R TH G0 22 S Rm A
B RAE[4]-[8], AR =N H e A AP BEAt i SOR LS H G0 22 S (i) iligxt th. whisg
WY, G B 22 SRR R R TR A R A B T AN LR AR S BU™ ELE ™, LEARAR 39 S B Uk
PR REIS 649% LA L, T HLAE MR BEFE SRR Bt Lt t DL SR AR AL PR, RN A RORAL T . eI
W R K. B, (AR B AR G0 22 SR A A B CRIZIA R R INFEEL .

2. KM BSERZE
2.1, KR
VOANFERL: &8s 22 5 CRIGEEFN ) VR ORI H:A00 05-136. FEMD 05-129. 4K 39 5.
2.2. W+
WIS RE, RBCR A e A BNLX A BT, 547X, 1758 1 m, AXHEAK 50 m?, 3 KE
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ANFEH R EAR ZIRIR . AR B A AR HER

A5 ZERE, FRPEN 8000 2£/667 m?. LAHTEAIHT G 22 SR AN IR, /NX L ERAE 3 4706 Bl
VENGRY T . BIHEIRE T 2012 4F 12 H 31 HAfE, Hhtaak 39 5 i FRIERIERE, T 2013 42 H 3 HFf
o P EERR R P LA, 4F 667 m? VAt A HLIE 50 Kg. N. P. K Huf5l 4 15: 15; 15 FIE A E 30 Kg[9]
[10], FHEG B, 76/ BEI & kb F4E 667 m? i JR % 15 Kg, M5 HEAT RIS 1. KA,
BEATRHS . Hofl R R 5 M K A — 2 YRR 2014 £ 2 H 28 H.

23. MEMEESNE

WESMEMTE: 201344 H 20 HilH %, LR ME=AEE, SMEEITH 317 x 10
K). 2014 4 4 H 25 HiAE HIRIE R R ARk . ZRBEAUIR HUNTE RO 2 . SRR R0 R 45 (M b3 =
ANEG, BAEES 31T x 10 KIXHEH; O & B HIA) . 2013 45 9. 10, 11 A e H g 4%
RO R(CEAIKE 45:45: LR TORIRIE) 12 A T A= 2R 01 & GELLRK 60 A, 2370 5 bk &
Efp, REE, EEES), BIRERIET, 2013 4 12 A FA). B4E 2 B RAE H RS R,
AN AR BTN 6 Wk H FEMEREAEAT M, 75170 KA 2 B S0 2 0 H AN Pl R v (L B k) L
JRETRE A 2 OFE v~ BE v 35 7 5 L IRV 30 B b 40 (VU HR 366 3 920) 55, H I 4 3R 9 e il s (3 FH PAM-2000
AR R 9B LON T M PS ITEK G F R (FvIFm) . PS I K60 i LE 5 44 (Fv/Fo) o

2.4. BIEALTE

TRIGEHE K Excel2003 BHAT R GIME, SR &0 w45 8 K DPST7.55 [RGu i AFdk T Gi 145
Mo

3. BREHh
3.1. FRIHESRMAORZHREE

B 1 aTEH, B EBE 22 5 AR BB Fh R IR HY T 2R BESR AN B A TR 05-136. AR 39 5.
FEMD 05-129, FhimtHLE A, EIEHUR PR S BRIy FEMD 05-136. #:490 05-129. Hr &l 22 5.
MEAR 39 5, BRAEAR 39 S4b, HEW A IIE IR AR S TR 22 5. RUEH G 22 5RKM
BEMETHOEBEAE KA, BEERAERKPAKREIER, SRR R HIRE LRI

32. FAEHEEMIEZLF AR

3.2.1. FEISAMMEZE~E

AN [R] ok TR 2 25 B AR IR E 5.102~8.4131/667 m?, -1t 25 )y 6.8221/667 m?, =AM B
AP H T P A TR G 22 SRR I R . H R AR T R R R MR
R, PZEE, SWERBEH G 22 J5 I H B 2 BRI SURE), XSRS TN,
IRASTCIE AT UL, R G R 22 7™ S i B IR N (5 2).

322 AREERMH SRR

B2 3 A AL, fE 12 AWsE, AESFEH R BV AR a0 22 S, B2 A
DS RE RERE 7y« REVTER AR AR 39 S B, B4R 2 A & SR 0 R Ay . R I T
12 AR,

ANE] SRR RE VT B A AR 12 A4 AR IEAE 82.87%~86.61%, “T-14J A 85.37%, L KA EEMI 05-136
KT P, BEVHE A2 N EMRAR IR A HAR 39 5. H:Ml 05-129. &b 22 5. kEMI 05-136; ¥
£ 2 H, AN ShRD (VT B 4 A 86.65%~89.22%, T2 4 88.30%, bt Gk 22 S TAEAR 39 5,
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Table 1. Comparison of agronomic characters of different materials

=L ARLEHR IR

hi HTE#(%) TR R (%) SYBEZ(%) hisi(cm) 254%(mm) FZE T (kg)
BEkE 225 45.83 68.06 68.27 406 27.95 2.025
FEMI 05-136 37.22 82.22 67.31 4,06 30.37 2117
FEMI 05-129 29.58 75.56 65.08 4.23 27.66 1.883
HEAR 39 % 30.83 55.42 40.64 3.64 30.53 2.167

Table 2. Comparison of different sugarcane varieties of cane yield and sugar content (the February 28, 2014 harvest)
2. AEHERMIEZTESPEE (2014 £ 2 A 28 HIR)

JEZE7 5 (t)
A ) ) PR R (1) Lt CK+(%) P8 HEEL (667 m?P)
AR 39 8.167 8.582 8.491 8.413 A 64.90 1231 A
FEHI 05-129 6.922 7.213 6.967 7.034B 37.87 1.000 B
FEHI 05-136 6.594 6.938 6.682 6.738C 32.07 0.909 C
WEh 25 4,955 5.290 5.061 5.102 D 0.00 0.736 D

NG REROR R 5 AR G0 22 2RI E 0.05 K TP EFEE: KREFRER 001K PFERESE.
Note: abcd means 0. 05 remarkable levels, ABCD means 0. 01 remarkable levels in test between treatment and check.

Table 3. Comparison of quality in different sugarcane varieties
7 3. PRIAMHE AR

o HEERENE ) (%) BEVTHEEE (%) T )41 (%) FETTIE SR 2> (%)

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
Wman22 s 13.74 14.42 18.90 18.30 85.80 89.22 055 0.43
FEH 05-136 12.03 13.49 17.60 18.30 82.87 86.65 0.62 0.53
FEA 05-129 13.03 14.22 18.10 19.00 86.19 88.11 0.48 0.30
Ak 39 5 13.50 14.63 18.10 19.00 86.61 89.21 031 0.34

W 1252013 412 F 21 HECRENSE, 2 4 2014 4 2 J1 28 HEURENIE .

THEBIE TP YA, B 05-129 T AEMN 05-136, H EHARTOFAME . SORE SRR E A e
2 A ACTE I R T 12 A 4K

AN [ i P FEE 3 R B 0 AE 12 H PSR AE 0.31%~0.62%, ~F- 2141 N 0.49%, H i A4 05-136 f % = »
W J5 M s BARAK OB 08 22 5. HEAID 05-129. 4EAR 39 s TEMAE 2 H, AR I RE & M 43 7E
0.30%~0.53%, A 05-136 H)f R, HUOHEME 22 5. #8K 39 5, SN 05-129. &G
JERE Y E 12 H 5 34F 2 AMIEL, BtEak 39 S4h, HAHEK.

3.3. FRIHERM—LLEEBE FHEELR

331 FEIGAMHERSEBLERSH

M4 TIEM, f£2013 49 A, MMM SRS ERABIEEER, Hal 22 5HnagEsd
A T AR = AN SR, JLHe, RN 05-129>4R 4% 39 5 >4 05-136.

2013 10 I, &AM E TS B IR : M 05-136. 454k 39 5. HiahE 22 5. KM
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05-129, M, HAAHEMD 05-136 LLAEAMN 05-129 iA 3 B EME2 Ry XSRS 3 S B4 2013 4F 9 H Sk
BTG, HAHEhE 22 5 50 05-129 FEIRLLECR, 1A% 44.03%. 45.53%, FEM) 05-136 HHa4k 39
SN 26.94%. 39.56%.

2014 4F 11 H, & H R SR i S 21 35 B B s B AR O - BN 05-136. AR 39 5. A 05-129.
HrebE 22 5 Horr, FEMD 05-136. 484K 39 5 4R R K& B 2013 4F 10 H WA 1Y =, BEIE 43 51 4 8.33%.
2.27%; G 22 5. HENI 05-129 H AT RF%, BElR 2> 318 32.04%. 7.15%.

ZE L RTIR, B 60 22 5 EEMN 05-129 ISR R I P2 B N 2013 4 9 H 2 11 H HFEE RIS, FE) 05-136.
HEAR 39 FOLBEAK, JERA TR .

3.3.2. FEIGEMIHRRIENSE ST

Fv/Fo Al Fv/Fm & FI -5 PS I A RS MERUE M DERER AL B [11]-[14]. 425 nTLAE . FEH 05-136
SHERD 05-129 19 Fv/Fo PSR TH 60 22 5, 7353 28.24%. 19.29%, JLHHEM) 05-136 Bk & 4k
22 SIE MR 3 22 5, BN 05-129 BT 6 M 22 ‘S IA B35 72 s 48K 39 5 FIFo (HICH 6 0 22 'S 7.77%.

6 A, & SR SRR I FVIFm ST G 22 5, B B ARAK KON : HE 05-136 A4 05-129.

Table 4. Chlorophyll content in leaves for different cultivars in different treatments
i 4. FESMAEREH AN SRS 2

4¢3 (mg/g)
ep
9H 10 A 11 H
e 22 5 2771 Aa 1812 Aa 1963 Aa
FEMI 05-129 2.697 Aa 1.583 A ab 1.619Bb
WAk 395 2.619Aa 1.551 A ab 1364Cc
FEMI 05-136 2480 Aa 1.469 Ab 1.054Dd

Table 5. Comparison of Fv/Fo of different cultivars after low temperature (February 26, 2014)
72 5. {RIRE& @M Fv/Fo EE3R (2014 £ 2 B 26 A)

Fv/Fo
fn F Lt CK+(%) B2/
1 2 3
FEAN 05-136 1512 1.442 1.254 1403 Aa 28.24 1
FEMN 05-129 1.276 1.357 1.282 1.305 AB a 19.29 2
HEhE22 5 1.104 1.083 1.096 1.094 BC b 0.00 3
mR 395 1.022 0.946 1.060 1.009Chb -7.77 4

Table 6. Comparison of Fv/Fm of different cultivars after low temperature (February 26, 2014)
7= 6. REER M= FviFm L9 #7(2014 £ 2 B 26 H)

Fv/Fm
A £ Et CK+(%) B2/
1 2 3
FEMI 05-136 0.782 0.762 0.770 0771 Aa 753 1
FEMI 05-129 0.722 0.747 0.789 0.753 Aab 5.02 2
AR 39 5 0.722 0.741 0.774 0.746 A ab 4.04 3
HEE 22 5 0.741 0.707 0.703 0.717 Ab 0.00 4
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WA 39 5. HEkE 225, SRl EahE 22 55 7.53%. 5.02%. 4.04%, WA HEMI05-136 53 & 22

BAIAT R E R,
4. ¥

Mk H A R A FT B e R R RS R AW TS R R A R AL T AR B R S
BRI B KI8T 6 B8 22 592 i 32.07%~64.90%, H JE Sy [ AR 25 Bl B 1o 23.51%~67.26%, 1A M i 2 22 57
X5 H AW FE BT SOV S [4] [5] [7] [8]o FHULZRM, H REAE R e ™ 5 R 9 7152 RAFA o

WIIIE], RS IH G 0E 22 SR T A AL R SR KRR, 78 B R ) BER A B Al =
AMEEREA A A, (R EAR AR WAL B 2 A L 2 I SR AR R R
BEMEHT G 22 SH RN B KRR B T R R R OB G 22 5 S HERE I b AR A H R
M, BT MR, RIBFAH G 22 SEEANTURMN T, SRR PRI T BT
DRI 2 2% P £ Bl T 5 A QR it 25 3T 5 0 22 5 1

HEFRRLEER, OLEEHTEIMLER T 5REIIEN, 7E5 Kb &Y e s AT 5L
B KR A R S RS ALE 9 HE AN R, 10 H BRI R EE, 10 AR & R
9 AMIE TR, =11 AMEAACTHX 9. 10 ARR. HEER T2, HaRSEAFEK =
RBERER G 22 5, ZBNEHB AR, SRy R . A R G 22 5 2 &
AR S = RS, WA R H e . AR . D & AP 2R3 Fv/Fo AT Fv/Fm,
11 05-136. FEMI 05-129 HIARXHT G B 22 5, FEMIPS AR PS 11 ATE AR5 VR AN AL RERE AL R AR
XEE G BE 22 S, WARBTEEMIAS SR SURPE L T8 68 22 5.

MHBER R R B, AWISPTRCH B AT KAZ AN, RE R B R K E 2 b i (R R
S EALERLAAKR, FHKEES . B G 22 58 EA w0 FTRE AR TR, (HE 4N
THEHORAE 7 I RENE S BT 5o FEVE L JEORE 43 B8 BT 2008 10 I JEURERE 8 3 L 2RI, 8% AR
R HHER S . A 05-136 FEME 7> BIK, (HZIE B IE 2 L HA = AN WA A i, IEAFAE Gk S A
¥ 71
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