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Abstract; This study was mainly carried out to investigate single buds properties, sugarcane genotype, chemical seed
coating and storage period effected on clean cane seed germination rate. An orthogonal experiment with three factors and
four levels was designed to investigate the effects of single bud length (1, 2, 3, 4 ¢cm) , axillary bud position (top 2nd
position, middle-upper 3rd position, middle-lower 3rd position and bottom 2nd position) and the time of single buds
cane immersed in the clean water (0, 12, 24 and 48 h) on clean cane seed germination rate. The germination rate of 4
sugarcane varieties (GT21, B8, GT28 and ROC22) clean seed which was coated by 8 different eight chemical seed
coatings with different storage time (2, 4, 6, 8 and 10 d) was determined after 45 d planted in sandy pot in greenhouse.
The result showed that single bud length, different internodes and immersion period significantly influenced clean cane

seed germination rate. The longer seed single bud obtained the higher germination rate, single bud length less than 2 ¢m
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resulted bellow 40% germination rate, while single bud length more than 4 em got 80% germination rate. This should be

the reason of longer single buds proved much more nutrients for bud germination. Extending single bud immersion period

in clean water decreased germination rate, but no statistical difference was obtaind between different treatments.

Different internodes buds had no significant effect on germination rate, this should be the reason of all buds had higher

metabolic activity. Sugarcane genotype, chemical seed coating and storage period time significantly influenced clean cane

seed germination rate and different varieties obtained different germination rate, GT 28 and ROC 22 obtained higher ger-

mination rate (>70%) among this varieties, GT21 got the lowest germination rate<50%. Chemical seed coatings obvi-

ously increased seed cane germination rate, but significantly statistical difference was obtained between different seed

chemical coatings. Clean cane seed which was coated by tniticonazole obtained the highest germination rate>70%. The

longer of clean cane seed was stored, the lower germination rate was resulted, and germination rate less than 60% was

got when storage time extended more than 8 d. These results suggested that single bud with 3-4 cm length, immersed 24

h was better for clean cane seed germination. Tniticonazole was a good chemical seed coating to improve clean cane seed

germination rate. Clean cane seed store period time should be less than 8 d. This finding would provide the basic informa-

tion for clean cane seed technology.
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Table 1  Analysis on influence factors of single bud germination rate in clean cane seed

Ui Resourse 1L J5 Al df i F .t
S Type III quadratic sum Mean square Sig.
FBEIEAREAY Calibration model 137 345.333 63 2 180.085 74.987 0.000
#HE Intercrept 625 633.333 1 625 633.333 21 519.455 0.000
W2 IR [E] Immersion period 542.375 3 180.792 6.219 0.001
K PE Single bud length 133 971.000 3 44 657.000 1 536.034 0.000
ZE{V Different internode buds 1 141.500 3 380.500 13.088 0.000
BRI x BLZF 280.458 9 31.162 1.072 0.388
Immersion period X single bud length
R E x ZEf7 238.792 9 26.532 0.913 0.517
Immersion period X different internodes bud
BAZERE x ZFfir 525.333 9 58.370 2.008 0.043
Single bud length X different internodes bud
RUIITE] x FZFCE x 2y 645.875 27 23.921 0.823 0.715
Immersion period X single bud length x different
internodes bud
%25 Error 3 721.333 128 29.073
B3t Total 766 700.000 192
FEIERY B 3T Correction of a total 141 066.667 191
x2 HEEBRMTFRFREZMWMEERSHT
Table 2 Analysis on influence factors of clean cane seed germination rate

. _ TIT 285755 1 Yo7 2k
IR Resourse Type III quadratic sum dr Mean square ¥ Sig.
T IEAEAD Calibration model 95 090.100 159 598.051 20.758 0.000
R Intercrept 2 154 803.081 1 2 154 803.081 74 793.611 0.000
fuff Varieties 2 700.044 3 900.015 31.240 0.000
A Seed chemical coating 13 854.873 7 1 979.268 68.701 0.000
PRAFREL Storage period 65 681.823 4 16 420.456 569.957 0.000
Al x AR 4 506.329 21 214.587 7.448 0.000
Varieties X seed chemical coating
Al x A7 R AR 2 009.661 12 167.472 5.813 0.000
Varieties X storage period
T x A7 RAER 3 627.598 28 129.557 4.497 0.000
Seed chemical coating X storage period
Al x A x fRAFREL 2 709.772 84 32.259 1.120 0.244
Varieties X seed chemical coating X storage period
%2 Error 9 219.196 320 28.810
STT Total 2259 112.377 480
T IERY &1t Correction of a total 104 309.296 479
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Fig. 1 Influences of single bud length on single bud germination

rate of clean cane seeds
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