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Abstract: In order to understand the utilization value of hybrids between Saccharum and Erianthus arundinaceus
as resistant parents, the resistance to smut and SCMV of some progenies BC; from Saccharum x<E. arundinaceus
were evaluated by artificial inoculation of pathogens. The results showed that most of BC1 had the resistance to
SCMV, and the resistance to smut was segregative among progenies. The BCi clones YCE01-48, YCE01-71,
YCEOQ1-105, YCEOQ1-125, YCE02-184 and YCEOQ1-118 showed co-resistance to smut and SCMV. So, they could
be used as parents with high disease resistance for sugarcane breeding.
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FEAE S AR A 2, O H RE S A as A% 2
RAEHI0-S, Rk, 7850 4248 0 A HRE BT A= Fh st
PR 000 TR AL FE A O P R B AR
() E BT

BE 3 (Erianthus arundinaceus) £ J& T & A £l
(Graminaceae) i 5 J& , HAPLISR, 7BEL . TR
PREfF . AR IIHERE . &R R EIR, B
RIA H R R R ZHRE 7, BT A2 1 5%
[ & Fhx EARAS, 18854F, Soltwedel B k42 i H
FE SR 2T AR, 19414F, Janaki-AmmalF] [
H R JE B BB S AR AL, DA B 2k 22 JE AR,
19564, R [E g H i F M It A R, T
19734 H B — N E AR B3 73-07, &G tifk
Giemsa-Cir 73y Al S A0 A (=) T F ik o A 508
WA AR MU0 220014, RN HES
PP 5 R RIS IR A H SR IBCy, I 23R B
TG RO, B 5 ot B R FH B AL R D3 D5

HE SR R /AN RS 2B, £
TR H B MR, A2 OREm R ER
s, HAA RIS ARRI BUm MV B A 4,
DT S o H 7 5 B 5 % 58 i AR L S i % e S itk
PR U N E L AW FORI 4 e B2 5 A e e
YIEFL/ERLIOUH H Ji 5 B 5 4+ A8 BC1i#h AT 70 T %
S, FEHATYURARE PR YIE R, AP
FEH BEFP BT AR O T3 2%

1 MR

1.1 HESHF BCL ELEMaTEE

RAFEERA R DNA $REGSH E 4T
BV TRE( ) B B FR A 7], Ex Tag™ Version 2.0
P 1R . DNA Marker 14 TaKaRa A 7], B fEHER
K H BIOWEST Awl, 51446 HZEER kiR R
F(PENERA RS SHRTCH RZ N N b
W 7T T i H R R A0 B H R S PR
BCy, PABEZF AN, H A Fi Badila xR, R
SEH SN RE SR EEX, BUEE+L 1, FEH
KIS B S IR A7 T-80°C

DNA #Efl PCR &5  HEM /& DNA
PRBCR MR CTAB 25, EIVEL 100~200 mg H i H-
IR AR B 2k R, NN 900 L Fil#k &
65°C ] DNA FEHUZZ M Al 100 pL To/K 2B, 1R2)

J& 65°C/Kift 60 min PA7S 7 Z4fF4HMI . 10 000 <g 25
O 5 min JEEEIER, RTINS @ &
i 0 FIRBERS @ 24 )R - RIREEQ24 D)
SR 1R, INZEAARAR-20°C FiA I S R BEDUTE
DNA, &0 5 UTTER 75%H ZBE s 2 IR oK I
e 1k, MTJE%T 100 L JEHE 7K, i 1 il RNase
A, 3T 37°C/KH# 45~60 min, J5 T—20C{-FE4% .
JIT#% DNA ¥ FH Biophotometer 2443566 B -l 5
OD B AN B i Hil e Bz L vk I = ERT 2 DNA Se
PCR ik 4 25 L, £ 12.5 L 2 <Ex Taq premix,
LRSI 1 i, 0.5 L s DNA AIT10 il /K.
5|%) EF1: 5'-GGAAGAAAGAAAACAAGGGT-3/,
ER1: 5-GGGACGGMCMAAACAAAATT-3, PCR
P HFE Py 95°C HiAS 1 5 min; 93°C A5 50 's, 54°C
Bk 20s, 72°CHE{H 40's, 3t 35 MEFR; 72°CHE(H
5 min. PCR 349K H 1.5%35 I &t F vk A
MW, BRI 317 bp. BFFES: 3 IKAEMFER .

1.2 LRI

Zp S MR N R A SR B XA [ H
AR ShFREE LR S A TR A, R R R IE
BB TR R T 4C. R TETER N
H RSB 7S i R R B A AU 37 i H S
BE 1) BCy, LA F134. NC0310 Al YC71-374 NxfHE .,

T TvE Pt E S % (NY/T 1786-2009
RAEY) AN S e, HRE) DAt AR VR
Jiidie BAREAE Ny B B AEE T B koK (n>
HI IR -20 1F 9 R THVE A ) G A IR FE 20
5x10° cfu mL (M, HAT7% 77 >80%. - Fh
ZE T 7B IFW 10 min, T 25°C ~28°C F 1R
(2422) h, R FH R IFRANFES . fRIBEE RS,
Pk O TE), RO B . R0 SR BEALIX 4%t
BATIX, 7K 5.0m, 478 1.1m, &3 EE,
/NXBREFT 50 AN EE, 6 H AR A 1 AR
WK S BERE 14 d VR 1 UCHTI H R T 5
HF 12 ARk, ARG T R A L TR
FURT (T M BERR I 7T T ) S5 U5 H R P T B
RS AT

SEFRAE R AR BRI BT H R E
MG — 43 AR AERSIR 2N 9 2, 1 N =B (HR), &
W% 0~3.00%; 2 A 3 I NFIER), KkHE
43514 3.01%~6.00%A1 6.01%~9.00%; 4 2% AN
PE(MR), K96 F N 9.01%~12.00%; 5 215~ H
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(MS), KGN 12.01%~25.00%; 6 Z&Hl 7 43R
I (S), K474 25.01%~ 35.00%71 35.01%~
50.00%; 8 21 9 I N EIEK(HS), K353 HHN
50.01%~75.00%7/1 75.01%~100.00%.

1.3 BRI

B BRI AR SR B SR XA
[F) FH RS [&] it Pl AT LR Bt A o SR A AR+ 1 1
BEARTCIE RN N H NI 7 B e H R A R
B 62 4 H I SBEF1 BCy, LA ROC22 Xt

P 2% (NY/T 1786-2009 £ A4
AR S ERNE, HRE) BARTIEHR TN ik, Bk
BAERN: EEFRIRETEQR02)C, REFHH
RELEIHR 1) 2 S AR A e, BB )4t 5 B R T
WFERA, iRt F 22 ##3%[0.01 mol L-LPBS (pH=8.0)
1 000 mL, Na,SOs 1.0 gIFlfH FERbIEATHFEE, 20t
3~5 min B, XM=V, JERRNH A
TREREERY) . RAREREEME, WA 2~4 A5t
BRI R NI T R, riE . A EA
BERDTH R RO S, DURE R SRR M)
H IR, 76 O M RO H 22358, IR R 47 B 2~3
R, BB RRE, R 4k, BRI 6d.
TEMIR RSB RIEF o, FR2 R, WTER
BT, HARRE IR AR RN R TG
et BURSUEIR . AR I Ge T etk 2, &ER%
15d WHE 1Kk, HEIRWEARE NI R8T
RAEW TR T N BB 7T BT S5 5 H
JRE T b BB A X8 FHEAT

SEFRHE KHE (NY/T 1786-2009 < A1EH)
RIS RINE, HRE) DA GbRERI N 5 %, 14

500 bp

250 bp

NEAENE, RIWERN 0, 2 ZNmEpitE, KRE
N 1%~10%:; 3 ZONP P, K HE AN 10.1%~33%:;
4 RN EBIRYE, KRN 33.1%~66%; 4 HNE

B, RIFEEKRT 66.1%.
2 SEE M

2.1 HEEHF BCL HLRMEE
Zerpuk (B 1), 78 il TotE Ry H

SR

IR sEAfEA, HA YCEOL &%) 55

fi: YCEO01-3. YCEO1-11. YCEO1-13. YCEO01-33.

YCEO01-34.
YCEO01-45.
YCEO01-59.
YCEO01-64.
YCEO01-80.
YCEO01-87.
YCEO01-92.

YCEO01-36-
YCEO01-46.
YCEO01-60.
YCEO01-69.
YCEO01-81.
YCEO01-88.
YCEO01-93.

YCEOQ1-42.
YCEOQ1-48.
YCEO01-61.
YCEO1-71.
YCEO01-85.
YCEO01-89.
YCEO01-94.

YCEO01-43.
YCEO01-58.
YCEO01-63.
YCEO01-75.
YCEO01-86.
YCEO01-90.
YCEO01-96.

YCEO01-97. YCEO01-99. YCEO01-101. YCEO1l-102.
YCEO01-103. YCEO01-105. YCEO1-106. YCEO01-109.
YCEO01-112, YCEO1-114. YCEO1-115. YCEO01-116.
YCEO01-118. YCEO01-119. YCE01-120. YCEO1-121.
YCEO01-123. YCEO01-125. YCEO01-126. YCEOQ1-127.
YCEO01-129. YCEO01-133 # YCE01-134, YCEO02 %
%1 23 {ir: YCE02-4. YCEO02-9. YCE02-16. YCEOQ2-
20. YCE02-32. YCE02-52. YCEO02-72. YCE02-82.
YCEO02-93. YCE02-96. YCE02-101. YCE02-105.
YCEO02-119. YCEO02-122. YCE02-123. YCE02-164.
YCEO02-167. YCE02-179. YCE02-184. YCE02-185.
YCE02-186. YCEO02-193 1 YCE02-194.

5 6 7 8 9 10

B 1 #BoFtE R PCR P KA E L 4% Fh . M: drvfERRid; 1: YCE01-86; 2: YCEO1-71; 3: YCEO01-81; 4: YCE01-112; 5: YCE(1-58; 6: YCE01-59; 7:

YCE01-80; 8: BIPEXIIE Badila; 9: FHIEXTHR YC92-77; 10: 25 (XTI

Fig. 1 Real hybrids identified by agarose gel electrophoresis of PCR products from partial progenies. M: Standard Markers; 1: YCEO01-86; 2: YCEO01-71; 3:

YCEO01-81; 4: YCE01-112; 5: YCEQ1-58; 6: YCE01-59; 7: YCEO01-80; 8: Badila (negative control); 9: YC92-77 (positive control); 10: Blank control.
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2.2 LRSS R

MFE LRI, SRR F134 (B/NFR 2, PR
DI RIRZF AN 64.29%, NCo310 (i 2, BN
DR Z A 36.04%, YCT71-374 (/N 1 A1 2)
R IR N 80.00%, 1F 37 14 L&, R
HEPIL RMAE 6 MR, B 16.21%, 4

1 2 H S K BCHURRH &I

Table 1 Smut resistance of BC; from Saccharum x<Erianthus arundinaceus

%4 YCEO1-48. YCEO01-71. YCEO01-105. YCEO1-
125. YCE02-119 fll YCE02-184, 1~3 Zdilt i3t 8
1(21.62%), =R RE 12 £3(32.43%). FKIL 1
K 3 9. 8 gl 9 ML REE S
54.05%, KA HRESHEE 1) BCyL it EAK R
P PER Y

T - SR A ot SO I - SV A 1
No. Clone 1% class Resistance No. Clone 1% class Resistance
1 YCEOQ1-45 33.09 6 S 21 YCEOQ1-127 7.18 3 R
2 YCEOQ1-46 15.58 5 MS 22 YCE02-4 56.80 8 HS
3 YCEO01-48 0.00 1 HR 23 YCE02-20 75.00 8 HS
4 YCEOQ1-58 30.77 6 S 24 YCEQ2-72 21.05 5 MS
5 YCEO1-71 0.00 1 HR 25 YCE02-82 50.00 7 S
6 YCEO01-80 15.38 5 MS 26 YCE02-93 58.67 8 HS
7 YCEO01-82 36.36 7 S 27 YCEO02-96 15.38 5 MS
8 YCEO01-85 65.99 8 HS 28 YCE02-101 25.00 5 MS
9 YCEO01-86 62.50 8 HS 29 YCE02-119 0.00 1 HR
10 YCEO01-97 41.18 7 S 30 YCEQ02-122 83.33 9 HS
11 YCEO1-101 49.03 7 S 31 YCE02-123 13.81 5 MS
12 YCE01-102 57.71 8 HS 32 YCE02-167 73.02 8 HS
13 YCE01-103 22.92 5 MS 33 YCE02-179 50.00 7 S
14 YCEOQ1-105 0.00 1 HR 34 YCEQ02-184 1.23 1 HR
15 YCEOQ1-106 55.00 8 HS 35 YCE02-193 63.16 8 HS
16 YCEQ01-114 30.43 6 S 36 YCE02-194 54.05 8 HS
17 YCEO01-118 8.50 3 R 37 YCEQ02-197 25.00 5 MS
18 YCEO01-120 76.32 9 HS 38 F134 64.29 8 HS
19 YCE01-125 0.00 1 HR 39 NCo0310 36.04 7 S
20 YCEQ01-126 14.56 5 MS 40 YC71-374 80.00 9 HS

HR: &L R JU; MR: Wit MS: AU S0 B, HS: /K. TR

HR: High resistance; R: Resistance; MR: Middle resistance; MS: Middle sensitivity; S: Sensitivity; HS: High sensitivity. The same is following Table.

2.3 PUEMRHIE R

M 2 BT L, Sk BE R ROC22 [ K95 5 N 49.64%,
62 I ELHER Y, A 20 R I Rk 4, &5
SR 32.26%), 15 M RILH mdt(2 K, 24.19%),
15 (- RILHE P K, 24.19%), 1~3 HHUKMT
PE R ILH 50 43(80.65%), X R HIE 5B BC,
XTG9S B A i, & H BT g
5 R AR SR P s o o B U

3 MR

31 HEERFAZENTTEE

HRE AR A 2 5k U7 ANFe AT 7 A A
i, IR PSRRI O . H R R A5
A TE R MR TR T %, (HXS AR NIZ T ik

AT B 2= AT JCiHE B R e A 4], e R s
E 71, GnGiemsa-Cor 43 LSVRH 5 S Ji Ao 2 5 1261
REA RS A SE AR et (IR AR 2, A&
ARiEe T TPCRETII 428 5o 14 B
FEm . EEML . BAERESR A, TEE KM
BRI S e o A BUI R FH B8 55 4 e 1R 5 W EFL/
ERLML181, it H R 5 B BCo A A S AR TR, 3
UAEYE GRS R 50 %E T8 LS Fh
JEAH BEBESE 2SS IR AR At 1 T SE A F5T BE R

A ST R BE S R 4R SR AN A R 645 14
(2n=60, x=10), T Bt FHrDNAX IR & T
PCRETIIAL i 73 A0 FE6 5k et fhs 1119200, e Sy,
Rl g5 SR nT 58 (R BE S T RE 5 B 1 el A AR Y
I, PR YRS BT R, BBCLME R A
A5~84 Bt YL ta R, XFBC4LAJE L R AT
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Table 2 Mosaic disease resistance of BC, from Saccharum xErianthus arundinaceus

Y o3ES Pt

Vo3RS EREEZ Sl

éﬁf jg%n’? Morbidity Resistance Re?il; gnce gﬁf 35%5: Morbidity Resistance Re?i; ‘trgnce
1% class 1% class

1 YCEO01-11 0.00 1 | 33 YCEO01-112 0.00 1 |

2 YCEO01-33 30.75 3 MR 34 YCEO01-114 75.00 5 HS

3 YCEO01-34 11.76 3 MR 35 YCEO01-115 0.00 1 1

4 YCEO01-42 66.67 5 HS 36 YCEO01-118 0.00 1 1

5 YCEO01-43 0.00 1 | 37 YCEO01-119 2.08 2 HR

6 YCEO01-45 5.96 2 HR 38 YCEO01-120 3.57 2 HR

7 YCEO01-46 8.73 2 HR 39 YCEO01-121 0.00 1 1

8 YCEO01-48 8.65 2 HR 40 YCEO01-125 0.00 1 |

9 YCEO01-58 15.39 3 MR 41 YCEO01-126 10.00 2 HR
10 YCEO01-59 0.00 1 | 42 YCEO1-127 40.00 4 S
1 YCEO01-61 44.23 4 S 43 YCEO02-4 3245 3 MR
12 YCEO01-63 0.00 1 | 44 YCE02-9 87.86 5 HS
13 YCEO01-64 0.00 1 | 45 YCEO02-16 17.44 3 MR
14 YCEO01-71 0.00 1 | 46 YCE02-20 58.13 4 S
15 YCEO01-81 7.89 2 HR 47 YCE02-32 0.00 1 1
16 YCEO01-85 11.73 3 MR 48 YCEO02-72 3.85 2 HR
17 YCEO01-86 11.86 3 MR 49 YCE02-82 3.70 2 HR
18 YCEO01-87 0.00 1 | 50 YCE02-93 0.00 1 1
19 YCEO01-88 0.00 1 | 51 YCE02-96 8.33 2 HR
20 YCEO01-89 27.78 3 MR 52 YCE02-101 18.52 3 MR
21 YCE01-92 0.00 1 | 53 YCE02-105 13.60 3 MR
22 YCEO01-94 0.00 1 | 54 YCE02-122 78.97 5 HS
23 YCE01-96 48.59 4 S 55 YCE02-123 8.77 2 HR
24 YCEO01-97 28.47 3 MR 56 YCE02-164 0.00 1 1
25 YCEO01-99 15.48 3 MR 57 YCEO02-167 2.86 2 HR
26 YCEO01-101 24.14 3 MR 58 YCEO02-168 3356 4 S
27 YCEO01-102 8.33 2 HR 59 YCE02-179 2.70 2 HR
28 YCEO01-103 52.94 4 S 60 YCEO02-184 7.14 2 HR
29 YCEO01-105 15.22 3 MR 61 YCE02-193 47.78 4 S
30 YCEO01-106 0.00 1 | 62 YCE02-194 0.00 1 1
31 YCEO01-109 42.86 4 S 63 ROC22 49.64 4 S
32 YCEO01-116 29.26 3 MR

I HagE.
I: Immunity.

58, RN RBUZRER, BERM. B,
TR PR etk 2 B w8 Rr 2 VR S W) 0 7 %€ 1K
A X HEERESE Pl B e AU MR [ 1 i AT
KA RA HER

3.2 HESHFRIZERIUREF A

H e #ff 22 4 B (Sporisorium  scitaminea) 51 & 1)
H e SR R P [ RE X e I H R L
TS B O A it Mde B ) B R AR L — o TR
50T [ A I 8 23 HRE A A (i R ) HEAT BUVEVEAR
AT PR R BT 2425, A N 3T H I S B
A AZBCLGME F b i ade B 1~ 32 hu v 19 8473 it Fol
(hh R)(421.62%), SIARRIFCZIHEEL, HRE

555 A BCLB R B RIS . ABFFUCRH
JRE X FH ) B A0 4 SR AU VR A5 7R il AT B, (S
SRS [F) AR B/ NP SRR X IR, F134 (B
2, PrANFHL) IR 2 N64.29%, NCo310 (Bi/h2,
JB/NFI1) ~36.04%, YCT71-374 (iil&/NRh1A12) A
80.00%, 15 BH 1 a0 fi DX A 345 Ji 1l AR 3/ NF2
AARIE N2 Yo AR BT AR BN HERf 45 2, ANHE
BRANIR] St AN [E08 S N AR B 22 57, A iaE
H ] 7R (X A] REATE 55 3™ A B AR B/ N RRS-27(H
I AR DL F AR 5 D D) 65 7 ), PRI DG B i Rk
AU S B A e B R HIk, AR
X (1) AR P 4 A RIS B EE 2 S, AHERR IR
Bt H RE B T R JE AR L RE T ISR, HERR VRN
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H 1€ M55 2 (sugarcane mosaic virus, SCMV).
7 A% 9% 75 (sorghum mosaic virus, SIMV)AIH
% 40 1€ W 9% £ (sugarcane streak mosaic virus,
SCSMV) Ay H RETEI3 3 S (e, ™ 8 £t 5 1 e
BRI 03U, RS R HUBR N = B 210 #
B AT M, &5 SR WIS W 38 e H RE TG,
FAFAENG 2 A2 Y3, Li%% et JR I 334 it o B 4F
Pl IR TSIMV TS e, 33 BESF LR
A 2243(66.7%) 2 HHPL R m Pl A I 500
(1580.65%) £ 1~3Z bk, R HESHFBC,
A BE RN HREUAE 5 35 A% 2 R A R PSR A
X5 25 =B I 45 AR

HAT, BN H RS R 28 AR
Prik S e B> . AR AN H S B 4422 BCy
KA N THER R e A R AR, 50K, H
FE S5 28 32 BC oW AE MR R I s Hide, 0 Al
R DL S, 2 YCED1-48. YCEO1-71. YCEO1-
105, YCEO01-125. YCEO02-184fi1YCE01-118 1% &
XA IR EIPUIE, RlaE— P A e A AR AR
P SE AR FHANME

3.3 HEESHFRR BC, Jetafiifs 5Hipk
HEE QR R E 24, 2R A
PRI Gt R % E R REAFAE 22 57190, H L7
EAERMAR . R =N ARSERS, Piperidis 2538
it GISH X H i 5325 4258 J5 A8 BCL Lt R AT 4
M, 25 FFRI BCy & BEF Y (i3 21~30, Hyy
RN 2n+nB7, 2n KR HE Fi. RE SR E
i, 12 fy BCy LM R MYt H v 116~130 4,
Hh S HWFE OB Jy 22~35 %, M4, BIH
FES P 28 PRSP YLt R 40 H 7F 28~30
%, BAIET BCL QB RRIECN 2n+n, H BCi Jifh
PRAZAEE 2n PG 0L, 7] 0 W %2 31 1 -5 B 20 e o
WRA G AT, X N R S B A AL R AR Y
AR ST IR o AT R BCy AL

TAVERIL Y8, XATRES BCL B YLtk 2n K
i 2n I RA %
SRR
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