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ABSTRACT

The significances of yield components in 120 hybrid sugarcane clones of 12 crosses (each
cross had 10 clones) were evaluated. The experiment was planted using RCBD with 3 replications.
Each plot had one row of 1.5 meters having 3 stools and spacing between rows was 1.5 meter. Data of
yield, stem number per stool, stem length, stem diameter and weight per stem were collected at 11
months. Path coefficient analysis was used for evaluating effect of yield components to yield of total
hybrids, hybrids having the same female parents and hybrids having the same male parents. The
results revealed that in the high genetic variation population of total hybrids, stem number per stool
was the yield components having the most significant effect to yield, in which was direct effect. Stem
length and weight per stem also had high effect to yield and were direct effect. While stem diameter
had rather low effect to yield and having high indirect effect through weight per stem. In the hybrids
having the same female or male parents, stem number per stool was still the yield components having
the most significant direct effect and stem diameter was the yield components having low effect. The
difference in significant yield components of hybrids of each female and male parents tended to be not
relating to yield component characters of female and male parents. Moreover, some parental varieties
had the same significant yield component when used as female or male parents, but some parental

varieties much difference in significant yield components when used as female or male parents.
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Table 1 Path coefficient analysis of yield components to yield of 120 sugarcane hybrid

crosses

clones from 12

Effects

Stem number per stool to cane yield

Direct effect of stem number per stool 0.3331
Indirect effect through stem length -0.0108
Indirect effect through stem diameter -0.0047
Indirect effect through weight per stem -0.0166

Total effect 0.3010

Stem length to cane yield

Direct effect of stem length 0.1507
Indirect effect through stem number per stool -0.0239
Indirect effect through stem diameter 0.0050
Indirect effect through weight per stem 0.0950

Total effect 0.2268

Stem diameter to cane yield

Direct effect of stem diameter 0.0359
Indirect effect through stem number per stool -0.0435
Indirect effect through stem length 0.0211
Indirect effect through weight per stem 0.0801

Total effect 0.0936

Weight per stem to cane yield

Direct effect of stem weight 0.1948
Indirect effect through stem number per stool -0.0284
Indirect effect through stem length 0.0735
Indirect effect through stem diameter 0.0147

Total effect 0.2546




1M3a1Inemansuazina lulad aningssinsaseaas 97 1 agun 3 2555 5

o s o

(59 4' € 1. [
%ﬁﬂﬂﬂ@ﬂﬂﬂ&ﬂ&lﬂ%f{kl&llﬁﬂ')ﬂ%

A a & A o &

LiaWIANaIALIENOUNANEAYBINUT
Y ' Ad o ¢ 4 a o
SUNHANIINANFUNTWUTIAILALINY (- Table
2) Wy WusdesgnuaNniwuiudhuniLay
98-024 WAz NN.60-1 HpIAUTeNoUNANAANS
Sﬂ%waimﬁggaﬂﬁmﬂﬁaﬂ”u laun s1miudde
N8 (0.3899 WAz 0.2794 AURIAL) LazH1WN
¢iaa1 (0.3406 LAz 0.2784 ANE1AU) HaNINT
z‘i’aﬁﬁw%wamdmaﬁgﬂ@ﬂﬁwmué‘h@iaﬂa
WinAD 0.4137 waz 0.3198 wazinntneasn
WinAU 0.4510 Waz 0.2975 ANNENAU ﬁhuw"'uﬁ:
[ d‘d o 6 1o '
dauanHaNNINuIuIMUNILEY 94-13 WU
Shwnirdenaiidntwariuigs (0.3354)
998937 bAIA ANNLIET LazIRndadn
(0.1622 uaz 0.1111 NE19L) lasdwiudnde
NBUATANNENETENTNANIATINGI (0.3743

v o '
[ o 6 v a

Waz 0.1725 auaaw) NikwuisasanHaund
Wusudruwanau 01-41-5 S8ndwariugslunn
ST (ANWINIE Inwiinded SwInEee
na LLazLﬁumuquﬁﬂmdﬁw Winnu 0.5388,
0.3611, 0.3026 uaz 0.1723 augey) lagd
ANUENIE LAz WIBEIdaNE AENTWANY
maﬁgga (0.4526 LLaz 0.2783 NS1GL) §I%
iminded inwamedauniuauenIdd
§9 (0.2600)
nanFaRfanudmanLI Swudrdanad

aavuLiaNa T aInlsznay

anudaydananialunuidosgnHanvaInug
LL&innw"'mfGﬁdaaﬂﬂﬁadﬁmwmmmaa James
(1971) uaz Kang et al. (1983) ya4adulaun
simvinded Sanasmenlu 3 Wugan 4 Wug
fuaNusAdaNUIAYLINLI 1 guE
’Lummzﬁﬁumuquﬁﬂmdﬁwvlajﬁmﬂm‘hﬂ”ty’l,u

£ 6 1
wuguulmaﬂ



1M3a1Inemansuazina lulad aningssinsaseaas 97 1 agun 3 2555 6

Table 2 Path coefficient analysis of yield components to yield of sugarcane hybrid clones of different

female parents.

Effects

Female parents

Kps 94- Kps 98- Kps 01-  KU. 60-
13 024 41-5 1

Stem number per stool to cane yield
Direct effect of stem number per stool
Indirect effect through stem length
Indirect effect through stem diameter
Indirect effect through weight per stem
Total effect
Stem length to cane yield

Direct effect of stem length

Indirect effect through stem number per stool

Indirect effect through stem diameter
Indirect effect through weight per stem
Total effect
Stem diameter to cane yield

Direct effect of stem diameter

Indirect effect through stem number per stool

Indirect effect through stem length
Indirect effect through weight per stem
Total effect
Weight per stem to cane yield

Direct effect of stem weight

Indirect effect through stem number per stool

Indirect effect through stem length
Indirect effect through stem diameter

Total effect

0.3743 0.4137 0.2783  0.3198
-0.0219 0.0093 0.0302 -0.0035
-0.0081 0.0182 0.0021 -0.0009
-0.0089 -0.0513 -0.0081 -0.0360

0.3354 0.3899 0.3026  0.2794

0.1725 -0.0900 0.4526  0.0219
-0.0476 -0.0427 0.0186 -0.0514
0.0079 -0.0041 0.0051 -0.0135
0.0293 0.1971 0.0625 0.0828
0.1622 0.0603 0.5388  0.0399

0.0398 -0.0817 0.0304 0.0633
-0.0758 -0.0924 0.0193 -0.0044
0.0343 -0.0045 0.0762 -0.0047
0.0315 0.1323 0.0464 0.0638
0.0298 -0.0463 0.1723  0.1180

0.0661 0.4510 0.1088 0.2975
-0.0505 -0.0471 -0.0206 -0.0387
0.0765 -0.0393 0.2600  0.0061
0.0190 -0.040 0.0129  0.0136
0.1111 0.3406 0.3611  0.2784
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Table 3 Path coefficient analysis of yield components to yield of sugarcane hybrid clones of different

male parents.

Male parents

Effects K 84-200 Kps 94- Kps 98- Kps 01- KU. 60-
13 024 41-5 1

Stem number per stool to cane yield

Direct effect of stem number per stool 0.3230 0.2133  0.4041 0.1546  0.3930
Indirect effect through stem length -0.0117 0.0058 0.0193 0.0571 -0.0196
Indirect effect through stem diameter -0.0308 0.0014  0.0195 -0.0401 -0.0003
Indirect effect through weight per stem 0.0121  -0.0180 -0.0463 -0.0208 0.0075
Total effect 0.2926 0.2026  0.3966 0.1508 0.3807

Stem length to cane yield

Direct effect of stem length 0.0978 0.2567 0.2378 -0.1852 0.2183
Indirect effect through stem number per stool  -0.0386 0.0048 0.0328 -0.0477 -0.0352
Indirect effect through stem diameter 0.0318 0.0037 -0.0085 0.0355 0.0009
Indirect effect through weight per stem -0.0857 0.2084 0.1927 0.0349 0.0756

Total effect 0.0053 0.4736 0.4548 -0.1626 0.2596

Stem diameter to cane yield

Direct effect of stem diameter 0.2716 0.0161 -0.0758 0.2477 0.0024
Indirect effect through stem number per stool  -0.0367 0.0185 -0.1040 -0.0250 -0.0447
Indirect effect through stem length 0.0115 0.0595 0.0265 -0.0265 0.0782
Indirect effect through weight per stem -0.1104 0.1631 0.1416  0.0425 0.0497

Total effect 0.1361 0.2572 -0.0117 0.2387 0.0856

Weight per stem to cane vyield

Direct effect of stem weight -0.1922 0.3462 0.3221 0.1320 0.1428
Indirect effect through stem number per stool -0.0204 -0.0111 -0.0580 -0.0244  0.0207
Indirect effect through stem length 0.0436 0.1545 0.1423 -0.0489 0.1156
Indirect effect through stem diameter 0.1560 0.0076 -0.0333 0.0797 0.0008

Total effect -0.0130 0.4972 0.3730 0.1385 0.2799
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