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EFFECT OF POSTHARVEST BURNING ON THE
QUALITY OF SUGAR CANE STALKS

Tadashi YAMAGUCHI and Naoto YABU

Abstract

Sugar cane (N: Co 310) was subjected to treatment of the postharvest burning. The contents of reducing

sugar and sucrose in the burned cane stalk were measured at the times of 0, 2, 4 and 6 days after the treatment

and their periodical changes were compared with those in the unburned cane stalks.

There was no marked change in the sucrose content of the unburned cane stalk up to 2 days after harvesting,

but thereafter rapid decrease in the sucrose content and rapid increase in the reducing sugar content occurred.

On the other hand, the burned cane stalk showed a gradual increase in the sucrose content and little change in

the content of reducing sugar.

From these results it may be said that postharvest burning is useful for the removal of cane trash from sugar cane

stalks without lowering the sucrose content,
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Fig. 1. Change in the reducing sugar and sucrose contents per fresh weight in
unburned and burned cane stalks after harvesting.
*. Stalk portion (height above ground level).
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Table 1. Change in the ratio of non-reducing sugar
to total sugar in unburned and burned
cane stalks after harvesting.

Stalk portion Days after harvesting

(Height above

ground level) 0 2 4 6
(Unburned cane)

50cm 99% 97% 90% 80%
100 97 96 87 84
150 98 94 87 84
200 94 94 80 70

Mean 97 95 86 80
(Burned cane)

50 99 97 98 96
100 97 98 96 94
150 98 97 96 97
200 94 96 96 93

97 97 95

Mean 97

HICEFRMER Uz, Thiost U TBEE i Iegcis
BICHAT BN 2R Uz, & U CTHRARE b ELED
HOICHEUTEL /NS N 5T,

HLEEDOL » TR, Bl YicBEs-
DI UTzht - THIRIET Ulce Chic LT Gk
HEMNI-DIC Lot T L s EEEE IR AICHAT 3
E(EPATNY a Wil

KIS, &FCHT DHEBTHOEISR2HE 1RV AD
&, FRALBEED 4 FALOFIBIHIX 2 B TI&95% THIBR

Table 2. Change in relative amount of sugars* in unburned and burned cane stalks after harvesting.

Stalk portion
(Height above

Reducing sugar

Days after harvesting

ground level) 0 2 4 6 0 2 4 6
(Unburned cane) (Burned cane)
50cm 100% 260% 920% 1840% 100% 280% 175% 540%
100 100 148 508 708 100 104 154 258
150 100 386 771 1021 100 200 285 196
200 100 93 336 460 100 71 71 141
Mean 100 222 634 1007 100 164 171 284
Non-reducing sugar

50 100 99 88 77 100 117 121 130
100 100 100 89 79 100 107 114 119
150 100 93 83 81 100 105 106 110
200 100 98 83 71 100 121 121 126
Mean 86 77 113 116 121

100 98

100

* Amount of sugars is expressed as percentage of the amount just after harvesting.
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