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Abstract

Drought is the primary factor limiting sugarcane growth and physiological development under the climatic conditions
of Pakistan; especially in those areas where without supplemental irrigation, productivity is not possible. Lack of detailed
information regarding the performance of cane varieties under drought during formative stage and poor selection breeding
program played key role in limiting cane productivity. The proposed study was conducted to investigate the genetic response
of different cultivars viz., CSSG-676, CSSG-668, HoSG-795, HoSG-529, NSG-59 and HSF- 240 (standard) regarding the
physiological development of sugarcane and its productivity at different irrigation co-efficient levels (100%, 80% and 60%).
This study elucidates that moisture has a pronounced impact on the physiological attributes of sugarcane and proper
irrigation scheduling with 20 no. of irrigations were reported best in-term of better germination (69.65%), leaf area index
(7.13), crop growth rate (8.44), net assimilation rate (1.06) and chlorophyll contents (5.98). Similarly in case of genomic
response, NSG-59 was reported significant best as compared to all other test cultivars in term of better physiological
performance, showing significant higher leaf area index, crop growth rate, chlorophyll contents and water use efficiency that
maximized the crop growth and resulted in higher net assimilation rate. Higher proline contents (1.59) produced in NSG-59

also made it best under drought conditions.
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Introduction

Globally sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.) is a
valuable crop not only as a source of sugar but also a
good source of bio-energy, because of its exceptional dry
matter producing ability (Afghan, 2003; Babar et al.,
2011). Contribution of sugarcane in the economy of
sugarcane is 0.7% (Anon, 2013) and is the driving force
of Pakistan 2™ largest industry providing raw material to
other small industries.

Among the various stresses of sugarcane, water stress
is one of the most important abiotic stresses limiting
sugarcane production worldwide (Ashraf & Khan, 1993).
Therefore, its effective management is desperate, not only
in reducing inefficiency, but also in cutting production costs
and supporting productivity (Qureshi & Afghan, 2005).
Drought is a primary factor limiting crop yield under arid
and semi-arid conditions, specifically in the areas without
supplemental irrigation (Baligar & Dunean, 1990).

Water stress affects every aspect of plant growth, and
worldwide yield losses even temporary drought can cause
substantial losses in crop yield (Ashraf & Khan, 1993).
Water is essential at every stage of plant growth from seed
germination to plant maturation (Ashraf & Naqgvi, 1995;
Iftikhar et al., 2010). It reduces crop yield regardless of the
growth stages at which it occurs (Leigh et al., 2006). So any
degree of water imbalance may cause deleterious effects on
its growth potentials. With increasing soil moisture stress, the
plant height, dry weight and yield per plant decreases (El-
Monayeri et al., 1984; Ashraf et al., 1994). Moisture stress
retards leaf expansion and so ultimately reduces leaf area
(Long et al., 1994; Mosaad et al., 1995). Although reduced
leaf area affects plant's photosynthetic capacity it provides a
mechanism for reducing water loss. It affects every aspect of
plant growth, and worldwide losses in yield from water stress
probably exceed the losses from all other causes collectively

because even temporary drought can cause substantial losses
in crop yield (Ashraf, 1998) so leaf area limitation can be
considered a first line of defense against drought (Taiz &
Zeiger, 1991). There is an imperative need to optimize
production of sugarcane by efficiently managing water
resources and their reliability. The study was aimed to
investigate the performance of promising genotypes for
tolerance under different moisture regimes and physiological
and biochemical phenomenal traits contributing moisture
stress in diverse genotypes of sugarcane.

Materials and Methods

The proposed study was conducted in the agro
climatic conditions of Jhang, at agronomic research area
of Shakarganj Sugar Research Institute, to investigate the
genetic response of different cultivars at different
irrigation co-efficient levels. The proposed study was laid
out in Randomized Complete Block Design in split plot
arrangements, replicated thrice. The irrigation co-
efficients were kept in main plots and sugarcane varieties
were superimposed. Irrigation Co-efficient included
following levels 1,=100 %, 1,=80 % and 1,=60 % while
sugarcane genotypes include CSSG-676, CSSG-668,
HoSG-795, HoSG-529, NSG-59 and HSF-240 (standard).

All others agronomic practices were followed
normally during the whole season. The physiological
attributes of different genotypes that were examined under
varied irrigation co efficient levels described as:

Germination & plant height: Germination (%) was
observed 45 days after germination by the total number of
buds that sprouted or emerged and total number of known
buds sown, however; the plant height was measured
between soil surface and apices of randomly selected 05
stalks and converted to the average.
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Leaf area index (LAI): Leaf area of five randomly
selected stalks from each plot at 30 days intervals was
measured. LAI was computed by using the following
formula as:

LAI = Leaf area (cm) / Ground area (cm)

Crop growth rate (g m™day™): CGR was determined by
using the following formula:
CGR = (W,-W)) (T-Ty)

whereas W, & W, are Shoot dry weight m2attime T, & T,
respectively. T, & T,= Time of 1% & 2" harvest respectively.

Net assimilation rate g w2 ay’): The mean NAR was
determined by following method as:

NAR = TDM (rinaiy / LAD (inay

whereas NAR=Net Assimilation Rate & TDM=Total dry
matter (Final)
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Proline concentration estimation: Proline
concentration was estimated by using the standard
procedure described as to determine the proline
concentration; 0.5 g fresh sugarcane biomass was used.
10 ml sulfo-salicylic acid (3%) was added in biomass,
grinded it after this the extract obtained was filtered. A
mixture was made of 2 ml filtrate, 2 ml acid ninhydrin
and 2ml of glacial acetic acid. The mixture was heated
at 100 °C for 1 hr. within the water bath followed by its
cooling in ice. After this 4ml toluene was added and
jiggled it with vortex mixture and finally observed the
reading at 520 nm (Bates, 1973).

Pigment contents:  Chlorophyll contents  were
determined by using the method described by Arnon
(Arnon, 1949). Fresh leaves (0.5 g) were used. 10 ml
acetone was added in fresh leaves and obtained the
extract. After this readings were taken at 663 and 645
nm by using this extract. Chlorophyll a & b was
calculated by following formula:

Chlorophyll a (mg g * f.wt.) = [12.7(0D663) — 2.69 (OD645)] x [V / (1000 x W)]
Chlorophyll b (mg g * f.wt.) = [22.9(0D645) — 4.68 (OD663)] x [V / (1000 x W)]

Total chloripyll = chl a + chl b

Water use efficiency: Water use efficiency was calculated
by striped cane yield and the amount of water applied.

Statistical analysis: The analysis of collected data was
done by using the Fisher analysis of variance technique
(Steel et al., 1997) and treatment’s means was compared
by applying Least Significance Difference (LSD) test at
5% probability level.

Results and Discussion

Germination plays significant role in further crop
growth and physiology. Germination was reported
statistically significant during 2008-09 and 2009-10
regarding irrigation co-efficient (Table 1A). Higher
germination (65.39% & 73.90%) was achieved at 100%
co- efficient level respectively in both years and
successive reduction in germination % was observed from
1% to 3" irrigation co-efficient. Significant varietal
response (Table 1B) elaborated that varieties were showed
significantly different germination response during both
years. Higher germination (69.55% & 78.60%) was
recorded where HSF-240 was sown while CSSG- 676 had
minimum germination %age (50.22% & 56.75%) than all
others in 2008-09 & 2009-10 respectively. The inter-
active response (Table 1C) elaborated that 1,V had
maximum germination count as compared to other
treatments and it was statistically higher as compared
others in both years. Plant height in sugarcane is a
combination of crop growing conditions and varietal
character. Data depicted the significant response for plant
height under varying irrigation co-efficient, various
genetic materials and their interaction. Maximum plant
height (4.26 & 4.81 m) was achieved under I; (Table 1A),
(429 & 4.84 m) was gained by HSF 240 that was

statistically higher than any other varieties followed by
NSG-59 & HoSG-529 that were statically at par with each
other during the both years (Table 1B). The significant
interactive response showed that I,V has statistically
higher plant height as compared to other treatments.

Leaf area index (LAI) is an assimilatory system of a
crop and have important role in the plant growth and
yield. Data elucidated that drought significantly affected
LAI, substantial reduction of LAI was reported by
increasing drought levels. Maximum LAI (6.66 & 7.60 in
2008-09 & 2009-10 respectively) was achieved where the
irrigation co-efficient was kept 100% during the both
years as represented in the table 1A. Similarly different
varieties produced statistically different Leaf area index
according to their genetic makeup as represented in the
table 1B. Maximum leaf area index (7.40 & 8.84 in 2008-
09 & 2009-10 respectively) was produced by NSG-59 that
was statistically higher than any other varieties followed
by HSF-240, HoSG-529, HoSG-795, CSSG-668 and
CSSG-676 during the both years. However, all cultivars
were statistically similar except NSG-59 & HSF-240
during 2008-09, but only HoSG-529 was statistically at
par with HoSG-795, CSSG-668 and CSSG-676 but
different from HSF-240 during 2009-10. The interaction
effect of both factors (Irrigation co-efficient & sugarcane
varieties) was also reported significant regarding LAI of
sugarcane as represented in the table 1C. I;Vs has
statistically higher leaf area index (8.28 & 9.74) in 2008-
09 & 2009-10 respectively. Leaf area index reduction was
more at higher level of drought under the HoSG-529,
HoSG-795, CSSG-668 and CSSG-676 genotypes as
compared to NSG-59 and HSF-240. These results were
found similar with the findings of Naik et al. (1993) and
Ali (1999).



529

COMPARATIVE STUDY ON AGRO PHYSIOLOGY OF SUGARCANE GENOTYPES

“d €0°0 1@ Apuet

1S QU1 ULINOD B U1 SI312] WUIA[JIP AQ PIMO[[0] SUBI |y

<1°0 S1°0 91°0 w0 1o wo oroe 1o 60°0 ¥l 1€°1 911 as1
vLL US60'8 yotL o0°¢ JLES WL L9t6'E el ysjLg L6'F9 PLHY 2P00°19 AT
$6'8 216 qcL's 60°L qe8°L €9 L169°C Ze's nite £8°C9 319L9°99  TIP006S FAT]
e N 089 9I't SILLt RENNEY peEss USL0t ly3pg¢ TL'09 USEH+9 Ys00° LS FAT]
6<°8 PES'8 L €<t BENASIN Jsse 0008°€ yseot lyree £ezs [STAINN 16t AT
LY'L USI+1'8 noz'L 1T+ Lt J96°¢ €859°¢ 188°C yere N3 fezs lccot AT
9S°L yzo's Ao wr agrt 196°€ 0s1s°€ 19L°¢ NLTE CLbF AL LY 00T TAf]
66'L 3196578 3109L RS 296'S PST'S L9LY'F 266t W0k 89°9L 9LE18 00°TL AT
N qL6 qeo6’s 97’8 TH6'S q8¢°L L10FF PLYt PElt LOTL ALTYL 2L9°LY AT
Wi Ys6l8 lyoz L 6g°¢ CIRTER pit's €TTr WYt PLOE €099 PLOOL POO'TY AT AXTTD
99°8 216 paEI'g LTS JaTHS Ppers 0010'F BjasTt BILLE 00°09 ULY'EY yee oS A
LLL UsI+1's WBHL L€ PTO9 pEsTs 00L8°€ UsiI+ 5cy¢ Ters 1€9°LE ITNES ‘A%
So'L yLio's lySog L tr ¢ LS IS L9SY'E 188°C yere NS 1€T°LS 1L9°0S AT
s SCIFS J08°L r89 209Z°L At LYLOS LHES v 85708 BOSCY vLYSL Al
86 BOF 01 BOT6 106 UHL'6 LT r868°t qea s qe9’t N qQ01°6L Q00°0L AN
S6'L PrEs e 99 PY06°9 2T9 rEOL't 2160°¢ 2908t LEIL A¢LCL 200°LY AN
L8'8 It6 a0¢ 889 200€°L 39t°9 L10F T PLOt pPElt 89759 POL 69 PLY 19 Al
60°8 P68 31097, 9L9 2q81°L SN E1INY PLEt JOL8E 06°€9 JAPOYTLY  1AP000Y Al
8L NCIT I ysSpeL Lo 290T°L #HTY 0016°€ 381 ysIoL€ 8L°19 USILS€9  USI00°3s Al
60°0 60°0 60°0 81°0 FT0 €10 90°0 9900 90°0 Lo 9.0 L9°0 asti "
S6'L D0§°8 D09°L P8c €079 €8t's LE'F VES'E V6Tt 80°fFL V09'8L V869 0tT-ISH *A m
9€°6 VLL'G V963 s VH8'8 VoL € €168t qL0F 7869 80 FL £€9¢°¢9 6S-DSN A m
9L azo's AL1L €< J89°¢ 290°S 8TF st {170t £0°'99 D80°0L 200°T9 6TS-DSOH A m
ro'8 gs16 gers 9¢¢ DH80°9 RIS LUt 2CEt 0'E 1+°68 aso€y asL-ss S6L-DSOH A mﬂ
PL D678 A0t L cee DH68°S DIT'S 88°¢ azrt aros 98°¢s 16T 68 ArETS 899-088D A w
89°L a90's 4A08°L ot¢ odlss D01°S 0L'¢ HP6'E ALEE ores 19198 ATTOS (2%08) 71 a
F00 LO0 700 FI°0 81°0 10 £0°0 £0°0 700 ST 97'0 FT0 (% 001) 1 =z
oL 8T8 TS 88 JIF'S T tL'e 096°¢ oIs€ L8768 26768 o TS (9% 09) 1 mom
61°8 q19'8 HLLL r6'S (1579 qro¢ rI't (66t €168'€ +8€9 dtL'L9 £1+6°68 hn. =
'8 V06'8 V6L €L V0U'L V999 Fet VIst VTt $9°69 VO6'EL V6E'S9 43
01-800T 60-800T _ 60-800T 01-800T 60-800T _ 60-800T 01-8002 60-800T _ 60-800T 60-800T 01-600T _ 60-800T siuawEaL)
BN KEETN [TEITY ABIA TN KT SuBap KRN
el pmods doa) Xopul BaIE Jud] () yysoy Jueg () uonBUIWAIY ddpPweied

S|2AI] IYSN0AP JUAIP 1€ (napuidffo wnapyoo08) sadAJouds JuedIES NS 3S19AIp Jo Nes Paoas dosd pue xapur eae jeaf Jysoy jued ‘uoneuimaan | aqey,



o SO0 .a.:F_zu_,_m_.&_z QB UWLNJOD B Ul SIA[ VAP S PAaMO[[0] SuBaj

UZAIR FAROOQ ETAL.,

S1'0 TTo 600 £1°0 F1°0 o £0°0 £0°0 S0°0 o o 110 as

66°1 Pa¢1'T 481 €Tt 36t 3L6'€ €50 APOE0 qee<0 SL'O J208°0 MILO AL

6T BLI'E 97 19 2%6¢'9 268°¢ 99°0 B89°() BEO'D ot BCCT[ BLE A

P81 P266°1 PI69° | LLE qioy uree 30 20 Pp8E 0 L9'0 JILo 2690 AT

SOl Pa8s’ WBJ 1+ 6t°€ 0L°€ LT 0s'0 PISO Y0 90 J99°0 28570 AL

S| pLY’I T 1 3 kL€ ree LY0 3pC0 B1att0 290 19970 496£°0 AT

91 Pre°l 314 3 neLe ree 9t'0 2POC0 3110 €9°0 JL90 2650 'AfT

6Ll Pa8s’[ pa1L ] 69 86 JiFy 0 Jro JPLFD FS0  JP6S0  APGLO AT

6r'T qz79°T q8¢°T €0°L Pot'L q19'9 65’0 qz9'0 298¢0 €Tl qege” qeLl] AT

0Ll ParIg 1971 €Tt BISt 366'¢ 9¢'0 BLE0 Useo SL0 J26L°0 SPOL’0 FATT O AXITD

99°| PELT UBJOPLE'T 8TF st 320 €0 BLE0 lyreo 9L°0 Jap0g o MILO AT

91 P6L’1 Usjo0s:| 9Lt Jsoe IFy LED JTro lyzeo F80  JPA060  AP6LO AT

8L°1 P206°1 oPOCY’[ N JEsy nTy LE0 Joro Iee'n 180 Japa9g0  dpa9gL0 AT

FLL Pog’l 19pTY' TLs PLO'9 pLES 6€'0 BLE0 TIE0 zo'1 2980°1 3996°0 Al

¥t 2q0€°C a81°CT 99°f BC['8 BOT'L €60 €0 pPazeo 9¢° | BCH | eRT AN

8¢°1 PLL I o'l +¢ RIYAS 2L0°€ 0g'0 uzeo 1820 96°0 pATO'| PI16°0 FA'

181 Par6’1 2Pagy’[ 9L°¢ pzI'9 PIt'S 0€'0 yreo ligz0 To'l 2q80°1 3996°0 AN

Ll PI88 L YSJOpSSTI €9°¢ P66S MPIECE 00 4r¢o [i8z°0 I Pa90°| 2Gt6°0 A

€Ll peg’l 3Jap19°| LY M09 TS 6T0 yog'o [Lz°0 10°1 29L0°1 2G86°0 A"

60°0 9+T10 €€€0°0 80°0 80°0 LO0 700 100 £0°0 LO0 LO0 90°0 asi 2

¥l €q96'1 acL’l 88t qasls €8st 80 aLt'o d6t'0 L8O €d76'0 €780 0FT-ASH °A m

§¢T V69T VIFT £69 V6E'L VS0 650 V190 VLSO SEl V| VLT 65-DSN *A -

1Ll L6 AASF | LYt asLt aoc 80 ae6co JLEO 6L°0 €ars'o avLo 6TS-DSOH A m

L1 ey 29¢| 1St adgL'y  AdSTr 8€'0 anoto  daAd9go g0 €580 €SL0 S6L-DSOH A M

¥9°1 e8| AFF 1 ro't L6t D9Et 8€'0 210+°0 ajsco 80 q.8°0 fLLO 899-D8SD A &

Al €q98'| ad9s’1 8<°F an9s't  ddost LEO anoto aseo 180 €98°0 §LLO 9L9-D8SD 'A =)

F0°0 €00 £0°0 +0°0 F0°0 r0'0 £0°0 <00 £0°0 St'0 S0°0 F0°0 as £ -

€61 VeI VIL] iy IBEF JLY'E s VECQ VIS0 6L°0 ar8o darLo (2% 09) ¥ mbm

<yl aviot V89| w6t geTs LCRY 1+0 act'n 46£°0 L8O 4c6'0 €480 (%08) °1 hm @

181 fare’ | V89l 86°¢C VFE9 V19§ €e0 J9¢€°0 IPE0 90°1 VEL'L V00’ (% 001) "1 <G
01-600Z | 60-800Z | 60-800T | 0I-600T | 60-800T | 60-800T | 01-600T | 60-800T | 60-800T | 60-800T | 0I-600T & 60-800T T

UBdA Jeax uvay JAeax ued ABIN SUBIN ELEDY
RS TETRITTEE T (IE AT Judwig g UOIEIUIDIUOD JUI[OL ] J)BI UOLE[IWISSE JaN AI)IWRIR]

530

*S[AD] IYBNOAP JUIJIP Y€ (et nffo wnaniy2208) s3d0ouds JueIIETNS ISIIAIP JO AU s 1em pue Juawsid pue uoneuaduod utjead el vonepusse JaN "7 Aqe],



COMPARATIVE STUDY ON AGRO PHYSIOLOGY OF SUGARCANE GENOTYPES 531

Sugarcane represents the same behavior regarding crop
growth rate as in LAI under different irrigations co-efficient
as shown in Table 1A. Maximum sugarcane crop growth
rate (7.98 & 8.90 in 2008-09 & 2009-10 respectively) was
achieved where the irrigation co-efficient was kept 100%
during the both years and a gradual reduction in CGR
reported as drought level was increased. Similarly varieties
also responded substantially different as maximum
sugarcane crop growth rate (8.96 & 9.77 in 2008-09 &
2009-10 respectively) was examined by NSG-59 followed
by HoSG-795, HSF-240 and CSSG-668 2008-09 & 2009-
10. The interaction effect of both factors (Irrigation co-
efficient & sugarcane varieties) was also reported
significant different regarding sugarcane crop growth rate
as represented in the Table 1C. 1;Vs has statistically higher
crop growth rate (9.20 & 10.40 in 2008-09 & 2009-10
respectively). However, 13V, had statistically lowest crop
growth rate during 2008-09 & 2009-10.

Net assimilation rate (NAR) is the net gain of
photosynthetic assimilates per unit of leaf area and time
(Gardner et al., 1988). Data embodied in Table 2,
elucidated that different drought levels and various varieties
along their combinations affected significantly regarding
NAR during both the years. Net assimilation rate showed
by I, & 15 were statistically low and similar as compared to
I3, while maximum NAR (1.00 & 1.13 in 2008-09 & 2009-
10 respectively) was achieved where the irrigation co-
efficient was kept 100% during the both years as in the
Table 2A. Similarly different varieties responded
differently and maximum NAR (1.27 & 1.44 in 2008-09 &
2009-10 respectively) was produced by NSG-59 that was
statistically higher than any other varieties. However, all
other five cultivars were statistically same regarding net
assimilation rate. The interaction effect of both factors
(Irrigation co-efficient & sugarcane varieties) was also
reported significant regarding net assimilation rate of
sugarcane as represented in the Table 2C. 1,Vs & 153Vs has
higher NAR and was statistically similar during both years.

Maximum proline concentration (0.51 & 0.53 in
2008-09 & 2009-10 respectively) was at 60% co- efficient
level, while minimum values (0.34 & 0.36 in 2008-09 &
2009-10 respectively) was at 100% irrigation co-efficient
level. The successive reduction in proline concentration
was observed from irrigation co-efficient level 15 to I;.
The varietal response was also statistically significantly
reported in proline concentration (Table 2B). Higher
proline concentration (0.57 & 0.61 in 2008-09 & 2009-10
respectively) was recorded where NSG-59 was sown. The
inter-active response of irrigation co-efficient levels along
with varieties was also statistically significant regarding
Proline concentration in both years (Table 2C). 13Vs had
maximum proline concentration (0.63 & 0.68 in 2008-09
& 2009-10 respectively) as compared to other treatments
and it was statistically higher as compared others during
both years of experiment. Proline concentration is an
osmo-regulator agent that helped regarding drought
resistance (Singh et al., 1973; Stewart et al., 1977).

The pigment concentration was substantially affected
by irrigation coefficients and varied under different
cultivars as presented in Table 2. Sugarcane pigment
concentration significantly affected by irrigation levels

that were applied. Sugarcane pigment was drastically
reduced where the level of moisture was minimum,
maximum sugarcane pigment (5.61 & 6.34 in 2008-09 &
2009-10 respectively) was achieved where the irrigation
co-efficient was kept 100% during the both years.
Similarly different varieties gained statistically different
pigment concentration according to their genetic material
as represented in the Table 2B. Maximum chlorophyll
pigment (4.29 & 4.84 m) was gained by NSG-59 that was
statistically higher than any other varieties followed by
HSF-240, CSSG-668, CSSG-676, HoSG-795 and HoSG-
529. While under interactive response the I;Vs has
statistically higher pigment as compared to other
treatments. While the minimum sugarcane pigment was
reported where the treatment 13V3 was executed and it was
statistically at par with 13V, and 13V;. Data also presented
that sugarcane pigment was low during the year 2008-09
as compared to year 2009-10.

Water use efficiency is the capability of plant with
which the plant produced its biomass or economic part
after utilizing unit amount of water. Statistical analysis
showed that maximum WUE was observed under I3 as
compared to I; & I,. Cultivars also differed significantly
and maximum WUE was recorded where NSG-59 was
planted followed by HSF-240. The treatment
combinations had significant effects on WUE (Table
2C). Sugarcane in 13Vs had substantially maximum
water use efficiency during both years of experiment
2008-09 & 2009-10.

Conclusion

Study elucidated the importance of moisture and
improved genetic material regarding the efficient growth
and the chlorophyll concentration of sugarcane. This
study also revealed that under moisture stress the
production of proline concentration reported also and its
production was also related to genetic source as higher
production under I3 and in NSG-59. The overall results
regarding the physiological developmental stages and
other physiological attributes of this study guided that I,
(20 no. of irrigations) is statistically good for higher
sugarcane germination (%), leaf area index, crop growth
rate, net assimilation rate, and chlorophyll concentration
while I3 had performed better regarding the water use
efficiency of sugarcane however; NSG-59 is reported
better as compared to all other studied genetic material.
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