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disease of new sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.) hybrids

G‘COLLM r.;}-) craJU @BT Cpen G*Lg)}'p.:.n Jol> c\&Y; G"?&‘f‘ =
Vst s il 57 o 53 0l 5S E Sllal ddias
oS>

Ao glads s e slin 55, Shas il L5l o o g P § (> 908 & (Sl .z (Olosmo . 031 BT .p (S rgain .z vz (2 YT b
AYFSIAY (YY) LOlp! (8155 polks 4 i (Rhizoctonia solani) b gS7s ;5 5l « (Beta vulgaris L.) . juse

ookl g b Dguine g S IR Eoln SBGIlw (2 Fean I (O B sy ) 29 Ty
Syan gal 039 4wyl Sl Al g winiar Ay (T Sobw JA LT GalB Sl palio pB
o 39k 4 9 B T bl 0l (B yme (Solow ol J 555 (S Sy 3 s plao BT 3l oSl 398 s0 B ATz B
T 5 (1D olus 9 polie GBS b of o s AT LigiST9 35 4 Polie B ke oy SV b O Ches il
T el w5 518 Sbisl 3590 Olawed OBLSTT ol ! Jldsd 4oy 50 110 Jlo yo 05, €4 oulo3l 9o 5o
(8P W (g dile gy 35 9 DB 5y wpd Vo Bl S 5 BOWSH 03, I (Slo 3 o)l
20 W9, ol 4 cwglio Bl I 2l Sy yuds A 7 518 3 es (20300 390I AT Jlu 5 b 9 plrce
o b Bolai ol e ol b CIB 50 Jlo 93 & 50 halo3T .o F 518 b3l D50 3 Ofed 10 Mg 5o Tl
Golow 4 i (1A 9 € AT AT A Slaoslad b) o pud iy 45 18 OUS (Solow 4 Cwglio b3 @b b (! IS
45 310 Ol 38 Al Gble 0 & yos b sl gl (w8 5 51,8 Jol dhgs 18 § Wdg LBLSTT o8y 31 Jpeglie Ligis ey
AR OBLSTT 18 polio ndy b (510 Jxe D9l (T 2571 9 0099 518595 0 Jgd BB & Khos Jfuuiliy 3l i SN yud
¢ (SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165) w yud 4w b3yl 3350 Gblo 35 d5os il 9 cwglio b3yl b & 429 b
) 4 S SVl O Klos il o 9 Cwglio i &7 171 (SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165) ¢ 4 (SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121)
(VCU) pBl (2155 il oo S SaboiT 4 3953 (512 Wigis 93 4 polie iw duel Sl yud Olgis 4 waixbls HBLST
RIS

A g ddy ) 3 hos LighST9 ) (NS i (Alyy (T gy Solow 1SS Selg

A APV Y= YoPY Lt a5 s e WYY S dsb VYV S8l 5
Ol Olan 65538 g5 5 25 50T el Olo s Ol Olisd nele slie 555058 25 50T 5 Do S o ks joltir Dl 2 (g0 )

Ol gl eOlon 6 555LS" g5 5 5 (35581 el Olo s cOlbas Olied nbs wlin 5 (655 LaS™ (35501 5 Dol S pn (o8 jultir Dol 2y ol =
(h.mansori@aree0.ac.ir :¢ s S ) (oS 45150)

Ol ez S es503WS s s 5 o5 seT el Olejls Byl 5k g8 5 ol Dlidond dms o kil Y

Olpl g S «8askS s s 5 o) seT eliniod Olajl (b yliier )b 45 5 Do) Ol duams o 5Lkl -F

Ol egin 635318 g5 5 A5 5oT eliions Ol jls 66 55 Ol 5 Ol as ol s s5osliS T 5 Dl S e 8yl Dl e g 00

Ol ) ctons sl e 503UES s 5 ) s ilinions Olojln ¢ g il )3T Oliwl nes mwli 5 (555587 25 gaT 5 Dadod S0 ol poisr Dliiond 2 Jlyslil 7

Ol e 53558 s 5 5 (o) 5T ot Olajlo oy Ol mle lio 5 (555908 (25 50T 5 Dl S o (B poliey Dl iy g0 =Y

VY


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/abj.21.2.173
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-1037-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/2hj.21.2.173 ]

WA Ol oY 05l (00 5 Sy Ml 010l 215 e 42"

AV DS sean Sauia oS S cla by,
s S olon A5 (61 e JSGL 6SS o)s
.(Panella, 2005) 5 34 .

OT Caglin 5 28 F5 ol ALS U5 jtiae
93 Pl o Jexdae (S5 L Rosolani g bey 4
L0 5l = Lol e Lol OIS L 0
Js» .(Hecker and Ruppel, 1976) 5L s codins i
A5 )i -l (Ruppel et al., 1979) 0l LS
bl s Gles s oLl LR, solani 4 pl_fu
sl 2S5 5505 i Jlasl b cas o 53 (slodaline
Ll s 8l oo simme S33T 3o b 51 oolay
b s asle ol SWSis glas 50 Slisle 3T
ubf_ﬁ-’)‘u—l‘ .JJIAL;L:»Q\KQJOJJ.:J;:{
ade gl o g o it Gladle 55 S O3 e
&l Ayt OLalE LU 5l IS s ol
ulie SN 5 ,Ks 53R sOlANT (55 lew 4o s sl
S > (Mahmoudi et al., 2003) A& o315 jaseis
St 3 ST (65558 Dsl5s (65, slS Dladss
S ey & Lslie B, (sl SO S L B
Ry gl g odh pg o B e 4l 5 b
ol 38 oolawm ol 4 Coaglie (gl o (g3 date
4SS glacs ) aS Cowlesls Ol El el
s e slin L 58 5505 4 S SlepalS dl o
(n pslie 5ty 5 adsh Sy a4y o
el (gl 4ol Coaglio 35 g Yiai| ¢ opl ol
3t i e Jead Jsb 3ol Sah bl
a0 55 Caslie Ly SRO8 oy g5 55 0 o
McGrath et ) Cwl ot (3 e AL oS 5 Glamals
Gle—ly o35 Cnslie o5l ¢l - (@l 2015
2 Frman ST sloul (5l opl 4 A3 i
3 S SlazalS o o s M5, s Ll 5
23 35 O g Taglie L)l g A )
S A Solas 4 palie 055 ool 55 Ol
o=t 3lealinl L UL g)lawi pU b (ol5 5555

V¢

.

o0
e 48 s olas Jtl g o S o 5 (S
ZoLS b e A i iy (S
.(Harveson et al., 2002) &—.Rhizoctonia solani
Gbln aen 3 o )l - Jolse 5IR. solani at
e 3 035 (Scholten et al., 2001) L 5,1 (5,5 ks
u,%wsﬁ;cbyjtmﬁh b=y )l
(Holmquist, 2018) Cul 03 T (g jlew ol 40 Lg )yl 5>
oty s (5 oy ghow CllB 5 A Ol e caty 5 3 Shes
S8 55 0l s o b s 4 o T U ke
ol e ol S0 oo ()8 i bl
(Soltani Nezhad et al., 2007).
5 (Ohkura et al., 2009) ol,LSan 51,
(Strausbaugh et al., 2011) o1l 5 <KLl 2l
B 1y olas () Lo g5 A8 i a5 e 2alS”
ol ladlis [ Llos gos u.i')‘j? Ao s b0 31 A
Coslite ad e 93 55 4ty S L35S 555 (S by
ol 6 5b 31 ST Ul al eyl os 3,5
4Bsb 4S8 s gl Ot ol b 5 0ki £ 5,3
yabsh Sy 503,5 iy 5 sgh ol Juaie
4 45 p g5 ad> ,a .(Harveson, 2006) 5551 0 39
03 L s o Coad S| ol (gm0 4y Sy
R e D L At R
ol g slail S5 2.8 (Harveson et al., 2002)
I sk ddee 4l (b slaa Y 4
o slaanY w oley S iy A e 50
a> S| (Harveson, 2008) JS" s 3545 ;S ado
(Buhre et al., 2009; Kluth and ¢, < sLs gl >
(Bolton et la i85 @28 < ae 5 Verrelmann, 2010)
Oyl galS  Eebal, 2010; Kirk et al., 2008)
A i B 5b 5 4ty ) LS 55 S dee s Solew
S ey Dol Oljn 355 ol b 5 03 8 o
5 «(Bolton et al., 2010) el 5L gl 0> b
2l & S Kol s 4 pslas o1 Sl eslizal 500!


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/abj.21.2.173
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-1037-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/2hj.21.2.173 ]

TIVESAAY AN OIS 5 Y SS entl il ol jud Canslin 5 5 e ol U5

A5 3, Shes «(SC) U Ol s «(RY) aiy 3, Shos
ey «Na) ot ¢ (ND o e 055 25 O s ((SY)
(MS) e L8 dp s 5 (Pur) Jlaseiwl o o «(K)
>, Slas Ol sie 4y B 5 Sas Sl 4 4 5 L3 5
2Rl e pd o w8 8 5 53 43, oS (golasl
S s 45 5 Shes 5 lads s Ol Hlas
Lo W0 Jlu )3 iola3T (slsesls Jodows 5 4 o
S S i e £ 51 Sl 4 5
e Yo SIS () 3550 Slaks yun ((550ke aly)
Sl gl 53 el iy Lol pen 5 STl 5
(a8 cOlen (83T 03) 5 sla gt
SRS Il 55 (o7 lyls) 5s s ol
T R 3 s L)l ey > Shes Ol e bl
53555 5 e 0B LS oy o cadlats
dals O e & OBLST 035 o ol pslie dals Ol e
ol Aol Bl e (i 0 055 5 (Als plie
2 LahlaiT ploslop o Ll b e S i s
2 Oben Lol 5wt Gblie plas 531745 JL
Gl on 3, Sae U o550 gl 50 140 JLe
A o3lital O gt 9= S B9y 3 (o) 2 3050
oL 2L, e+l (Finlay and Wilkinson, 1963)
S5 5 Sles aulin 05t 5= b E55 b 3 Ses
Sogline Loyl 5 51 glamals 3 e 55 ple b o g5
SISy oml s ienl Gl sladle b oes
Do 85 SV o 85 a3 o 3y b 515 Shes
5 o5 55 ¢SS 5, Shes o (Reckling et al., 2015)
23 X ooy o Gla 55 ol s S Sk
w34 03 3 g0 ol (Environmental index; El)
A o iz pp O 85 b b ol T e
3, Shee YL GG odas Olis il 5eSSs 5
o= !~ (Finlay and Wilkinson, 1963) ._iL e
Olsie 0 0L 2 55 s s a5, Ses Sl sk
o ealitl § g8l = b Joke 53 e a5l

\ve

tl_w\,\d.u RSy \Yay JL»).sjo\.:@JL}))
Aol b lady on Caglie oL G g
I O e P N WS V-3 NPT JNCEES
3 polie Gy on >, Shas Joilly et eieen 5
ol i pslie i il o o (s

.@‘o:x\:{}:{)ﬁ)

by g5 9 3lge

Ll St o 5 Slas Jily (2515 shite &

s ate) (S Soley 4 pslie Bk Sl
Ll 5 03,5 b f bt 4 pimmen 5 455k
Muvéjmlfa\ﬁaplﬁﬁ.xiﬁﬁ‘\\‘ Gl s
ﬁ\.&j"-jb O g L;:'-‘b) @)\:- Lf"l"‘“"j r)u.a
YV YQO-Y 9 \VeYad-Y ﬁ\.ﬁ)‘\- a)\».:ﬁ L) &5"’;) 4
,\,i:dm,%g;u&\s&usjgobqu,;
OULST ol | Lo aey 3o 53 1Y40 JLw s
by GlapY s 8 15 L5l s Oltes
S ea ol la0lsdlos, S 5l ul S IKu
(Ebrahimi Koulaee and Mahmoudi, s glaejy »
2012; Ebrahimi Koulaee and Soltani, 2015;
5 okal —ws4Ebrahimi Koulaee et al., 2015)
3 WAF JLu s lads s 5 s g ol (g5le el
ol 4 Olden OULST ool ad g5l slas S
Jalis O‘HM})}J}.} v.;) &.”'LA)'T)JJA)J u\.v)}.:
s 8 s el o8 Olsie 4 i 5 05
S e Cda b 4 Cals Ls oS el jls a
MJJ.&J}.J&)JMQ._&;J\JSXMJJAS
L;m_;ﬁe_@.,\_,:(t_,,;@o,u Sy o el
iyt ol (o8 F-F e e s SLS
A el ole ge Sl 5 basles SKKE 4 J graes
(b plomt ol 3L (laaciy ) sldoas Coiils (“-<"“
5 =S Sl ot g ang e Hlad a5l 0SS
ol oLl 5y e Slis s (g, S o310 0T aS


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/abj.21.2.173
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-1037-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/2hj.21.2.173 ]

WA Ol oY 05l (00 5 Sy Ml 010l 215 e 42"

(el b 5 Ol S Ll Ll 5l
Lse 5355 03T laats; 3L 51 B3las 45500 L
3 Silw @l g les Jele coui osls dby oess
Lo Sty oo 5 plolis Sty e
4S ol e Culg 53 b ey Leseii LgS g5,
D S (@YU Caslin Ny S s il
u;ﬁwwmwwb,fﬁ&\sc,w@
A Al lad s Ol e 4 cdindls 5 6 5L
e 03T 5 (eSS sl ol sl 5 sl

s s § L s e )

o g @

SR 5 Laoltiles ;8 31 SSn 4yl
53 W40 Jlo 5o i e (oole asly) la Wl S
LaaT Olidles 5 48 olady s 45 305 Ol Olden
23S VF A s Ses bcking 180 5 \YY la Y
La0T ol S Kt bl 4 olad s 5 1S
Ll s Y40 AT A PR (YA T sy
o5l 5, Shes LS 53 5 Sdn (VL U 5 Shes
55V Jgd) il La oY plw 4 G (6 YL
(e V9D b ol 57 R 5 Yl o ot s
D3NN Y S s Hler Lol e 5 ols Ol
(S cOlan ailaie iy 53 1Y47 JL sl
s 8515 b5l sssm Slab 5 el 5 e n s 3
03T ol Stala3T oliasl il ols Sl & 4 5
&l WA Sl s (Sl 0503T) bty S
0355 0SS Calibes blie 5 andlas 3 50 Slis S|
&l ilols s 5 s plonil S e 4 2 ol ol

255 il 48 1 oy g 4y ailate
Lyl i 5o b o S sl ol )l L
DS 55 Ja st sba o8 51> 0L 55 05 S
ssban 5 asls sy (PN) a5 Y¥ YA —iule3T
b IRN) & S sty 3 YY LSV by
Lds b5l g8 555 (S e sy Solem atls

v

ﬂjagﬁﬁ;&m#oﬂﬁ,mw
@om);u.\im@&;&@épjw
oL ot g e S LSL e b Jsles e shyld
35 s o e Ll 53 s om0 > Slas
238 15 o5

Coglie A5 Jlw SLilesT (6l l b Ole jon
Ll 53 L sS 5500 g0 am sl slad, o
jw;)\ﬁ&gj)\b)ﬂd‘w)bﬁ)w}j&
3 pobae dald o3, slez ol por 4 ol gla s
LSLAS}L Cj_lo \T,JG)J &‘b}@)\-"’- u.ﬂl_w:-
SN S Ll 53 )G Sl 53 (ol JelST
G\Y’Q? C,_&.«,:{J)\ DL )j_b.'.ﬂ O_i‘ L;‘J_f oAy 6’\.3‘).)‘
Ndm 5 sS85 e 55 Lo S5 J5 e o
s ¢S5 e Bl VY BV alobl b g ole S5
B B LR TE ol 5 S T
4.!abjjTC))SJ-.\.:)J&&:QJ\JJ\}lecwj‘m
T G 2 5 Gy p b 5o LS 55, RN133 oy 5
S 53T (Windels et al., 1997) aty ; (& 20 Lo
PES L aas g sy Ao 5 bl o gzs
;bﬂT)‘wau&.v\av\_&djl_fTuQ;j
Vopui gl iy ) o, ALY lie ) (So T
0315 6 o da iy am (o s Mol S 4y 5 4y
Sol—w o5 (Bittner et al, 2004) &
ol e 51 & S - (Disease Index; DI)
S 0,03 OT L ali )y 314 )3 0 05 8 b
OV ataly) b awlous &, S 0T glaa iy |5
Disease Index; DI=[>(ScalexNumber of Roots)]/Total
Number of Roots

YL S S, | DY W I POy~ S
IS ol o e U oSG o, U slaads ) slias
ugFMJJJMQ;QTL;LALQ)
5 Soles oL KL (Bittner et al., 2004)

Gl ud 5 2w 42 oy on S e i


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/abj.21.2.173
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-1037-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/2hj.21.2.173 ]

TIVESAAY AN OIS 5 Y SS entl il ol jud Canslin 5 5 e ol U5

S 3 (PIOF) (ol ot (o ol
(s 1 (Ao ys YB) kil el

5 p35 i 53 (QULST 05)) s i dals

o (Lugssh 59595955 Glapsy) (ol pilie dald

g B S 5 s sler e s s s

VASFOF AT @ gl oa Jold Dol 4y o

s 1y SLSS oyl s Uy o5 o S Bl ol 51 87
4S5l Ol baesls SSke S @ o gl ks
Lol o (ils 5 asls 5 goley Lasls il
(Y Jodr) Ls (glvains ad g Jhd 4
el o a5 (VFA) (6oles s ls o S
LA oyled o e a0 b g e (o pn 4Y) Clils
Aals ¢ lis 3 5 3 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.165 .S 5

i Gl on (AS Sl gt 5 4y > Slas i ol S S 5 0Ldles 8yl 1 il -\ Jser
(Y¥40) Olckan (i3

Table 1. Average effect of pollinator and male sterile single cross parents on root yield and quality

characteristics of sugar beet hybrids, Hamedan (2016)

Olzdles & Sl
Pollinator No. RY SY WSY SC WSC Na K N Pur
121 20 4085 7.38 6.11 1810 15.00 1.94 580 1.68 82.67
165 20 4158 741 6.15 1791 1489 207 546 160 8294
223 20 3748 6.62 542 1767 1442 221 586 199 8151
150 10 36.80 6.57 538 1790 1464 227 580 217 8174
24 10 3640 6.44 526 1766 1442 218 578 234 8157
134 10 38.66 6.66 535 1733 1392 271 570 244 80.33
SB27 2 4274  7.90 6.55 1849 1535 151 599 2387 83.03
Resistant control sl aals 2 40.02 855 759 2142 19.02 128 424 228 8874
Sensitive control L. Jals 2 2131 361 282 1686 1320 310 6.26 169 78.02
ol e ol S Ko Sl
Abbreviation Single crosses No. RY SY WSY SC WSC Na K N Pur
3 SC(P.395*P.3) 3 4316  7.73 6.37 1798 1484 181 599 175 8244
23 SC(P.395*P.23) 3 4383 7.96 6.62 1823 1519 1.71 581 182 8314
28 SC(P.395*P.28) 3 4503 792 6.46 1763 1439 220 592 177 8147
30 SC(P.395*P.30) 7 39.83 7.17 591 1797 1480 208 575 213 8219
49 SC(P.395*P.49) 3 4221 755 6.27 1788 1482 186 573 172 8281
90 SC(P.395*P.90) 3 4262  7.57 6.26 17.78 1471 204 557 187 8254
93 SC(P.395*P.93) 6 39.71  7.00 569 1765 1438 226 585 218 81.28
395 SC(P.49*P.395) 7 41.46  7.40 6.11 1789 1479 190 574 2.06 8255
6 SC(P.395*P.6) 3 38.36 6.92 575 18.07 1501 206 561 146 8291
12 SC(P.395* P.12) 3 39.83 7.18 595 18.13 15.03 205 5.73 156 8275
36 SC(P.395*P.36) 3 4138 755 6.34 1831 1538 189 527 190 8391
50 SC(P.395*P.50) 3 39.03 6.87 566 17.74 1462 205 5.68 197 8225
92 SC(P.395*P.92) 6 4262 757 6.26 17.78 1471 204 557 187 8254
111 SC(P.395*P.111) 6 3741  6.72 555 1793 1482 209 561 2.03 8250
215 SC(P.49*P.215) 6 34.97 6.17 5.08 17.65 1451 218 562 195 82.08
227 SC(P.49*P.227) 3 3483 6.19 506 17.73 1446 232 592 165 8139
233 SC(P.49*P.233) 6 36.26 6.22 498 1719 1377 258 6.00 201 79.93
305 SC(P.49*P.305) 6 38.60 6.80 5590 1763 1451 226 544 199 8222
347 SC(P.49*P.347) 6 38.08 6.73 553 1763 1446 219 567 194 8192
372 SC(P.49*P.372) 6 38.38 6.87 561 1794 1464 242 578 2.04 8151
Novodoro 2 40.02 855 758 2142 19.02 128 424 228 88.73
Ekbatan 2 4231 752 6.11 1778 1441 233 6.06 213 80.93
Sharif 2 2131 361 282 1685 1320 310 6.26 169 78.01

4k st r)?\n 53 OV ST ) o 5 ol (055 5 Sl (s 3) Jlammial o8 15 5 4 RY, SY, WSY, SC,WSC, Na, K, N, Pur

GBS 53 o) ady 3 Shas 5 5 Slas s 13 5 Shas (s y3) A O 50 (o y3) Lalls L5 Ol e

RY, SY, WSY, SC, WSC, Na, K, N, Pur: Root yield, Sugar yield, White sugar yield (t.ha'), Sugar content (%), Na, K and N
concentration (meq 100g root pulp), Purification efficiency (%), respectively
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Table 2. Disease index (DI), harvest index (HI), number of plants after thining (PN) and root number (RN) of

sugar beet hybrids in micro-plot experiment, Hamedan (2017)

ol A8 i sladks s
No. Sugar beet hybrids

PN

4l
RN RI HI Cluster

9  SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121 20
13 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.121 21
16 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165 21
4 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165 22
18 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.165 21

19 2.65 88
20 3.04 88
22 2.60 87
20 2.84 86
19 248 91

[EEN

5 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.121 22
1 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.121 20
20 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.223 22
6 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.223 22
14  SC(P.395*P.30)*P.223 21

23 Ekbatan

20

21 331 81
20 3.07 82
21 3.20 80
20 3.06 82
20 317 79
18 2.87 82

17  SC(P.395*P.3)*P.121 23
12 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.121 22
3 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.121 22
8  SC(P.395*P.30)*P.165 20
10 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.165 19
2 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.165 23

20 326 74
22 326 74
20 321 76
20 346 73
18 344 74
21 3.08 74

19 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.121 20

22 Novodoro

23

20 3.76 65
22 3.85 64

11 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.165 21
15 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.165 20
7 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.223 21

21 Ludwina

22

21 4.02 58
19 3.77 58
20 448 54
21 416 58

24 Sharif

20
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Table 3. Analysis of variance and mean comparison of root yield and quality characteristics of sugar beet hybrids

resistant to Rhizoctonia, Karaj and Torbate Jam (2017)

2] plr oo s
Karaj Torbate Jam
S ct.a 33T a3
S.0.V d.f RY SY WSY SC RY SY WSY SC
Replication RS 5 73™ 0.47™= 0.16™ 0.57™ 24rs 2.99+ 199+ 151+
Treatment Sles 24 403** 431"  1.8** 3.7 287+  10.7 8.3 1.93+
Error 153 120 72.1 1.27 0.73 0.27 19 0.74 0.58 0.51
CV (%) - 12.4 11.7 11.9 3.72 13.9 13.6 13.7 3.57
ool A8 e slady s
No. Sugar beet hybrids RY SY WSY SC RY SY WSY SC
1 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.121 66.55  9.23 6.75 13.91 39.24 7.70 6.76 19.65
2 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.165 68.50 9.42 6.79 13.75 3490 6.86 6.03 19.64
3 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.121 68.45  9.45 6.95 13.80 28.67 5.63 4.96 19.75
4 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165 7025  9.29 6.52 13.23 4138  8.15 7.15 19.68
5 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.121 7245 10.21 7.88 14.08 36.81 7.31 6.47 19.91
6 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.223 7215 9.85 7.22 13.68 26.76  5.36 4.71 20.15
7 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.223 67.00 9.34 6.87 14.01 3119 6.16 5.41 19.75
8 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.165 80.80  10.85 7.91 13.45 42.43 8.53 7.54 20.08
9 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121 74.00 10.30 7.72 13.91 36.10 7.15 6.24 19.79
10 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.165 7010 9.74 7.23 13.88 3471 6.79 5.96 19.73
11 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.165 75.30  10.57 7.85 1411 34.95 6.99 6.22 20.03
12 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.121 66.45  8.82 6.40 13.31 3338  6.60 5.81 19.78
13 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.121 62.45 8.65 6.45 13.85 31.48 6.28 5.55 19.88
14 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.223 71.00 9.68 7.31 13.64 32.43 6.24 5.47 19.24
15 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.165 82.40 10.98 7.85 13.33 36.86 7.17 6.34 19.48
16 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165 77.00 1041 7.63 13.49 35.19 6.99 6.14 19.89
17 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.121 67.20 9.37 7.11 13.94 38.38 7.91 6.96 20.53
18 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.165 68.95 9.71 7.21 14.13 30.67 6.20 5.49 20.22
19 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.121 71.10 9.89 7.46 13.90 32.05 6.57 5.84 20.48
20 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.223 55.60 7.82 6.00 14.09 31.67 6.33 5.60 19.97
21 Bumerang 52.05 8.21 6.61 15.96 20.14 4.19 3.71 20.70
22 Premeir 57.40 9.00 7.21 15.78 20.43 4.16 3.71 20.25
23 Novodoro 49.05 8.01 6.49 16.38 17.00 3.74 3.37 22.03
24 Ekbatan 7435 10.18 7.48 13.74 28.86 5.54 4.80 19.31
25 Sharif 75.80 10.67 7.66 14.16 17.57 3.39 2.95 19.28
LSD 5% 12.14 1.62 1.23 0.72 4.22 0.82 0.73 0.68
ST Sladal N 52.83 841 6.77  16.04 19.19  4.03 3.60 20.99
Average of foreign controls
aibie )5 .35 5 Glosm g am g (ST Slidsw 55 4du a;rwsuﬁuﬂ;ﬂﬁtﬁjzsu\ Sl
DJWWGH))‘JJFchu)Jﬂde; A{ﬂ)‘ﬂ@j)}.}&é}b/\*bf\@)&(@)‘
393 Aot 53 S el el 5 (5l sme gl (Mohammadian et al., 2016; <culods 3,135
ccj_f 33 odsT S 4 =k wlins (F Jod) Cils Orazizadeh et al., 2016; Khorshid et al., 2015;
6““‘—1;1“ 4_:.l§ J._:: U‘ijf; BE) c)l_):_& 9 CL>- C._:_; C)L.a‘ BE) J}—ZQ_A 4.’_.5}5 U‘i‘j’l"" «Shabazi, 2015)
o (6 o s A3 9 B <l 3 Shes Do Gla Il alS 5 U Ol 4 JotIs (lads s
VAN


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/abj.21.2.173
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-1037-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1398.21.2.6.8 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/2hj.21.2.173 ]

WA Ol oY 05l (00 5 Sy Ml 010l 215 e 42"

Jsdr) 3 (sl dals oS0 b Jls sme sl
dhv\iﬁw}_gcjwk&\svj)lfwuﬁ)s.(?
iy Slee bl ghls gme Dl (Mol b
e op plad o5 sy izl OBLST) 3 o
S ool el ()l o Soke SN W e e
L o V0 8 Ol Ssls 3 gy cal b (Js 00

(F Jgds) 555 5ls e oyl dals Sk

ﬁlplujs.bajf@j@)ucﬁj\@iqu
il 4 o (ol (lac on 4ty 3 Sas
WL S L s i sl oy a4 1Y
Sl o) Sl s bl a5 Shes 3 )5
Lo e VF) deo a8V B YY1 s, e (6l o
Gl s (s aals oKl U Lls ime ol
Lo e V) a3 PV UVl ddw as s, Shes

Gl S 55 palhe slads yoa (4SSl gast 5 auy 3, Shee 5 S0le anglie 5 bl 4 o —F Ui
(\Y4F) cp9s® 9 Olden
Table 4. Analysis of variance and mean comparison of root yield and quality characteristics of sugar beet hybrids
resistant to Rhizoctonia, Shirazm, Hamedan and Gazvin (2017)

5l Oldas 9P
Shirazm Hamedan Gazvin
s cl.» NS
S.0V d.f RY SY WSY SC RY SY WSY SC RY SY WSY SC
Replication 1 & 5 143 3.3™ 1.8™ 0.7 | 200+ 150" 1.55"™ 4.31*| 55" 0.63" 0.42" 1.85"
Treatment Hles 24 843+ 17= 95% 1.8* | 731* 22.7= 17.2* 4.71*|166™ 2.14™ 075" 1.31"
Error o 120 654 174 134 090 | 104 293 198 0.50 50 0.69 0.27 0.5
CV (%) - 142 156 188 6.37 | 164 164 165 422 | 236 237 264 6.01
osled LS e glady s
No. Sugar beet hybrids RY SY WSY SC RY SY WSY SC RY SY WSY SC
1 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.121 |62.14 937 6.72 15.00|69.52 1138 9.14 16.35|33.27 3.89 220 11.65
2 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.165 | 60.48 9.13 6.74 15.16|64.81 1112 9.32 17.18 2890 335 180 11.64
3 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.121 | 68.33 9.67 6.63 14.06|66.17 1095 8.95 1655|2940 340 185 1153
4 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165 | 65.00 9.92 7.28 1528|5743 959 7.79 16.68|29.13 356 2.08 1231
5 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.121 |55.71 8.29 6.10 14.88|64.33 1055 8.37 16.38|38.21 4.23 231 1118
6 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.223 | 61.43 8.77 6.04 1429|6198 1034 831 16.68 (2944 324 172 11.02
7 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.223 | 60.24 8.83 6.21 14.70|70.02 1144 9.20 16.33|30.92 339 175 11.04
8 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.165 | 65.24 9.66 7.00 14.82|61.07 10.15 831 16.68|30.81 354 193 1158
9 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121 | 65.24 9.57 6.99 1466|7452 1192 9.29 16.08 |33.90 4.08 2.38 12.08
10 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.165 | 64.29 10.04 753 1571|6117 1030 856 16.85|33.10 4.03 236 1215
11 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.165 62.14 9.16 6.53 14.66|6352 1049 854 1649|3342 393 228 1171
12 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.121 | 6190 9.18 6.88 14.83|57.67 9.29 741 16.16|2767 320 176 1157
13 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.121 |52.86 7.88 583 1492 |56.36 959 7.89 17.01|3054 362 2.09 1201
14 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.223 | 61.67 9.19 6.85 14.89|59.14 984 7.93 16.66|30.79 357 197 11.62
15 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.165 | 69.29 9.94 7.00 1440|6881 1124 9.06 16.36 |37.38 4.12 210 10.99
16 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165 | 65.00 9.82 7.24 15.14|64.07 10.78 8.83 16.86|30.35 3.60 2.00 1198
17 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.121 56.67 8.37 6.14 1483|6593 1040 8.12 1577|3177 3.76 219 11.83
18 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.165 |58.81 8.76 6.55 1490|59.19 980 8.01 16.57|31.10 365 1.97 11.86
19 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.121 |58.10 8.81 6.46 15.22|65.60 11.11 8.97 16.88|3429 436 267 1274
20 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.223 51.19 735 522 1433|5833 966 7.82 1664|2783 331 185 11.87
21 Bumerang 4238 6.97 540 1649|7650 1442 1248 19.05|2252 284 176 1253
22 Premeir 3238 4.83 358 1493|6738 1228 10.67 18.21|2452 3.00 185 12.23
23 Novodoro 2071 334 253 1594|5264 1027 8.86 19.60|16.10 199 120 1240
24 Ekbatan 60.00 9.03 6.55 1499|6933 1125 8.83 16.27|31.79 3.72 205 11.70
25 Sharif 36.19 506 337 1398|1669 265 203 1618|1676 191 099 11.32
LSD 5% 774 126 111 091 | 974 164 134 068 | 6.75 079 049 0.68
ST sl e 3738 590 449 1571|6551 1232 1067 1895|2105 2.61 160 1238
Average of foreign controls
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Table 5. Slope of the relation between environmental index and relative sugar yield of sugar beet hybrids in each

location

oolad S bk slads on e ool A ke lady s b

No. Sugar beet hybrids Slope No. Sugar beet hybrids Slope
1 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.121  0.123 14 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.223  0.036
2 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.165  0.068 15 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.165  0.073
3 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.121  0.012 16 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165  0.028
4 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165  0.151 | 17 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.121  0.176
5 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.121  0.233 18 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.165  0.068
6 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.223  0.137 19 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.121  0.199
7 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.223  0.103 20 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.223 0.111
8 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.165  0.057 21 Bumerang 0.459
9 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121  0.058 22 Premeir 0.267
10 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.165 0.147 23 Novodoro 0.368
11 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.165 0.095 24 Ekbatan 0.069
12 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.121  0.023 25 Sharif 0.085
13 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.121 0.150
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Table 6. Sugar yield of sugar beet hybrids resistant to Rhizoctonia in five location and the average of five and

six trials (t.ha?)

YO Oldes wag oKl g alh 4 o

ol A3 jlre sl yen Hamedan 23 Py B Oleben P Average Total Ratio to

No. Sugar beet hybrids 2016 Karaj Torbate Jam Shiraz Hamedan Gazvin 2017 average control
1 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.121 7.71 9.23 7.70 9.37 11.38 3.89 8.31 8.21 124
2 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.165 7.27 9.42 6.86 9.13 11.12 3.34 7.97 7.86 118
3 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.121 8.10 9.45 5.63 9.68 10.94 3.40 7.82 7.87 118
4 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165 8.40 9.29 8.15 9.92 9.59 3.56 8.10 8.15 123
5 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.121 7.92 10.2 7.31 8.29 10.56 4.23 8.12 8.08 122
6 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.223 7.53 9.85 5.36 8.77 10.34 3.24 7.51 7.52 113
7 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.223 7.97 9.35 6.16 8.83 11.44 3.38 7.83 7.85 118
8 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.165 7.81 10.6 8.53 9.66 10.15 3.54 8.55 8.42 127
9 SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121 7.80 10.3 7.15 9.57 11.91 4.08 8.60 8.47 127
10 SC(P.395*P.49)*P.165 7.53 9.74 6.79 10.0 10.30 4.03 8.18 8.07 121
11 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.165 7.54 10.6 6.99 9.16 10.49 3.93 8.23 8.11 122
12 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.121 .77 8.82 6.60 9.18 9.29 3.19 7.42 7.48 113
13 SC(P.49*P.395)*P.121 8.24 8.65 6.28 7.88 9.59 3.62 7.20 7.38 111
14 SC(P.395*P.30)*P.223 7.30 9.69 6.24 9.19 9.84 3.57 7.71 7.64 115
15 SC(P.395*P.28)*P.165 8.31 10.3 7.17 9.94 11.24 4.12 8.69 8.63 130
16 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165 8.50 10.4 6.99 9.82 10.78 3.60 8.32 8.35 126
17 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.121 7.78 9.37 7.91 8.38 10.40 3.76 7.96 7.93 119
18 SC(P.395*P.93)*P.165 6.70 9.71 6.20 8.77 9.80 3.65 7.63 7.47 112
19 SC(P.395*P.23)*P.121 7.41 9.89 6.56 8.81 11.11 4.36 8.15 8.02 121
20 SC(P.395*P.3)*P.223 7.87 7.82 6.33 7.35 9.66 331 6.89 7.06 106
21 Bumerang - 8.21 4.19 6.97 14.42 2.84 7.32 7.33 110
22 Premeir - 8.99 4.16 4.83 12.28 2.99 6.65 6.65 100
23 Novodoro 8.37 8.02 3.74 3.34 10.27 1.99 5.47 5.96 90
24 Ekbatan 7.98 10.2 5.54 9.03 11.24 3.72 7.94 7.95 120
25 Sharif 3.93 10.7 3.39 5.06 2.65 1.90 4.74 4.60 69
e ke . .77 9.68 6.85 9.09 10.50 3.69 7.96 7.93 119

Average of hybrids

T el e 8.37 8.41 4.03 5.05 12.32 2.61 6.48 6.64 100

Average of foreign controls
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Evaluation of yiled potential and resistance to rhizoctonia (Rhizoctonia solani)
diseases of new sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.) hybrids

Ebrahimi Koulaei, H.t, H. Mansouri?, M. Aghaeezadeh?, R. Mohammadian?, J.
Soltani®, K. Fotouhi® and M. Sharifi’

ABSTRACT
Ebrahimi Koulaei, H, H. Mansouril, M. Aghaeezadeh, R. Mohammadian, J. Soltani, K. Fotouhi and M. Sharifi. 2019.
Evaluation of yield potential and resistance to rhizoctonia (Rhizoctonia solani) disease of new sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.)

hybrids. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 21(2): 173-187 (In Persian).

Rhizoctonia root rot disease is considered as one of the important diseases in sugar beet. Using resistant
cultivars decreses production costs, especially application of fungicides and increases the efficiency in
controlling of root rot disease. Therefore, growing of resistant cultivars is considered the best approach for
disease control. To achieve this goal and to determine yield potential of new sugar beet hybrids resistant to
Rhizoctonia root rot disease, 92 hybrids as well as susceptible and resistant cultivars were evaluated in two
experiments in research field of Ekbatan station of Hamedan, Iran in 2016. Considering the experimental results
and with respect to the average effect of pollinators and single crosses, 20 hybrids were selected and evaluated in
Karaj, Hamedan, Ghazvin, Torbate Jam and Shiraz regions in 2017. Evaluation of hybrids in term of resistance
to rhizoctonia was simultaneously performed under micro-plot conditions in Hamedan. In both years (2015 and
2016), the experiment was conducted in randomized complete block design with six replications. The results of
resistance evaluation under micro-plot conditions reavealed that five hybrids consisting; 9, 13, 16, 4 and 18 were
more resistant than cv. Ekbatan for resistance to rhizoctonia root rot disease. Yield potential evaluation in
different locations showed that new hybrids had desirable level of yield potential and most of them had no
significant difference with cv. Ekbatan.Considering the results of resistance to rhizochtonia disease and vyield
potential evaluation, three hybrids no. 4 (SC(P.395*P.90)*P.165), no. 9 (SC(P.395*P.90)*P.121) and no. 16
(SC(P.395*P.23)*P.165) that were more resistance with higher yield potential in comparison with cv. Ekbatan

were identified as promising hybrids for being evaluated in Value for Cultivation and Use (VCU) test.

Key word: Rhizoctonia, Root rot disease, Root yield, Sugar beet and Sugar yield.
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