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Table 1. Analysis of variance for traits in two cultivars of sugar beet under bolting and non-bolting conditions
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T e SETSELS A3 de)s pte el e 055 Molasses of s Ses Stk Ceslie iy e 53 edd plal Vascular tissue to
SOV S gulie df Root yield Sugar content Na K N sugar Sugar yield  Cutting resistance Cutting work parenchyma tissue ratio
Replication E 3 0.00 0.04 0.13  0.14 0.04 0.11 0.00 0.91 0.92 0.10
Treatment s 3 0.49 0.40 0.65 0.03 0.14 0.08 0.09 0.26 0.26 0.15
HI1059 .5 5L W
() E208h 2 9 5009 1 0.25 0.30 046 0.07 0.08 0.12 0.06 0.33 0.32 028
Bolted & Non bolted
Pal 5 5L W
AMA 0 ool pde s 00 | 037 029 056 0.0 0.15 025 0.08 022 0.22 047
Bolted & Non bolted
i s
G988 489 59 ) 1 0.16 0.15 036  0.04 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.13 0.13 021
Bolted & Non bolted
Error MS st il 9 0.08 0.43 0.14 0.15 0.04 0.06 119.69 0.06 0.02 0.90
CV (%) Dk s b - 7.6 4.1 212 9.7 8.0 12.6 5.3 10.8 10.9 13.0
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Table 2. Mean comparison of root yield and quality of sugar beet cultivars under bolting and non-bolting conditions

bl Sk
4 abyy Cwglae v ar
. ascu
s Slos e 3 S o2 o (il tissue to
B SEL LS X3 Ol e e °r22 03375 Molasses of S Ses Cutting S e parenchyma
bl sl Root yield Sugar content K Na N sugar Sugar yield resistance Cutting work tissue ratio
Treatment (kg.plant™) (%) (meq.100g beet") (%) (kg.th (N. ecm™) ) (%)
HI1059
slo
ol 1.25a 15.6a 1.82a  3.99ab 2.66a 1.93ab 196.7a 2.33a 1.17a 7.13ab
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o
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Palma
5L
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o
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Sx 0.05 0.33 1.87 0.19 0.10 0.12 5.47 0.12 0.06 0.47

LI ol e gl MJJ@JLQ:" c]n..:)a Qﬁ'l: Slasals Lo 05057 bl s ckizuas S 2in oy - (5l S&Lawil:.a O a5
Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncan's Multiple Range Test
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Effect of bolting on the yield and quality of two sugarbeet cultivars in autumn

sowing area in Dezful region of Iran

Hosseinian, S. H'., M. Abdollahian-Noghabi2 and N. Majnoon Hosseini’

ABSTRACT
Hosseinian, S. H., M. Abdollahian Noghabi and N. Majnoon Hosseini. 2014. Effect of bolting on the yield and quality of two
sugarbeet varieties in autumn sowing areain Dezful region of Iran. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 16(4): 265-277.

(In Persian).

The objective of this experiment was to evaluate technological properties of two sugar beet cultivars (HI1059
and Palma) under conditions of bolted and non-bolted plants. The experimental design was randomized complete
block design (RCBD) with four replications and was carried outat Safiabad Research Center, Dezful, Iran, in
2011-2012 growing seasons. At harvest, bolted and non-bolted plants of each plot were separated. Sugar content,
concentration of impurities (potassium, sodium and amino-nitrogen), molasses sugar, root yield, sugar yield,
cutting resistance of rootand vascular tissue to parenchyma tissue ratio traits were measured using standard
methods. In general, mean bolting (%) in HI1059 and Palma cultivars were 33% and 51%, respectively. Analysis
of variance showed that the experimental treatments effect for yield and quality traits of sugar beet was not
significant. Results of group comparison between bolted and non-boltedplants in both varieties showed that
sugar content reduced from 16.1 to 15.6% on HI1059 variety and from 16.4 to 15.9% in Palma cultivar,
respectively, due to bolting. Despite the slight decrease in root yield (5%), and sugar yield (7%) in bolted plants,
these reductions were not significant. Similarly, despite a slight increase in concentration of impurities, molasses
sugar, energy for cutting root andvascular tissue to parenchyma tissue ratio in bolted plants, differences were
not-significant. Although bolting appeared about one month before harvesting in the two sugar beet cultivars, but
it had no significant effect on yield and quality of sugar beet. However, bolting causes some disturbs sugar beet
harvesting and creates physical and chemical problems in the process of sugar extraction in the factory. Further
research of variety trails over growing seasons may provide more knowledge regarding theeffect of bolting on

yield and technical quality of sugar beet.

Key words:Bolting, Cutting resistance, Sugar content, Technological properties, Vascular and parenchyma

tissue.
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