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Table 1- Interrelationship between sowing dates and cultivars

cals fu )b
Sowing date
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Cultivar
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Table 2- The sugar beet cultivars studied and their release locations
o3, pb le 928
The name of variety The origin country
$95lge RO
Monatunno Sweden
o515, ol
Rosagold Netherlands
061 ol
SBSI 061 Iran
anllas )50 a5, Sloogas -V Joax
Table 3- Characteristics of the studied cultivars
, ) Ay 0,90 Jsb v At S 0 ,Slos Ay, o,Sles

Length of growth White sugar yield Root yield

Cultivar Growth type Sugar percentage

period (day) (t/ha) (t/ha)
o5l - gasd
FrEe Sugary' 220-240 oS ‘)-..) a-")
Monatunno autumn Low High High
o 05l —(guid ) . .
"\15‘)) Sugary— 220_240 ‘>-L.’.) J"""‘?"’A .Ia.w}..n
Rosagold autumn High Average Average
05wl — B
061 SRS Ny s ol
. 220-240 i
SBSI 061 iﬂ?uar% Low Average High
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Table 4- Physical and chemical properties of the soil of the test site (depth 0-30 cm)
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Soil texture K P N EC pH ocC Lime
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Table 5- Analysis of variance (MS) of yield and quality traits of sugar beet cultivars in five sowing date

a8 o ,Sles EEIRVEIN V0N S Jlasul oo o

AU I 6;.,‘ Aoy 0 ,Sles SJ;?:‘ Suga;o Al Jlasl Extraction
S.0.V. > Root yield X White White sugar coefficient of
DF yield content )
sugar yield content sugar
l 3 Kk dk Kk
Rep)"’;tion 3 93.53™ 4.21m 3.55 6.74 71 8.67 80.79
sl gy b
Sowingdate 4  10652.04™ 350.95”  7.25™ 268.26™" 15.67* 159.53"
S)
Uz
Error 12 195.45 3.66 4.36 2.94 9.06 81.1
Culti‘j;r © 2 5782.91"  248.90™  31.45™ 232.53* 59.24™ 526.31*
3, x 7,0
”jé 55) 8 749.11%  26.10" 0.42™ 19.02* 0.90™ 15.91™
Uas
Error 162 149.50 4.19 0.81 2.78 1.16 8.72
g{/’“((y")’" - 16.60 13.71 5.25 16.38 7.85 3.71
0

Aoy Sy g i Jleixl sl 10 lo gixe BT 5 lo e BT 0525 pas o a4y s g 5 NS
ns, * and **: non-significant difference, significant difference at the level of five and one percent probability,
respectively.

a3 0 ,Skee p 8y 9 CB )b S we s Sl 5o s (S SMST il)ly 4528 @l 1Al a8 8 ,Ses
P <0.01) ol o gme b a8 5, Slas 5 5 w8, 9 CudlS o b blae 1 Gz ol lid 1) juse b
L dets w8 0 Slas (e ooy B &L 5 00 YL b w8 0 Slas gl peo S Z 00 J9ox)
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0,99 (090 Vs JJo s pgd 5 Jol wuilS &b o ol plo «(Tahisin and Hali, 2004) oo 5 o (L 5 a5
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Table 6- Mean comparison of effect of planting date on the studied traits

> Slos BB B s

esls &b ' wdo Sl alb adoShee Wi asys S8 Jlaseiul oo
. A, . Jlasl . _
Sowing Sugar White sugar Sugar s Extraction coefficient of
date Root yield yield content White sugar sugar
yield content
R 93.02a  15.8a 12.82a 16.90ab 13.64ab 80.07ab
4 October
Y
Ao YO 886a  15.7a 13.00a 17.79a 14.71a 82.40a
18 October
okl
3 73.1b 12.6b 10.12b 17.24ab 13.72ab 79.19ab
November
ULJ Yo
19 58.1¢c 10.0c 7.90c 17.30ab 13.74ab 78.82ab
Nl lr\,mhr\v'
»1e 551c  9.11c 7.07¢ 16.60b 12.85b 76.59b
1December
LSD 7.17 0.98 0.88 1.07 1.54 4.62

Wl (gl pme B il o S e B> S il gt o 0 aS ol Sl

Means in each column fallowed by similar letters are not significantly different.
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Table 7- Mean comparison of effect of cultivars on the studied traits

o)

o Sles B E e

ad o Slee alls wid o Sles RVEIRWIY S Jlasiwl oo o

Cultivars N Sugar White sugar Sugar J_ ~! Extraction coefficient of
Root yield yield content White sugar sugar
yield content
#7793 13.02b 10.45b 16.69b 13.35b 79.58b
Monatunno
“¥L  gos4a 1450a  120la 18.00a 14.86a 82.29a
Rosagold
4 62.38b 10.47c 8.09¢ 16.81b 12.99b 76.37¢
SBSI 061
LSD 5.16 0.87 0.74 0.38 0.54 1.83

5 6 stne B il e S e G S LIS (gt 8 50 4T laSiles

Means in each column fallowed by similar letters are not significantly different.
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Figure 1- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar beet in
cultivar on root yield (LSD=0.8)

o o

o

andy o,Sles

Root Yield (t.ha)

o

o

25.00

20.00

A
AB AB
BC
BC
15.00 cp BC
DE Ef DE

% 10.00
3,
3

5.0

0.00

I OININ IRV IR IR IR IR IR
e = %“’ TP IS

Sugar Yield (%)
o

&&B’ébtx(d)
AL a8 o Sles 68, 50w juiier cllS &b blie H1 5SSl aslie =Y IS
(LSD=0.8)
Figure 2- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar beet
in cultivar on sugar yield (LSD=0.8)
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Figure 3- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar
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Figure 4- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar beet

in cultivar on white sugar yield (LSD=0.8)
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Figure 5- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar beet
in cultivar on Extraction Coefficient of Sugar (LSD=0.8)
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Table 8- Analysis of variance (MS) of yield and quality traits of sugar beet cultivars in five sowing date

a0 . Mo o8
RRJUOE JF SE ;'T SRR iy 0 pan (59,5 Sl ax o |\;|2 Ias::s
S.0.V. <2 Sodium Potassium a-n-Nitrogen Alkalinity
DF sugar
).’S” . 3 3.07 1.84 3.72 0.49 1.48
Replication
s Fl " " " " "
oo 4 8.90 1.85 13.81 3.83 2.48
Sowing date (S)
> 12 4.21 1.61 3.56 0.89 1.07
Error
~ 2 27.48™ 6.54™ 0.47" 4.80" 7.42"
Cultivar (C)
SG)C w2 8 0.77" 0.42* 0.44" 0.47™ 0.25m
> 162 24.29 0.39 0.22 0.16 0.14
Error
SN - 0.39 11.02 14.44 15.43 13.55
CV (%)

Beoyd S g iy Jleizl zolaw 1o lo gee BT g jlo s M| 042 pae o a4y i g 5 NS
ns, * and **: non-significant difference, significant difference at the level of five and one percent probability,
respectively.
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Figure 6- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar beet
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Table 9- Mean comparison of effect of planting date on the studied traits

Bl &, S ey o yhe 395% Clld ax o oo 3
Sowing date Sodium Potassium a-n-Nitrogen Alkalinity Molasses sugar
YR 2.61ab 5.35¢C 2.57c 3.15a 2.66ab
4 October
o YO 1.81b 5.57a 2.71bc 2.75ab 2.47b
18 October
oble 2.53ab 5.92ab 3.55ab 2.43b 2.92ab
3 November
oLl vo 2.72ab 5.82ab 3.66ab 2.39b 2.96ab
19 November
L0 3.19a 5.77a 3.98a 2.42b 3.14a
1December
LSD 1.05 0.65 0.96 0.48 0.53

05 (5,13 sime M il e S i B Ky LIS (g o 3 AT glanaSile
Means in each column fallowed by similar letters are not significantly different.

aISIT o 08, 5 cuils o b 5l oy o grhaw yo o gime ST uil g 4y ool H(CadldB oy pd) AT
i (A % Jgaz) (P <0.01) o lo sme aJSIT 5 09y 9 cils F,b bl J1 e ol lis |
Iy duo,0 VYV jlade b a ST o yieS oty S o)l g sl oy duoys VIO jlade b Jgl cotls 2o, 0 a iU
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Table 10- Mean comparison of effect of cultivars on the studied traits

©5) SRS ey o yae 39555 Cills ax o oo 038
Cultivar Sodium Potassium a-n-Nitrogen Alkalinity Molasses sugar
#bse 2.44h 5.55b 3.25 256D 2.74b
Monatunno
RV
1.97c 5.44b 3.24a 2.38b 2.54b
Rosagold
7 3.30a 6.06a 3.40a 2.94a 3.22a
SBSI 061
LSD 0.42 0.23 0.25 0.22 0.20

5l gl pme BB il co S iie By SO gyl gt 2 0 4 ol Sl
Means in each column fallowed by similar letters are not significantly different.
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Figure 7- Comparison of the average interaction effect of planting date of sugar beet in
cultivar on Alkalinity (LSD=0.8)
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Figure 8- Effect of planting date of sugar beet on molasses sugar (LSD=0.8)
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Figure 9- Effect of cultivars of sugar beet on molasses sugar (LSD=0.8)
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