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Table 1. Sugar beet genotypes.
Line );\-f o)LmCZ: LM-NO Line )u:\-f G)LN:J LM& Line )u:\-f G)LN:J ‘L&.o.n
no. Seed No Origin N0.  Seed No Origin N0.  Seed No Origin
1 31655-90 0.T.110-12 13 31667-90 0.T.110-29 25 31679-90 0.T.110-11
2 31656-90 0.T.110-23 14 31668-90 0.T.110-30 26 31680-90 0.T.110-17
3 31657-90  0O.T.110-25 | 15 31669-90 0.T.110-35 27 31681-90 0.T.110-28
4 31658-90 0.T.110-07 16 31670-90 0.T.110-37 28 31682-90 0.T.110-34
5 31659-90  O.T.110-09 | 17 31671-90 0.T.110-38 29 31683-90 0.T.110-52
6 31660-90 0.T.110-13 18 31672-90 0.T.110-40 30 191 Sensitive Check
7 31661-90  O.T.110-16 | 19 31673-90 0.T.110-47 31 30923 IR7 (Resistant check)
8 31662-90  0.T.110-21 | 20 31674-90 0.T.110-50 32 30908 (436*231)*5RR-87-Hs.33
9 31663-90 0.T.110-23 21 31675-90 0.T.110-55 33 31290 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.7
10 31664-90 0.T.110-24 22 31676-90 0.T.110-57 34 31291 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.11
11 31665-90 0.T.110-25 23 31677-90 0.T.110-67 35 31292 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.18
12 31666-90  O.T.110-26 | 24 31678-90 0.T.110-68 36 7221 Fodder Beet Bulk
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Table 2. Leaf wilting and senescing scoring criteria in sugar beet genotypes (Choluj et al., 2014).
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Senescing description Wilting description Score

Qb oals (slogedls 5 S sae Y-V o paass 5l i Al ol 00 y0 e S T-Y
More than 2/3 of the leaf area from 2-3 leaves become yellow or  2-3 wilted leaves 1
brown

A3l ol (slosedls ) Iy v F-F mhaw pawgs 5l i Al ol 08 oy Cyuee S F-F
More than 2/3 of the leaf area from 4-6 leaves become yellow or  4-6 wilted leaves 2
brown

il 00ds (glogedl,5 S 2 oae V-1 haws pgangd Sl e
More than 2/3 of the leaf area from 7-9 leaves become yellow or

brown

5l o (slosedla dep] (gl sz S des s s Sl i

Al ol 08 e Glailagles 5l geud) S, V-1
7-9 wilted leaves 3

Al oads 08 o LS 1 (p S0l 1 S des

More than 2/3 of the leaves area (except young ones) become All leaves expect young ones are wilted 4

yellow or brown

A5k ool (gloggdls,) daS y des s pgusgs I o

More than 2/3 of the leaves area become yellow or brown

_L.:l.\ [ oS yo'y Lm_f).g dod
All leaves are wilted
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30 M e a8l L3I YAVY 4 coslS 5l e
@ o g Jlop Glao S G S 51 g 59, VIV 5 AY
Sl 5l olis a8 g aslg VIVYA 5 V/FAY Joleo cos
eebls (g5lol Ity g0 50 (50503 050 y0 M

3 B0 yes loy g GRS g (6 003 L abaily o
&l sixe JO{ RN B WARSIE Vi WP s
o5 llyh s ki sy oy (T Jeoz) wdliS
OB Jboy Llps 5l s g)losime 525 40 (VARS)
Boyd cge (S S A5 Sl oals esly plas o
2 S e Job nlple 5 99800 (e GBS 2
Shoo SRl ol vsS kbl 4 cewd Sl
ian o ! (Stocker, 1960; Brown et al., 1987)
Sy s L (LSW) 5y o50s 035 Liall enlallias
ol 039 05T 850 Caiizs Lawgs S L5 Ay
Hang and Miller, {Mohammadian et al. 2010)
aslp ;o el ool slgii (1986; Rinaldi, 2003
FaS S poolass b >l dlge o S 4y Cuaglio (golige
Khorshid, ) & .5 1,8 ax 45,50 e Sy mlaw plgo
(2000

&l paiged o x skl 590 hlie 3l g (5,10 paiged o
Dby doyd (5 Ske g do)d S Jleiml mhaws o 55
Jeuz) cllas g b e U lalgle bawg S mlaw
alale vy S mdaw Gidg ao s Olynss aig, (¥
o e AV B by bl Il 0 a5 55 a5 gomia,
£l ] e ) s 5 0dB005380 e gy ccuslS
Gy o )d e (5 Ll o Lol (Y JSS) 0
ol o (o FYIO) lulule g S gl
978 4 G g Jol (SBE51  5, PY) S0l
WS g2 (¥ JS) cdl pals o] jlade gloasss
e 2 g Mlle e )0 addllaesge (S55 Slge (e
G5 ol i) (Sl i x 8 Bl il o o

g A5 Jlosl 4 S (LS gy (2STy

Lodiy) s 9 FOroft ope
ghe o gl Jlie il 5 (pooyes ploj (St i
Sladisy (58,03 000 2 (Sl sime il o0 S Jlaza!
Slse Cyes Bl 51 oo sime 3 Lol 4l i aii
g a8 flomen (V Jgoz) aid s andllass g (S5
oy Ll p8 5o ladig (573505 0703 995 00 om0 ¥ S0
S (290 yad Ay Ced (V]2 ¥O) S 51 54, VVF 235



Y5V e S b g S 5 oS Sleogas p (Sis i Ol Kes 5 bl o3l gelo

M&né)yébwyjsjf‘sﬁj‘;é)o}ow‘db@hww%fé‘vwrjtU&Lowmgwb)bm)m\‘ Jous

Table 3. Analysis of variance and mean comparison of the effects of drought stress on canopy ground cover and wilting
and senescing score of sugar beet genotypes at different growing stages.

>0 MS Ol (Kke i MS Olapo (2l
- - @slil azys . ;
Ol puds ilo (g0I5 S o i of SOy g0 SR G o
S.O.V. df Canopy ground cover Wilting score  Leaf senescing score
S 14775.860* 3 0321 1.627"
Rep.
By 78166.116** 1 385.141%* 22.168**
Drought stress (A)
€ Lol o5 olzsl 1039.187 3 0.567 1.585
Error a
e S 1278.339* 35 0.226"™ 0.139"
Genotype (B)
AB Jlil - ag 445,556 35 0.123" 0.133"
AxB
Eb) ep oS olaal o0 449.719 210 0.205 0.211
Error b
. (©C) )l paigas 2 4810.510%* 1 187.918** 143.002**
Sampling (C)
AC sl 3363.105%* 1 2.918+* 0.002
AxC
BC Jlis 5l 70 13.247" 35 0.043ns 0.016ns
BxC
ABC Jilate il 70 10.442" 35 0.043m 0.016™
AxBxC
(EC) 5,18 pasges olivsl 432 10.972 216 0.058 0.025
Error c
(30,0) Sy 2 7.00 10.28 9.28
CV (%)
Qo0 _ -
%
kel 590

Irrigation frequency

@1) Seis ) e e A 5l
After 90 mm evaporation from 56.838 a 1.535b 1.503 b
evaporation pan (a1)

@2) S5 5l sl yie o VY- 5l e

After 270 mm evaporation from 37.815b 3170a 18%a
evaporation pan (az)
Sampling Gl pdiges o
3o ey AY
(C1) =B85l g 5oy PV 49,517 a € 17811 1.201 b
67 days after planting 87 days after
planting
Soms WP
(€2) =35l 5y MY 49.851 a € 99944 2198 a
81 days after planting 116 days after
planting
(€3) =ls 3l s 39, VNP 42611 b } _ _

116 days after planting

Aoy S g g Jleixl maw [0 o g g 0 g pE o5 Ay
ns, * and **: non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively
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Fig. 1. Average canopy ground cover of different genotypes during the growing season.
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Fig. 2. Sampling date x irrigation frequency effect on canopy ground cover.
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Fig. 3. Sampling date x irrigation frequency effect on wilting score.
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Table 4. Analysis of variance of the effects of drought stress on quantitative and qualitative traits of sugar beet

Errorb

genotypes.
MS Olay o (pSSleo
S
e ainyeSles ahe Siofhs edblices O L cas,
S.0.V. s3l3! Rootyield  White sugar yield  Alkalinity Molasses Root dry matter
df sugar
IS5 oopeasTM* 30685+ 15217 3.208" 12.637™
Replication
WSt ES 0 60039.339%%  1043.541%* 5723  10.926*  171.307"
Drought stress (A)
Ea) ol olal 14.460 0.103 1.540 0.253 18.797
Error a
BYesdl 35 19106.427% 10.434* 0.751%*  1.022%*  10.444%*
Genotype (B)
AxB  AB eyl 35 213.431* 3.711m 0174  0.224" 3.192m
Eb) e poyelcdl )y 198530 2.474 0.201 0.235 2.958
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Table 4. Continued
MS Ol yo (Sl
>y oS ke ) 6“’&5“'"’"
ST Sugar content Root impurities
e b ‘Sdf) AL A PERe eliy 03955
S.0.V. Gross white Na K N
S 27.078™  15.093" 102117 10.171™ 0.860™
Replication
WS 1088780  1037.940%  50.315* 7.311m 0.277™
Drought stress (A)
Ea) ol oS olaal 52715 26.095 0.803 0.730 2.085
Error a
B ewsi 35 108730 14.656%* 4031%*  1918**  0.793**
Genotype (B)
AxB *“*"A’S 35 3,551 2.710™ 0.943" 0.364" 0.314"
Eb) e p ot g 4793 3.868 0.882 0.503 0.289
Errorb

By S g gy Jlei] e jo lo gme g l0 e f o Ay s g 5 NS
ns, * and **: non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively
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Fig. 4. Yield and qualitative characteristics of sugar beet under stress condition as a ratio of normal irrigation.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of drought stress effect on quantitative and qualitative traits of sugar beet genotypes.

‘ JCEINEINS oo Wi ady, Sisesle
axllkos jgo ok N J)Tuu Sdan s o o (a2 3) (o y3)
L Root yield -
Irrigation level (t ha) White sugar ~ Alkalinity Molasses Root dry
yield (t ha?) sugar matter (%)
o5louts o pinghao A llay sl
oy Irrigation after 90 mm 243 a 349 b 2304 a
Line evaporation i
No. e o clee VY- sliler 5!
Irrigation  after 270 mm 275 a 394 a 2126 a
evaporation
1 0.T.110-12 49.23 b.h 447 a.g 214 ef 3.32 cde 2256 a.d
2 0.T.110-23 40.04 c.k 3.85 a.g 219 ef 3.70 b.e 2257 a.d
3 0.T.110-25 55.34 bcd 545 a.d 244 c.f 344 b.e 22.35 a.d
4 0.T.110-07 1154 m 0.79 h 281 a.e 412 bc 2270 d
5 0.T.110-09 56.90 bc 523 a.d 232 def 3.71 b.e 21.29 cd
6 0.T.110-13 36.05 d.I 330 a.h 271 a.e 3.94 bc 2219 a.d
7 0.T.110-16 3598 d.I 3.00 b.h 255 b.f 3.81 b.e 21.61 bed
8 0.T.110-21 4150 c.k 441 a.g 229 def 3.03 de 2324 a.d
9 0.T.110-23 3319 f.1 265 d.h 311 ad 4.06 bc 2262 a.d
10 0.T.110-24 40.73 c.k 434 a.g 222 ef 3.40 cde 2347 ad
11 0.T.110-25 40.38 c.k 350 a.h 243 c.f 3.90 bcd 21.89 a.d
12 0.T.110-26 2590 i.m 280 <c.h 291 a.e 3.50 b.e 24.45 abc
13 0.T.110-29 52.25 b.f 466 af 283 a.e 3.70 b.e 21.87 a.d
14 0.T.110-30 25.07 klm 195 fgh 272 a.e 3.62 b.e 2199 a.d
15 0.T.110-35 3150 g. 198 fgh 266 a.e 4.09 bc 21.59 bcd
16 0.T.110-37 4642 b.i 313 a.h 244 c.f 4.03 bc 20.58 d
17 0.T.110-38 3271 f.1 338 a.h 230 def 3.78 b.e 24.63 ab
18 0.T.110-40 2527 j.m 222 eh 279 a.e 3.85 bcd 21.77 a.d
19 0.T.110-47 2498 kim 185 fgh 296 a.e 433 B 2251 ad
20 0.T.110-50 29.63 h.m 318 a.h 287 ae 376 b.e 2147 bcd
21 0.T.110-55 1894 Im 162 gh 339 a 3.98 bc 2221 ad
22 0.T.110-57 4023 c.k 3.08 a.h 276 a.e 4.03 bc 2142 cd
23 0.T.110-67 3400 e.d 295 c.h 272 ae 3.85 bcd 21.89 a.d
24 0.T.110-68 24.27 klm 222 e.h 272 a.e 3.60 b.e 21.61 bed
25 0.T.110-11 30.75 g.m 210 e.h 261 a.e 3.82 b.e 20.69 d
26 0.T.110-17 6290 b 587 ab 242 c.f 3.67 b.e 20.56 d
27 0.T.110-28 4165 c.k 3.64 a.h 331 ab 359 b.e 2199 ad
28 0.T.110-34 3871 c.d 399 a.g 269 a.e 3.39 cde 22.24 a.d
29 0.T.110-52 3659 c. 308 ah 268 a.e 3.97 bc 2192 a.d
30 191 (Sensitive Check) 36.75 c.I 443 a.g 177 f 294 e 2488 a
31 IR7 (Resistant check) 4142 c.k 470 af 231 def 3.05 de 2351 ad
32 (436*231)*5RR-87-Hs.33 54.17 b.e 5.92 a 230 def 3.33 cde 2281 a.d
33 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.7 5242 b.f 562 abc 2.27 ef 3.27 cde 2277 a.d
34 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.11 4590 b.j 495 a.e 222 ef 3.48 b.e 23.35 ad
35 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.18 5119 b.g 533 a.d 227 ef 354 b.e 22.82 a.d
36 7221 (Forage Beet Bulk) 83.69 a 426 a.g 3.18 abc 520 a 1752 e
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Table 5. Continued

(wo,8) w8 ,lee (s 055 2o 30 (Vg (Shiheo) 4l slooallBb
Sugar content (%) Root impurity (meq per 100 g root pulp)
lbadygegsbe sy el P iy B39
Irrigation level Gross White sugar Na K N
content
o5louts o o slen e (glilay 5l
oy Irrigation after 90 mm 13.79 a 10.27 a 416 b 576 a 421 a
Line evaporation i
No. B oo VY slila g5t
Irrigation  after 270 mm 930 b 591 b 513 a 6.133 a 414 a
evaporation
1 0.T.110-12 10.89 a.d 757 a.g 399 c.f 537 e.h 447 abc
2 0.T.110-23 1256 a.d 8.86 a.g 426 b.f 6.15 a.h 473 a
3 0.T.110-25 12.88 abc 943 a.dg 412 c.f 5,65 b.h 423 a.e
4 0.T.110-07 10.30 a.d 6.18 fgh 548 bc 6.28 a.g 419 a.
5 0.T.110-09 11.68 a.d 7.98 a.g 424 c.f 6.22 a.g 452 ab
6 0.T.110-13 10.82 a.d 799 a.g 479 b.e 6.47 a.f 415 a.e
7 0.T.110-16 10.63 a.d 788 a.g 495 b.e 590 b.h 430 ad
8 0.T.110-21 13.00 abc 9.97 abc 286 f 583 b.h 384 a.e
9 0.T.110-23 11.60 a.d 754 a.g 5.27 bcd 6.38 a.f 3.98 a.e
10 0.T.110-24 13.27 ab 9.86 a.d 3.66 def 598 a.h 434 ad
11 0.T.110-25 10.85 a.d 6.96 b.h 490 b.e 6.10 a.h 457 ab
12 0.T.110-26 1270 a.d 9.20 a.g 462 b.e 553 c.h 3.50 cde
13 0.T.110-29 1143 a.d 7.73 a.g 442 b.f 6.20 a.g 383 a.e
14 0.T.110-30 1041 a.d 6.79 b.h 470 b.e 5,67 b.h 394 a.e
15 0.T.110-35 10.23 a.d 6.13 fgh 495 b.e 6.68 a.d 440 aud
16 0.T.110-37 9.93 bcd 5.90 gh 499 b.e 6.38 a.f 469 ab
17 0.T.110-38 11.77 a.d 9.21 adg 5.35 bcd 531 e.h 464 ab
18 0.T.110-40 1180 a.d 7.95 a.g 472 b.e 632 a.g 402 a.e
19 0.T.110-47 11.00 a.d 6.67 c.h 546 bc 6.91 ab 426 a.e
20 0.T.110-50 12.68 a.d 893 audg 446 b.f 6.33 a.g 390 a.e
21 0.T.110-55 11.18 a.d 720 b.h 484 b.e 6.72 abc 344 de
22 0.T.110-57 9.53 bcd 6.21 e.h 593 b 557 c¢.h 418 a.e
23 0.T.110-67 1120 a.d 735 b.g 527 bcd 574 b.h  4.09 a.e
24 0.T.110-68 10.02 a.d 797 a.g 425 b.f 6.07 a.h 387 a.e
25 0.T.110-11 9.02 «cd 6.28 d.h 488 bh.e 598 a.h 425 a.e
26 0.T.110-17 1057 a.d 8.47 aug 455 b.f 586 b.h 431 ad
27 0.T.110-28 11.79 a.d 821 audg 3.86 c.f 6.60 a.e 328 e
28 0.T.110-34 1285 a.d 946 a.g 432 b.f 547 c.h 3.69 b.e
29 0.T.110-52 11.32 a.d 734 b.g 510 bcd 6.22 a.g 426 a.e
30 191 (Sensitive Check) 1405 a 1111 a 3.34 ef 486 h 468 ab
31 IR7 (Resistant check) 13.45 ab 10.40 ab 3.35 ef 539 d.h 378 a.e
32 (436*231)*5RR-87-Hs.33 13.44 ab 10.12 abc 431 b.f 5.16 fgh 413 a.e
33 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.7 1153 a.d 965 af 443 b.f 487 h 416 a.e
34 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.11 13.32 ab 9.83 a.e 411 c.f 573 b.h 446 abc
35 (7112*SB36)*5RR-87-HS.18  13.13 ab 959 af 501 be 502 gh 440 ad
36 7221 (Forage Beet Bulk) 871 d 3.83 h 755 a 724 a 4,67 ab

Wl (g5l 8 gre BN wo 0 S Jlim | s jo il S e oo SO glhls pScwns a5 golael (g 2 4o
Means with the same letters in each column are not significantly different.
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