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Table 1. The name and information of short-season sugar beet cultivars
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Cultivar Company Country Cultivar Company Country
Cadmus Maribo Denmark Shokoufa Sugar Beet Seed Institute  Iran
Dravus Maribo Denmark SVZA2019 SESVanderHave Belgium
FDIR19B3021 Florimond Desprez France SVZB2019 SESVanderHave Belgium
FDIR19B4028 Florimond Desprez France SVZC2019 SESVanderHave Belgium
Modex Maribo Denmark SVZD2019 SESVanderHave Belgium
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S ydse Hd g 5 el Olides a5
W58 5 g 2sm kS Sa Sy
S oy o et Slaassad skt ol
e 5P & g0 2 3l sleal LIl 1 0 ol
S e Sl A8 g5 2 s WY L et
4w e o [Lead (1) Hydroxide Acetate]

S 05 S by liue Gyan J5ls s 4ids
Jol St wle ¢ Lo 1 Jglowe 01,08
(Betalyser) , ;YL o&ws 55 0T 1 a8 us
Sl ()i LodS 4 o 55 55 p2)

o b 5 Al 45 o ys (5,5 oIl

oF

bt (5148 e (5 93 aad) Sl Ol

o}il%w)bﬁ,-&bﬂ@)u Jslae a5 Wi
Cols p ol8a il Gblie ol s A8 )i
Sl ST s 95 glaain s J e
5 b ol Uy sl sla
g L) gl 510l sean Ledl 5
ool e‘_g”TcQ.? (cfajs.e & Jolae 2ils
ssban daaly ) G sinnd Sl ey LS 58
LS o Sl sy 9o glaads,y I (Golas
(Venema) L HLS s s olKus i esliz .l
Lot U, o8 l3T 55 5 ag st 45503



w3 Shas p Jama X 3 55 1S 31

e G5 g Rl 5 5h o s
(METAN = Multi-environment Trial
~ 5 (Olivoto and Ldcio, 2020) analysis)
:6j§l\ 4 bl

(il (sladams Ol Lalyy () )

O 2 53 055 o 5 2 e Y

oSNl el s 55 suas) ¥

s Shee 551l 55 Sas

ol Lama ol s lalaes (sisas ;) ¥

G55 bl g 8 e, 0

JTou!
Al eslatal

Co slalass Ole  Siwran 4 nlllas
Oere b lases o Ll Ll 5 0 ()
Sy oy 51 ST gl iulasT 53 503 50
Olbe Laslgy (o 2 o3 903 53 Sl de 4y 3
b yls 5 o 4915 o sianS ¢ sljT (Sladoea
a3 S1das o 0L 1y (Scan dm o
SNiad Al a3 40l 5SSl
Lajls p cpm a5 0 an gl 5 0 dal o i
5 Sl oy  Soan 3 5 oo Sl
W 5568 5 Lals s sl S 5y g0
et e (oo (§Line il
AT

g
S 0 oeblg 4 20
e sl Olis b osls O e il ylg 4 o

23 i Si3 Sas 08y 5 b Lol

ov

el 9 s ot 055 55 Jold 4l
e e SN 5 O S e
alie sl s A eslin il U i
2557 S o S5 pl (6l oaTinne
) il ALy e S5 S
:(Cook and Scott, 1993) \ 4k,
WSY =WSC x RY
A Si 3 pShas WSY alaily o) 50
J—6 L3 WSC ;L= 55 o5
oSN 53 i uB 0 8 i Sl
i3 Shee RY 5 s jbiaer 4ty ;o5
sl SR 53 e
Slresls 6l S a il s 4 o
3 oy e s i S5 Sles
J s an b o Olb B ()
s A5 el R 153l 5 31 elizal b cla o3l
s el 2 SNl GGE (SIS
ol Y el Sl eslinl b3 e olis
:(Yan and Kang, 2002) Y 4k,
Yij- 1 - B'= Ma&inmin + Ae&ioniz + i
2 el 55 Sl Yij adaly ol s
A1 des 55 JST o Sole bt ol Lo
Jolie i ahe s bl e Lol
s iz 5 Git cadd o g 5 opd sl Sl m 05
3 3 s e e sl o S
e L 1s 5 s M2 5 Mt cadd s
odladly e gij 5 adlge pegd 5 sl
Sl il (o ol Lo 5o el 55 61
GOE (S35 iy s Losesls s o



VP Jle o) oyl YA .Xl?")u;\e 9 J@ 41@0"

VIO Jaos 48755 OT 51 (S gl il oo
S, Shes (gl ok adaline Sl i i sy
S35 s U Gr i 531 b |y i
Ol o (¥ Jd) Cals b S5 Shas
oddiac 5 by op i Ao 3 VAL S 55
VIYe loseax 5 g5 5San 350 yls |y

.J‘)fl.d:'—‘b;:’-‘\{‘)&\}:jﬁj‘.\..p).)

Jgd) s g Hls gme J...a).ae_iigju;,.!éa_w
>, Sas oy dan X 3 5 S 1 5 (Y
A y3 &S Jliod o 3 5 i S
Sy Sl 1 (S g gm ol A Sl ine
adax g e glaboss j3 La s )
5ot S 3 0L S sl pan 48 ol IS e

(Lt 4l 40 OT L ds C-Lﬁj\ Solwsl ;T

at:;.u,wgu,u,,u?cu,\wﬁsgﬂagélﬁgf&g,\ﬂka-w Jgd>
Table 2. Combined analysis of variance for white sugar yield of short-season

sugar beet cultivars

R S SEE SN

@o15T o Slag o ¢ yazee Sl ke Explained variance

S.0.V. JRE df Sum of squares  Mean squares (%)
Environment (E) Lss 5 1630.41 326.08** 71.50
Block/ (E) (o) /S 18 32,57 1.81 1.40
Genotype (G) sy 10 222.64 22.26%* 9.80

GxE Loeex s 55 50 164.45 3.29** 7.20

Error L= 180 231.15 1.28 10.10

C.V. (%) o s o> 14.56

**: Significant at the 1% probability level.
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