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No. Genotypes Germity Poloidy Germplasm type
1 3002 Multigerm 2N Breeding line
2 3003 Multigerm 2N Breeding line
3 3004 Multigerm 2N Breeding line
4 41RT Multigerm 4N Breeding line
5 37R Multigerm 4N Breeding line
6 ET5 Multigerm 4N Breeding line
7 BP2 Multigerm 2N Breeding Population
8 HM1990 Multigerm 2N Breeding line
9 9597 Monogerm 2N Commercial variety
10 HM1833 Monogerm 2N Commercial variety
11 Dorotea Monogerm 3N Commercial variety
12 PP8 Multigerm Polyploid Commercial variety
13 261 Monogerm 2N O-type
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Fig.1 Reaction of sugar beet genotypes to R.solani AG-2-2 under field condition and
their mean grouping
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Fig.2 Denderogram of sugar beet genotypes based on root rot severity by R.solani
AG-2-2, percentage of healthy and harvestable sugar beet plants in the field
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Fig.4 Denderogram of sugar beet genotypes based on root rot severity caused by R.solani AG-
2-2 in the greenhouse conditions
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Fig.6 Dendrogram of sugar beet genotypes based on percent seedling damping-off
caused by R. solani AG-2-2 under greenhouse conditions
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Table 2 Disease severity and area under disease progress curve of six selected sugar
beet genotypes caused by R.solani AG2-2 in in vitro

evaluating method

(F=+ oolido) gile 5l amy ciliseo (slajsy o (Sagl s e ) e
95 Disease severity on various days after inoculation(scale 0-4) Solow iy
Genotypes j9r 9 jor ke 39y e Joy Cudar 39y 03 AUDPC
2 days 4 days 6 days 8 days 10 days
3003 0Oa 0.56a 2.26a 3.68a 3.98b 16.98a
3002 0Oa 0.92a 2.58a 3.78ab 3.94a 19b
3004 0.14a 0.58a 3.32b 3.88bc 4b 19.56b
HM19 0.2a 0.93a 3.16b 3.78ab 4b 20.09b
90
261 0.48b 2.48b 3.82¢ 4c 4b 26¢
41RT 0.59b 2.58b 4c 4c 4b 26.43c

(c53b (shasabs iz 903]) (P < 0.05) sl (55 gme ST 286 s By sl (slocSilin (igi yn 5o

(p £0.05) In each column, mean values followed by the same letter are not significantly

different (Duncan's multiple range test)
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Fig. 7 Mean root rot diameter of selected sugar beet genotypes caused by R.solani G2-2
and their mean grouping
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Fig. 8 Dendrogram of sugar beet genotypes based on root rot diameter caused by R.
solani AG2-2
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Fig.9 Reaction of sugar beet genotypes based on area under disease progress curve
caused by R. solani AG2-2 in in vitro test and their mean grouping
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Fig. 10 Denderogram of sugar beet genotypes based on area under disease progress
curve in in vitro test
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Table 3 Correlation coefficients among variables and different evaluating methods of resistance to Rhizoctonia root and crown rot in sugar beet genotypes

2 days after Area Under Area Under Disease Disease Damping-  Rot diam.
Disease severit inoculation 4 days after  6days after 8 days after Disease Disease severity in  severity in off in on Yoharvesta Yohealthy
Y inoculation  inoculation inoculation Progress Progress field greenhouse  greenhouse  detached  ble plants plants
Curve(Exp.1)  Curve(Exp.2)  condition condition condition ro0ts
4 days after
inoculation .840%*
6days after oo
inoculation 583 860
8 days after s s
748+ 944+
inoculation 478 8 ?
AUDPC(Exp.1) 931* 957+ 915+ 926
AUDPC(Exp.2) .603* 746%* 817 .889H* 925
Disease severity . "
in field 307 324 412 .585 993 .685
Disease severity
17 451 72 . 862 912%x*
in greenhouse 235 ? > 0 863 86 ?
Damping- off in
greenhouse .646 .820 527 547 745 706 .816 466
condition
Rot diam. on 380 386 310 268 373 019 154 050
detached roots -228 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Yoharvestable . . . s s
-.328 -.444 -.605%* -.948* -.657* -.982%* -.927%* -.815 -.062
plants -.275
healthy plants -.34
#ehealthy plants - -422 -.544 -706* -.954% - 758 -969%  -.860* -715 066 938
Significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 probability level, respectively Jleinl 2oy 5 g gy g 53 Iy ire = FH g F

] gliio b jlos ( (Siussad ey jd (30055 sl (2b 3yl (g 9 pesie b Olaalive dlass —
***. Number of observations per each variable and evaluating method for estimation of correlation coefficients among traits was different.

Sl [ r B0/ 000/ AYAL
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