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ABSTRACT 
 

Two field experiments were conducted at the Agricultural Experimental Station, 
Faculty of Agriculture, Cairo University, Giza, Egypt during 2013/2014 and 2014/2015 
seasons to study the agro-economic effect of three nitrogen fertilization rates (60, 80 
and 100 kg N/fed), three cropping systems (sugar beet sole, sugar beet + canola and 
sugar beet + onion) and four multi-germ sugar beet varieties (Farida, Carola, Gloria 
and Demapoly). The experimental design was a split- split plot in randomized 
complete block arrangement with three replications.  

Results revealed that increased N rates, from 60 to 100 kg fed
-1

 and Growing 
sugar beet as a sole crop significantly increased root weight, root yield and sugar yield 
in both seasons. Sugar beet variety Carola was superior in root weight, root yield and 
sugar yield followed by the variety Farida in both seasons. The main effects of 
nitrogen, cropping systems and varieties had no significant effect on root quality traits 
in terms of total soluble solids%, sucrose%, purity% and extractable sucrose% during 
the two seasons. 

 The highest significant values of mean root weight (1.019 and 1.109 kg), root 
number (28.69 and 28.21 thousand plants/fed), root yield (29.35 and 31.47 ton/fed) 
and sugar yield (3.72 and 3.75 ton/fed) resulted from fertilized sugar beet sole plants 
with 100 kg N/feddan in the 1

st
 and 2

nd 
seasons, respectively. Irrespective of cropping 

systems, fertilized sugar beet varieties Farida and Carola plants with 100 kg N/ feddan 
gave the highest mean values of root weight, root yield and sugar yield during the two 
seasons. The interaction of cropping systems x varieties had a significant effect on 
mean root weight, root number, root yield and sugar yield during the two seasons. 
Among the tested varieties, sole planting of Carola had maximum beet root weight 
(0.953 and 1.043 kg), beet root yield (28.65 and 31.07 ton/fed) and sugar yield (3.69 
and 3.74 ton/fed.) in the 1

st
 and 2

nd
 seasons, respectively, followed by Farida when 

planted as a sole crop. The highest and significant root and sugar yields were 
obtained from the sugar beet variety Carola when planted as a sole crop and fertilized 
with 100 kg N/feddan during the two seasons.  

 It was observed that irrespective of sugar beet varieties and cropping systems, 
the highest cost of production and gross revenue were recorded when plants received 
100 kg N/feddan. The cost of sugar beet (sole) production was LE. 5350 fed

-1
 against 

the production costs of LE. 5650 and 6950 fed
-1

 when sugar beet was intercropped 
with canola and onion, respectively. The highest gross revenue (19002 and 17650 
LE/fed) resulted from intercropping sugar beet varieties Carola and Gloria, 
respectively with onion under 100 kg N/feddan. The maximum net returns was 
obtained under combination of sugar beet variety Carola + onion (12052 LE/ fed), 
followed by sugar beet variety Gloria + onion (10700 LE/fed) when plants fertilized 
with 100 kg N/feddan. The maximum cost benefit ratios of 1.73 and 1.54 were 
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obtained with nitrogen rate of 100 kg/feddan under combination of sugar beet variety 
Carola + onion and sugar beet variety Gloria + onion, respectively.  

The results showed that for obtaining higher net returns from the unit area, 
preference may be given to intercrop sugar beet variety Carola with onion and 
fertilized plants with 100 kg N feddan

-1
. 

Keywords: Beta vulgaris L., Brassica napus L., Allium cepa L., Nitrogen          

fertilization, Cropping systems, Sugar yield, Cost- benefit ratio 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

In view of lessening resources like irrigation water, arable land and 
energy, there is a dire requirement to devise and practice new strategies and 
techniques of crop production to meet the expanding needs for food, feed 
and fiber through sustainable utilization of available inputs  ) Jabbar et al  ,0202  

In Egypt, the agriculture intensification had become urgent necessity to 
optimize the utilizing of limited cultivated area and to maximize the monetary 
returns of unit area .Egyptian farmers are developing different crop 
production systems to increase productivity and sustainability since ancient 
times .This includes crop rotation, relay cropping and intercropping of major 
crops with other crops .Intercropping is a widespread agronomic practice 
because it reduces the losses caused by pests, diseases and weeds ,and 
also guarantees better yield  ( Andrews, 1974 .)However, several factors like 
cultivar selection, seeding ratio ,fertilization, planting pattern and competition 
between mixture components affect the growth of species in  
intercropping  ( Caballero et al  ,.0991 and Carr et al  ,.0222 .)  

In agriculture, several studies have been carried out to evaluate 
potential agronomic and economic benefits of intercropping. In some cases 
productivity is enhanced in intercrops (Fukai and Trenbath, 1993), but in the 
majority of studies intercrop yields are intermediate to the sole crops, or 
comparable to those of the highest yielding sole crop (Jensen, 1996 and 
Hauggaard and Jensen, 2001). Krall et al. (1996) and Tichy et al. (2001) 
observed that intercropping of sugar beet with mustard have less disease 
incidence and increased net returns as compared to the sole crop cultivation. 
Azad and Alam (2004) found that sugar beet + mustard and sugar beet + 
garlic intercropping systems were poorer in respect of yield and economic 
returns, while sugar beet +onion showed better performance to get interim 
benefit from the same piece of land. Usmanikhail et al. (2012) evaluated the 
effect of intercropping three sugar beet varieties with oilseeds (mustard and 
canola) and lentil. They reported significant differences among the three 
varieties in leaf area, mean root weight and beet root yield, while they had 
nearly the same percentage of sucrose either in the sole crop or under 
intercropping systems. Maximum sugar beet yields and monetary benefits 
were obtained in lentil intercropping compared to oilseeds intercropping. 
Besheit et al. (2002), Farghaly et al.(2003) and Abdel Motagally and Metwally 
(2014) reported insignificant reduction in sugar beet yield as well as  the 
highest values of  land equivalent ratio (LER) and gross return when 
intercropped with onion. 



J. Plant Production,  Mansoura Univ., Vol. 6 (10), October, 2015 

 

 1663 

Successful intercropping systems often are characterized by greater 
efficiency in the use of solar radiation, nutrients, and soil moisture when 
compared with monocropped production under the same conditions 
(Vandermeer, 1989 and Andow, 1991). Over-fertilizing of sugar beet with 
nitrogen has negative consequences on both the beet grower (low sugar 
content and therefore lower beet price) and the sugar industry (lower beet 
quality and therefore poorer sugar extraction performance). Sugar beet is a 
deep-rooting crop (up to 3 m) and an excellent nitrogen user, extracting most 
of the available nitrogen left in the soil by preceding crops. Therefore, the 
most important purpose of sugar beet growers is to increase nitrogen use 
efficiency. In Egypt, the recommended rate of nitrogen for sugar beet varied 
from 60 to 120 kg per feddan, depending on the use of organic fertilizers and 
on a range of site specific characteristics like soil type and climate as well as 
cropping systems (El-Sarag, 2009; Mahmoud et al., 2012 and Masri et al., 
2015). Effect of nitrogen rates on sugarbeet yield and its attributes was 
studied by Sharif and Eghbal (1994), Shalaby et al. (2003), Ismail and Abo 
El- Ghit (2005), Mahmoud and Masri (2009) and Abdelaal and Sahar Tawfik 
(2015) who reported high values of root length, root diameter, fresh root 
weight, root yield and total soluble solids (TSS%) of pure stand sugar beet 
when fertilized with 100 to 120 kg N/fed compared to other low levels of 
mineral nitrogen. Sugar beet is an efficient nitrogen user. Whitmore and 
Schroder (2007) reported that crops that do compete for a nutrient might be 
successfully intercropped with one another in the field in order to control 
environmental losses of that nutrient. Stoyanov et al. (1997) observed that 
intercropping sugar beet with oilseeds such as sugar beet + sunflower 
combination was more advantageous under recommended nutrient 
application as compared with higher doses of the macro and micro nutrients.   

The objective of this study was to evaluate the impact of intercropping 
canola and onion in sugar beet under three different nitrogen rates on yield 
and quality traits of sugar beet as well as monetary returns. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 

Two field experiments were conducted at the Agricultural Experimental 
Station, Faculty of Agriculture, Cairo University, Giza, Egypt during 
2013/2014 and 2014/2015 seasons. Experiment location was 22.50 m above 
sea level and it is situated within 30°, 02´ N latitude and 31°, 13´ E longitude. 
The preceding summer crop was corn (Zea mays L.) during the two seasons. 
Soil samples (0–0.3 m) were taken in autumn before application of fertilizers 
and soil properties were determined according to the standard method. The 
experimental soil texture was clay loam with pH value of 7.82, electrical 
conductivity (EC) of 0.72 mmhos/cm and organic matter of 2.89%. Total 
nitrogen (N) content was 0.46%, available phosphorus (P) was 4.81 mg kg

-1
, 

available potassium (K) was 84.00 mg kg
-1

, available sodium (Na) was 115 
mg kg

-1
, available iron (Fe) was 4.6 ppm, available manganese (Mn) was 4.7 

ppm, available zinc (Zn) was 3.8 ppm and no salinity problems were 
observed.  
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The experiment was carried out to study the effect of three nitrogen 
fertilization rates (60, 80 and 100 kg N/fed), three cropping systems (sugar 
beet sole (Beta vulgaris L.), sugar beet + canola (Brassica napus L.) and 
sugar beet + onion (Allium cepa L.) and four multi-germ sugar beet varieties 
(Farida, Carola, Gloria and Demapoly) on yield and quality of sugar beet as 
well as to evaluate the economic return under the different combinations. 
Variety Giza 20 of onion and variety Serw-4 of canola were used in this study 
.The experimental design was a split- split plot in randomized complete block 
arrangement with three replications. Nitrogen rates were allocated to the 
main plots, while the sub plots were assigned for cropping systems. Sugar 
beet varieties were distributed at random in the sub-sub plots. Each sub-sub 
plot area (19.20 m

2
) included 4 ridges (strips) each was 4 m in length and 

1.20 m in width. Sugar beet seeds were sown on both sides of ridge (1.20 m 
wide) at 20 cm between plants leaving one plant per hill to give 35000 
plants/fed (100 % of sole crop). Canola seeds were sown on the back of ridge 
(1.20 m wide) in one row, 10 cm between plants leaving two plants per hill to 
give plant density of 70000 plants/fed (100 % sugar beet + 50 % of canola 
sole crop). Onion seedlings were sown on the back of ridge (1.20 m wide) in 
three rows; 20 cm between rows and 10 cm between plants to give plant 
density of 105000 plants/fed (100% sugar beet + 50 % of onion sole crop). 
Sugar beet seeds were sown on the first week of October 1

st
 and 3

rd
 in the 

first and second seasons, respectively. Canola seeds were sown on 
November 15

th
 and 17

th
 in the first and second seasons, respectively. Onion 

seedlings were transplanted to the experimental field during the first week of 
December 3

rd
 and 5

th
 in the first and second seasons, respectively. Nitrogen 

was added in the form of ammonium nitrates (33.5% N) in three equal splits, 
the first was applied after thinning of sugar beet at 4-leaf stage and other 
splits were added at one and two months later. Phosphorous in the form of 
super phosphate (15.5%) at rate of  30 kg P2O5 /fed was added before 
sowing and during land preparation. Potassium in the form of potassium 
sulfate (48%) was added at the rate of 48 kg K2O/fed with the first dose of 
nitrogen. Thinning of sugar beet took place to one plant/hill at 4- leaf stage (4 
weeks from planting), while thinning of canola took place to two plants/hill 
after one month from planting. Other cultural practice procedures were done 
as recommended.  

Sugar beet was topped and harvested by hand on April 20
th  

 (about 
200 days old) in both seasons. Harvested roots from the whole area of each 
sub-sub plot were weighed and adjusted to ton per feddan (one fed = 
4200m

2
). Total soluble solids were determined by using digital refractometer 

model PR-1, ATAGO, Japan. Sucrose % was determined polarimetrically on 
a lead acetate extract of fresh macerated roots according to Carruthers and 
Oldfield (1960). Purity was calculated by dividing sucrose by TSS. 
Extractable sucrose % was calculated using the following equation from 
Dexter et al. (1967): 

Extractable sucrose % = [sucrose % - 0.3] [1- (1.667(100
-purity

)] 
                                                                                                              Purity 
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Sugar yield was calculated according the following equation:  
Sugar yield ton fed

-1
 = root yield ton fed

-1
 × Extractable sucrose %. 

Canola was harvested at the age of 160 days of planting and seed 
yield ton feddan

-1
 was calculated on plot basis. Onion was harvested at the 

age of 150 days after transplanting of seedlings and dry onion yield ton 
feddan

-1
 was calculated on plot basis. 

Collected data were statistically analyzed using analysis of variance of 
the spilt-split plot design according to procedures outlined by Steel et al. 
(1997) using MSTAT-C computer package (Freed et al., 1989). Treatment 
mean comparisons were performed using least significant differences (LSD) 
at 5% level of probability. 
Economic analysis: 

Economic analysis was done according to Usmanikhail et al. (2012). 
Prices of sugar beet, onion and canola (averaged across seasons) were 
calculated as follow: 
One ton of beet root yield = 350 L.E according to the price of Egyptian                                                        

sugar beet industry companies. 
One ton of onion bulbs  = 1500 L.E and one ton of canola seeds  
                                    = 3000 L.E according to the price of market.  
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

Main effects: 
A-Effect of nitrogen rate: 

Data presented in Table 1 show the effect of N rates on yield, yield 
component and juice quality traits of sugar beet in 2013/2014 and 2014/2015 
seasons. 

Data presented in Table 1 revealed that N rates exhibited significant 
effect on root fresh weight in both seasons. A gradual increase in root weight 
as N rate increased up to 100 Kg/fed was recorded. The increase amounted 
to 17.54% and 40.18% in the first season and 10.79% and 27.52% in the 
second season as N rate increased from 60 to 80 and 100 Kg/fed, 
respectively. This increase in root weight is mainly due to the role of N in 
stimulating the meristematic growth activity which contributes to the increase 
in number of cells in additions to cell enlargement. Similar findings were 
reported by Shalaby et al. (2003), Ismail and Abo El- Ghit (2005) and 
Abdelaal and Sahar Tawfik (2015). Number of plants at harvest was 
significantly increased by increasing N rate over 60 kg/fed. This result is in 
agreement with that obtained by Mahmoud et al. (2012). Root yield was 
significantly affected by N rate in both seasons (Table 1). Increasing N rates 
from 60 to 80 kg/fed and from 80 to 100 kg/fed increased root yield by about 
19.21% and 26.61% in the 1

st
 season, corresponding to 13.57 % and 14.67% 

in the 2
nd

 season, respectively. The increase in root yield accompanying high 
N rate might have been due to the increase in number of harvested roots as 
well as individual root weight as mentioned before. Such results are in 
accordance with those reported by Sharif and Eghbal (1994), Shalaby et al. 
(2003), Ismail and Abo El- Ghit (2005), Mahmoud and Masri (2009), Abdelaal 
and Sahar Tawfik (2015) and Masri et al.(2015).  
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Table 1. Sugar beet agronomic traits as affected by nitrogen 
fertilization rates during 2013/14 and 2014/15 seasons. 

Nitrogen 
rates 
(kg/fed) 

Agronomic traits 

Mean 
root 

weight 
(kg) 

No. of 
harvested 

plants 
(10

3
/fed) 

Root 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

TSS  
% 

Sucrose 
% 

Purity 
% 

Extractable 
sucrose % 

Sugar 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

2013/2014 season 

60 0.667 25.48 17.18 20.17 17.37 86.10 12.47 2.14 

80 0.784 25.95 20.48 20.29 17.59 86.72 12.87 2.64 

100 0.935 27.62 25.93 20.32 17.54 86.33 12.70 3.29 

LSD at 0.05 0.115 0.74 2.35 NS NS NS NS 0.58 

2014/2015 season 

60 0.723 26.39 19.21 20.23 17.48 86.42 12.67 2.43 

80 0.801 27.15 21.82 20.27 17.07 84.19 11.53 2.54 

100 0.922 26.87 25.02 20.65 17.93 86.77 13.18 3.24 

LSD at 0.05 0.136 0.75 2.60 NS NS NS NS 0.69 
NS = Non significant 

 
Increasing N rates from 60 up to 100 kg/feddan had no significant 

effect on root quality traits, in terms of total soluble solids percentage 
(TSS%), sucrose %, purity % and extractable sucrose % (Table 1). Results in 
Table 1 cleared that sugar yield was significantly increased by increasing N 
rates from 60 to 100 Kg/fed. These results were true in the two growing 
seasons. Such increase amounted to 53.91 % in the first season and 33.33 
% in the second one. It is worth to mention that increasing sugar yield by 
increasing nitrogen rate was firstly due to higher root yield. Similar results 
were reported by Shalaby et al. (2003), Ismail and Abo El- Ghit (2005), 
Abdelaal and Sahar Tawfik (2015) and Masri et al. (2015). 
B- Effect of cropping systems: 

Data presented in Table 2 revealed that beet root yield and its 
attributes as well as sugar yield were significantly affected by cropping 
systems during the two growing seasons. However, cropping systems had no 
significant effect on root quality traits in both seasons. 

The highest significant values of mean root weight (0.893 and 0.967 
kg), root number (28.14 and 27.98 thousand plants/fed), root yield (25.26 and 
27.14 ton/fed) and sugar yield (3.22 and 3.37 ton/fed) were recorded when 
sugar beet was grown as a sole crop during the first and second seasons, 
respectively. The lowest values of beet root yield and its attributes as well as 
sugar yield were recorded when sugar beet was intercropped with canola, 
However, this may be due to the high competition between sugar beet and 
canola on water, solar radiation and fertilization. The reduction in beet root 
yield was 29.78% and 39.39% when intercropped with canola, while it was 
18.47% and 17.22% when intercropped with onion. Similar results were 
reported by Azad and Alam (2004), Usmanikhail et al. (2012) and Abdel 
Motagally and Metwally (2014). 
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Table 2. Sugar beet agronomic traits as affected by canola and onion 
cropping systems during 2013/14 and 2014/15 seasons. 

Cropping systems  

Agronomic traits 

Mean root 
weight  

(kg) 

No. of 
harvested 

plants 
(10

3
/fed) 

Root 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

TSS 
% 

Sucrose 
% 

Purity 
% 

Extractable 

sucrose 
% 

Sugar 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

2013/2014 season 

Sugar beet sole 0.893 28.14 25.26 20.83 17.88 85.80 12.73 3.22 

Sugar beet+Canola 0.724 24.25 17.74 20.36 17.58 86.35 12.74 2.26 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.768 26.67 20.59 19.58 17.04 87.01 12.58 2.59 

LSD at 0.05 0.032 0.67 1.86 NS NS NS NS 0.22 

2014/2015 season 

Sugar beet sole 0.967 27.98 27.14 20.85 17.79 85.29 12.49 3.37 

Sugar beet+Canola 0.657 25.12 16.45 20.25 17.50 86.39 12.70 2.11 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.822 27.30 22.46 20.05 17.18 85.71 12.19 2.74 

LSD at 0.05 0.067 0.70 2.10 NS NS NS NS 0.59 

NS = Non significant 

 
C- Effect of sugar beet varieties: 

Results in Table 3 revealed that sugar beet varieties differed 
significantly in mean root weight, root number at harvest, root yield and sugar 
yield in both seasons. The four sugar beet varieties had nearly the same 
values of quality traits.  

 
Table 3. Sugar beet agronomic traits as affected by verities during 

2013/14 and 2014/15 seasons. 

Varieties 

Agronomic traits 

Mean 
root 

weight 
(kg) 

No. of 
harvested 

plants 
(10

3
/fed) 

Root 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

TSS 
 % 

Sucrose 
% 

Purity 
% 

Extractable 

sucrose 
% 

Sugar 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

2013/2014 season 

Farida 0.809 28.04 22.86 20.39 17.57 86.11 12.63 2.91 

Carola 0.851 27.57 23.69 20.15 17.37 86.16 12.51 2.96 

Gloria 0.770 25.56 19.91 19.95 17.31 86.79 12.69 2.52 

Demapoly 0.751 24.23 18.33 20.54 17.76 86.47 12.89 2.36 

LSD at 0.05 0.042 0.89 0.78 NS NS NS NS 0.16 

2014/2015 season 

Farida 0.821 27.78 22.85 20.42 17.51 85.69 12.44 2.82 

Carola 0.841 27.94 23.72 20.08 17.21 85.64 12.21 2.87 

Gloria 0.823 26.14 21.64 20.81 17.92 86.11 12.89 2.79 

Demapoly 0.778 25.34 19.86 20.21 17.32 85.74 12.30 2.46 

LSD at 0.05 0.061 1.03 1.89 NS NS NS NS 0.25 
NS = Non significant        
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The highest and significant mean root weight values were recorded by 
the sugar beet variety Carola in the first season (0.851 kg) and in the second 
one (0.841 kg). The same variety (Carola) surpassed the other varieties in 
root yield (23.69 and 23.72 ton/fed) and sugar yield (2.96 and 2.87 ton/fed) in 
the first and second seasons, respectively. The superiority of variety Carola in 
root yield might be due to its superiority in mean root weight. Moreover, high 
root yield from Carola and Farida varieties led to high sugar yield during the 
two seasons. These results are in agreement with those obtained by Masri 
(2008), Usmanikhail et al. (2012) and Neamatollahi et al. (2013) they reported 
significant differences among sugar beet varieties in mean root weight, root 
number, root yield and sugar yield.  
Interaction effects: 

 Effect of the interaction between nitrogen rates and cropping 
systems: 

Results in Table 4 indicated that mean root weight, number of plants at 
harvest, root yield and sugar yield were significantly affected by the 
interaction between nitrogen rates and cropping systems in both seasons. 
The highest values of mean root weight (1.019 and 1.109 kg), root number 
(28.69 and 28.21 thousand plant/fed), root yield (29.35 and 31.47 ton/fed) 
and sugar yield (3.72 and 3.75 ton/fed) resulted from fertilized sugar beet 
sole plants with 100 kg N/feddan in the 1

st
 and 2

nd 
seasons, respectively. The 

interaction between nitrogen rates and cropping systems had no effect on 
measured root quality traits.  However, under each nitrogen rate, sugar beet 
+ onion was the second after sugar beet sole and gave reasonable values of 
sugar beet yield and all of its attributes during the two growing seasons. This 
result was in the same line with that reported by Besheit et al. (2002), 
Farghaly et al. (2003) and Abdel Motagally and Metwally (2014) they reported 
that insignificant reduction in sugar beet yield when intercropped with onion. 
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 Effect of the interaction between nitrogen rates and sugar beet 
varieties: 

Interactive effect of nitrogen rates x varieties was significant for mean root 
weight, root yield, sucrose percentage and sugar yield in both seasons (Table 5). 
Fertilized sugar beet varieties Farida and Carola plants with 100 kg N/ feddan 
gave the highest mean values of root weight (0.958 and 0.978 kg), root yield 
(27.63 and 28.63 ton/fed) and sugar yield (3.54 and 3.53 ton/fed) respectively, in 
the first season, corresponding to 0.928 and 1.013 kg, 25.98 and 29.15 ton/fed, 
3.26 and 3.56 ton/fed, respectively, in the second season. The highest 
percentage of sucrose (18.13%) in the first season was recorded by the variety 
Farida when fertilized with 80 kg N/fed., while in the second season, the highest 
percentage of sucrose (18.50%) was recorded by the variety Gloria followed by 
the variety Farida (18.0 %) when fertilized with 100 kg N/fed. Differences in the 
performance of sugar beet varieties under different nitrogen rates were reported 
by Stevens et al. (2008) and Mahmoud et al. (2012). 

 
 

Table 5. Interactive effect of nitrogen rates x varieties on sugar beet 
agronomic traits during 2013/14 and 2014/15 seasons. 

Nitrogen 
rates 
 (kg /fed) 

Varieties 

Agronomic traits 

Mean 
root 

weight 
(kg) 

No. of 
harvested 

plants 
(10

3
/fed) 

Root 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

TSS 
% 

Sucrose 
% 

Purity 
% 

Extractable 

sucrose 
% 

Sugar 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

2013/2014 season 

60 

Farida 0.672 28.10 19.04 19.78 16.80 84.90 11.62 2.24 

Carola 0.735 26.35 19.57 20.18 17.37 86.07 12.46 2.42 

Gloria 0.642 23.97 15.50 20.40 17.73 86.96 13.06 2.02 

Demapoly 0.618 23.49 14.62 20.32 17.57 86.46 12.76 1.86 

80 

Farida 0.797 27.30 21.91 20.80 18.13 87.19 13.46 2.94 

Carola 0.840 27.14 22.87 20.30 17.57 86.53 12.79 2.95 

Gloria 0.750 25.56 19.27 19.42 16.87 86.86 12.39 2.40 

Demapoly 0.748 23.81 17.87 20.63 17.80 86.30 12.86 2.29 

100 

Farida 0.958 28.73 27.63 20.60 17.77 86.25 12.83 3.54 

Carola 0.977 29.21 28.63 19.97 17.17 85.88 12.28 3.53 

Gloria 0.918 27.14 24.96 20.03 17.33 86.55 12.61 3.14 

Demapoly 0.887 25.40 22.51 20.67 17.90 86.66 13.07 2.93 

LSD at 0.05  0.075 NS 1.23 NS 0.81 NS NS 0.38 

2014/2015 season 

60 

Farida 0.763 27.94 21.27 20.60 17.77 86.28 12.82 2.72 

Carola 0.775 26.51 20.73 20.17 17.50 86.78 12.83 2.65 

Gloria 0.707 25.56 18.18 20.52 17.73 86.38 12.87 2.33 

Demapoly 0.648 25.56 16.67 19.62 16.90 86.25 12.15 2.03 

80 

Farida 0.772 27.62 21.30 19.77 16.77 84.79 11.56 2.49 

Carola 0.728 28.89 21.26 19.98 16.87 84.39 11.46 2.42 

Gloria 0.873 26.83 23.49 20.88 17.53 83.97 11.75 2.79 

Demapoly 0.832 25.24 21.22 20.43 17.10 83.63 11.34 2.46 

100 

Farida 0.928 27.78 25.98 20.90 18.00 85.99 12.95 3.26 

Carola 1.013 28.41 29.15 20.10 17.27 85.75 12.33 3.56 

Gloria 0.890 26.03 23.25 21.03 18.50 87.98 14.04 3.25 

Demapoly 0.855 25.24 21.69 20.57 17.97 87.35 13.41 2.89 

LSD at 0.05  0.106 NS 2.27 NS 1.17 NS NS 0.61 

NS = Non significant 
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 Effect of the interaction between cropping systems and sugar beet 
varieties  : 

Interactive effect of cropping systems x varieties had significant effect on 
mean root weight, root number, root yield and sugar yield   during the two 
seasons (Table 6).Sugar beet varieties planted as sole showed significantly 
higher values of most studied traits. Among the tested varieties, sole planting of 
Carola had maximum beet root weight (0.953 and 1.043 kg), beet root yield 
(28.65 and 31.07 ton/fed) and sugar yield (3.69 and 3.74 ton/fed) in the 1

st
 and 

2
nd

 seasons, respectively, followed by Farida when planted as sole. Sugar beet + 
onion intercropping was also better which showed the second lowest values as 
compared to sugar beet sole planting. However, minimum values of sugar beet 
characters were noted in the cropping systems of sugar beet + canola. The 
interactive effect of main crop varieties and intercrops have been studied by 
many researchers including Singh and Singh (1995), Banaszak et al.(1998), 
Anonymous (2000), Osman and Haggag (2000) and Usmanikhail et al. (2012)   
and their findings coincide the results of the present study, suggesting winter 
crops + sugar beet intercropping with respect to suitable varieties. They also 
reported that new varieties of sugar beet showed a positive response to 
productivity of intercrops and worked to suppress insect pests. 

 Effect of the interaction among nitrogen rates, cropping systems 
and sugar beet varieties: 

The second order interaction was significant for mean root weight, root 
yield and sugar yield during the two seasons. The highest and significant 
means of root weight (1.085 and 1.275 kg), root yield ( 33.59 and 38.86 
ton/fed) and sugar yield ( 4.58 and 4.55 ton/fed) were recorded by the sugar 
beet variety Carola under solid cropping and nitrogen rate of 100 kg N/feddan 
in the first and second seasons, respectively. 
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Table 6. Interaction effect of cropping systems x varieties on sugar 
beet agronomic traits 

Cropping 
systems 

Varieties 

Agronomic traits 

Mean 
root 

weight 
(kg) 

No. of 
harvested 

plants 
(10

3
/fed) 

Root 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

TSS 
% 

Sucrose 
% 

Purity 
% 

Extractable 

sucrose 
% 

Sugar 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

2013/2014 season 

Sugar beet 
sole 

Farida 0.905 30.80 27.85 21.00 18.03 85.87 12.87 3.58 

Carola 0.953 30.00 28.65 20.78 17.87 85.97 12.79 3.69 

Gloria 0.868 26.83 23.39 20.63 17.73 85.92 12.68 2.94 

Demapoly 0.847 24.92 21.15 20.92 17.87 85.42 12.57 2.66 

Sugar beet 
+ Canola 

Farida 0.735 25.87 19.08 20.32 17.40 85.54 12.32 2.38 

Carola 0.777 24.92 19.54 20.13 17.33 86.05 12.45 2.43 

Gloria 0.703 23.33 16.68 20.02 17.43 87.15 12.90 2.13 

Demapoly 0.68 22.86 15.66 20.97 18.17 86.66 13.28 2.08 

Sugar beet 
+ Onion 

Farida 0.787 27.46 21.65 19.87 17.27 86.92 12.71 2.76 

Carola 0.822 27.78 22.88 19.53 16.90 86.46 12.29 2.77 

Gloria 0.738 26.51 19.66 19.20 16.77 87.30 12.48 2.48 

Demapoly 0.727 24.92 18.18 19.73 17.23 87.34 12.84 2.35 

LSD at 0.05  0.075 1.55 1.23 NS NS NS NS 0.38 

2014/2015 season 

Sugar beet 
sole 

Farida 1.013 27.78 28.18 20.97 17.63 83.99 11.87 3.32 

Carola 1.043 29.69 31.07 20.35 17.33 85.05 12.09 3.74 

Gloria 0.915 27.30 24.96 21.35 18.53 86.83 13.62 3.38 

Demapoly 0.897 27.14 24.33 20.72 17.67 85.28 12.37 3.03 

Sugar beet 
+ Canola 

Farida 0.618 26.99 16.66 20.52 17.90 87.20 13.31 2.23 

Carola 0.65 25.55 16.44 20.35 17.47 85.83 12.44 2.08 

Gloria 0.732 24.13 17.69 20.35 17.63 86.53 12.88 2.26 

Demapoly 0.630 23.81 15.00 19.77 17.00 86.00 12.17 1.87 

Sugar beet 
+ Onion 

Farida 0.832 28.57 23.72 19.78 17.00 85.87 12.14 2.92 

Carola 0.823 28.57 23.63 19.55 16.83 86.05 12.09 2.81 

Gloria 0.823 26.99 22.26 20.73 17.60 84.97 12.17 2.73 

Demapoly 0.808 25.08 20.25 20.13 17.30 85.95 12.36 2.49 

LSD at 0.05  0.106 1.79 2.27 NS NS NS NS 0.61 

NS = Non significant 

 
Monetary benefits: 
Beet root yield (ton fed

-1
):  

Impact of intercropping different sugar beet varieties with canola and 
onion was assessed by measuring the crop productivity under different N 
rates and resultant impact on the net returns (Table 7). It was observed that 
sugar beet varieties fertilized with 100 kg N/fed gave the highest beet root 
yield either in sole crop or when intercropped with other crops. Sole cropping 
sugar beet, variety Carola showed the highest beet root yield of 36.23 ton  
fed

-1
, followed by variety Farida with beet root yield of 32.85 ton fed

-1
, while 

the minimum beet root yield of 25.31 ton fed
-1

 was recorded in variety 
Demapoly. The interaction of sugar beet varieties when intercropped with 
onion showed that beet root yield was slightly higher as reported under 
Carola + onion (27.64 ton fed

-1
)
 
, followed by interactions of variety Farida + 

onion (26.49 ton fed
-1

). The beet root yield was decreased when canola crop 
was intercropped. Krall et al.(1996),  Stoyanov et al. (1997), Azad and Alam 
(2004) and Usmanikhail et al. (2012) reported reduction in sugar beet yield 
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when intercropped with some oilseed crops; however, the overall crop 
productivity was remarkably higher under intercropping systems as compared 
to sole cropping and onion crop was recorded to determine the effect of 
intercropping. The data showed that the canola seed yield was highest (0.690 
ton fed

-1
) when canola was intercropped with sugarbeet variety Demapoly. 

The highest dry onion yield of 6.22 and 6.14 tons fed
-1

was obtained when 
intercropped with sugar beet varieties Carola and Gloria, respectively. 
Stoyanov et al. (1997, Azad and Alam (2004) and Usmanikhail et al. (2012) 
reported no significant decrease in the yields of intercrops when sown with 
sugar beet under good soil and crop management. 
Cost of production and gross revenue:  

It was observed that irrespective of sugar beet varieties and 
intercropping system the highest cost of production and gross revenue were 
recorded when plants received 100 kg N/feddan (Table 7). The cost of sugar 
beet (sole) production was LE 5350 fed

-1
 against the production costs of LE 

5650 and 6950 fed
-1

 when sugar beet was intercropped with canola and 
onion, respectively. In term of cost of production, a nominal difference was 
noted when sugar beet was intercropped with onion. Intercropping sugar beet 
varieties with onion resulted in improved overall productivity and returns over 
the sole crop cultivation. The highest gross revenue (19002 and 17650 
LE/fed) resulted from intercropping sugar beet varieties Carola and Gloria, 
respectively with onion under 100 kg N/feddan. The gross revenue has been 
universally reported markedly higher under intercropping systems under good 
management conditions as compared to sole cropping and sugar beet + 
onion have proved to generate high revenues. These findings are in 
concurrence with those of Besheit et al. (2002), Farghaly et al. (2003) Azad 
and Alam (2004) and Abdel Motagally and Metwally (2014).  
Net returns and cost benefit ratio: 

Irrespective of cropping systems and varieties, the maximum net 
returns and benefit cost ratios were obtained by fertilized plants with 100 kg 
N/feddan (Table 7). The net returns of cultivation Carola, Farida, Gloria and 
Demapoly as sole cropping were 7329, 6148, 4186 and 3509 LE/fed, 
respectively. The net returns was maximized under combination of sugar beet 
variety Carola + onion (12052 LE/ fed), followed by sugar beet variety Gloria 
+ onion (10700 LE/fed) and sugar beet variety Farida + onion (10350 L.E./ 
fed) when plants were fertilized with 100 kg N/feddan, while it was minimized 
when the same varieties in order intercropped with canola (3885, 3637 and 
2983 LE/fed). The results showed that for obtaining higher net returns, 
preference may be given to intercrop sugar beet variety Carola with onion. 
The data indicated that maximum cost benefit ratios of 1.73 and 1.54 were 
obtained with nitrogen rate of 100 kg/feddan under combination of sugar beet 
variety Carola + onion and sugar beet variety Gloria + onion, respectively. 
The cost benefit ratios of cultivation Carola and Gloria with canola were 
considerably reduced to 0.69 and 0.64, respectively, under the same rate of 
nitrogen (100 kg N/fed). For improved cost benefit ratios, intercropping of 
sugar beet varieties Carola and Gloria  with onion and fertilized plants with 
100 kg N/feddan could be preferred .The net returns varied with the 
production costs and revenue generated from a cropping system. Besheit et 
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al. (2002), Farghally et al.(2003), Azad and Alam (2004) and Abdel Motagally 
and Metwally (2014) indicated that intercropping sugar beet with onion was 
found to be superior in respect of agronomic yield, monetary benefits and 
adjusted beet root yield. Hence, the results suggested that, application of 100 
kg N/feddan and intercropping of sugar beet variety Carola with onion for 
getting higher gross revenues and net returns from the unit area.  

 

Table 7. Economic evaluation of various intercropping practices with 
sugarbeet (averaged across seasons). 

Nitrogen 
rates 

(kg/fed) 

Cropping 
systems 

Varieties 
Beet root 

yield 
 (ton/fed.) 

Intercrop 
yield 

(ton/fed) 

Cost of 
production 
(L.E. /fed) 

Gross 
revenue 

 (L.E. /fed) 

Net 
return 

(L.E./fed) 

Benefit 
cost 
ratio 

60 kg 

Sugar beet 
sole 

Farida 24.33 0.00 4950 8515 3565 0.72 

Carola 25.68 0.00 4950 8986 4036 0.82 

Gloria 20.11 0.00 4950 7039 2089 0.42 

Demapoly 18.92 0.00 4950 6622 1672 0.34 

Sugar beet 
+ Canola 

Farida 15.19 0.30 5350 6209 859 0.16 

Carola 15.16 0.40 5350 6496 1146 0.21 

Gloria 12.56 0.41 5350 5635 285 0.05 

Demapoly 11.92 0.58 5350 5923 573 0.11 

Sugar beet 
+ Onion 

Farida 20.95 4.56 6550 14175 7625 1.16 

Carola 19.62 5.42 6550 14995 8445 1.29 

Gloria 17.84 5.35 6550 14264 7714 1.18 

Demapoly 16.10 4.87 6550 12939 6389 0.98 

80 kg 

Sugar beet 
sole 

Farida 26.87 0.00 5150 9405 4255 0.83 

Carola 27.67 0.00 5150 9685 4535 0.88 

Gloria 25.17 0.00 5150 8809 3659 0.71 

Demapoly 24.00 0.00 5150 8398 3248 0.63 

Sugar beet 
+ Canola 

Farida 17.33 0.35 5500 7129 1629 0.30 

Carola 16.01 0.49 5500 7065 1565 0.28 

Gloria 18.02 0.53 5500 7905 2405 0.44 

Demapoly 14.80 0.65 5500 7141 1641 0.30 

Sugar beet 
+ Onion 

Farida 20.62 4.94 6750 14629 7879 1.17 

Carola 22.51 5.80 6750 16584 9834 1.46 

Gloria 20.94 5.72 6750 15915 9165 1.36 

Demapoly 19.83 5.26 6750 14826 8076 1.20 

100 kg 

Sugar beet 
sole 

Farida 32.85 0.00 5350 11498 6148 1.15 

Carola 36.23 0.00 5350 12679 7329 1.37 

Gloria 27.25 0.00 5350 9536 4186 0.78 

Demapoly 25.31 0.00 5350 8859 3509 0.66 

Sugar beet 
+ Canola 

Farida 21.08 0.42 5650 8633 2983 0.53 

Carola 22.80 0.52 5650 9535 3885 0.69 

Gloria 20.96 0.65 5650 9287 3637 0.64 

Demapoly 19.27 0.69 5650 8814 3164 0.56 

Sugar beet 
+ Onion 

Farida 26.49 5.36 6950 17311 10361 1.49 

Carola 27.64 6.22 6950 19002 12052 1.73 

Gloria 24.11 6.14 6950 17650 10700 1.54 

Demapoly 21.71 5.67 6950 16103 9153 1.32 
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بنجنر الكنكر  بعض أصننا  التأثٌر الزراعً الاقتصادي لتحمٌل الكانولا والبصل على
  تحت معدلات مختلفة من الكماد الازوتى
 محمد إبراهٌم مصري و كٌد أحمد كفٌنة

 جامعة القاهرة –كلٌة الزراعة  –قكم المحاصٌل 
  

 - ج معت  لتيت ةر  - لعت كتٌت  لتزر - لتزرلعٌت  ولتتلتو  تملطت  لتججت ر  أجرٌت  ججرتجت ح ليتٌجت ح
للاقجص دي لتزرلعتً تثلاثت  معتدلا  متح  لتجأثٌر تدرلس  2014/2015 و 0202/0202لتجٌز  خلال موسمً 

فدلح(، وثلاث  نظم ملصوتٌ  )تنجر لتسكر منفترد ، تنجتر لتستكر  / ح كجم 022و  02و  60) لتجسمٌد للازوجى
متح تنجتر لتستكر )فرٌتد ، كت رولا، جتورٌت    للأجنت  عدد لتتصل( وأرتع  أصن ف مج + وتنجر لتسكر  + لتك نولا

لتك متت  لتعشتولةٌ   لتيط ع   لتمنشي  مرجٌح فً جصمٌم لتيط عت   جصمٌم ودٌم توتً( و جم جوزٌع لتمع ملا  فً
 .مكررل  و فً ثلاث 
كجتتم ولتتد  أزو  تتفتتدلح أدي إتتتً  022إتتتى  02أظهتتر  لتنجتت ة  أح زٌتت د  معتتدلا  لتنجتتروجٌح متتح  

د  معنوٌتت  فتتً  وزح لتجتتصر، ملصتتول لتجتتصور وملصتتول لتستتكر فتتً كتتلا لتموستتمٌح. زرلعتت  تنجتتر لتستتكر زٌتت 
وزح لتجتتصر، عتتدد لتجتتصور، ملصتتول لتجتتصور وملصتتول لتستتكر ختتلال منفتتردل أعطتتى أعتتتى لتيتتٌم فتتً مجوستتط 

نف تنجتر لتموسمٌح، فً لٌح سجت  أدنتى قتٌم تهتصل لتصتف   فتً زرلعت  تنجتر لتستكر  ملمتل متع لتكت نولا. صت
لتستتكر كتت رولا ستتجل جفتتو  فتتً وزح لتجتتصور، ملصتتول لتجتتصر وملصتتول لتستتكر جتتلال لتصتتنف فرٌتتد  فتتً كتتلا 
لتموسمٌح. ك ن  لتجأثٌرل  لترةٌسٌ  تتنٌجروجٌح، ونظ م لتزرلع  وللأصن ف تٌس ته  جتأثٌر معنتوي عتتى صتف   

 ق ولتستتكر لتمستتجختلاق ختتتلال جتتود  لتجتتصر متتح لٌتت  نستتتت  لتمتتولد لتصتتتت  لتصلةتتت ق و لتستتتكروزق ولتنيتت و
 لتموسمٌح. 

كجتم ولتد  أزو  تتفتدلح تجليٌت  أعتتى مجوستط تتوزح  022أدى جسمٌد نت ج   تنجر لتستكر لتمنفترد تت  
لتتتتف نتتتت   / فتتتدلح( وملصتتتول لتجتتتصور 00,00و 00,09كجتتتم( وعتتتدد لتجتتتصور ) 0,029و 0,209لتجتتتصر )

( فتتً لتمولستتم للأول ولتثتت نً طتتح / فتتدلح. 2,31و  2,30طتتح / فتتدلح( وملصتتول لتستتكر ) 20,23و  09,21)
كجتم ولتد   022عتى لتجولتً. تغض لتنظر عح نظ م لتزرلع  أدى جسمٌد نت ج   لتصنف فرٌد  وك رولا تمعتدل 

أزو  تتفتتدلح إتتتى لتلصتتول عتتتى أعتتتى قتتٌم تمجوستتط وزح لتجتتصر، ملصتتول لتجتتصور وملصتتول لتستتكر ختتلال 
وزح لتجتصر، عتدد سكر و نظ م لتزرلع  جأثٌرل معنوٌت  عتتى مجوستط لتموسمٌح. ك ح تتجف عل تٌح أصن ف تنجر لت

لتجتتصر، ملصتتول لتجتتصور وملصتتول لتستتكر ختتلال لتموستتمٌح، لٌتت  ستتجل لتصتتنف كتت رولا  تزرلعجتت  منفتتردل  
طتح / فتدلح(  20,23و  00,01كجتم(، ملصتول لتجتصور ) 0,222و 2,912أعتى لتيٌم تمجوستط وزح لتجتصر )

طتتح / فتدلح( فتتً لتمولستم للأول ولتثت نً عتتتى لتجتولتً، جتتلال  لتصتنف فرٌتتد   2,32و  2,09وملصتول لتستكر )
عنتتدم  زرم منفتتردل. جتتم لتلصتتول عتتتى أعتتتى ملصتتول معنتتوي متتح لتجتتصور ولتستتكر تزرلعتت  لتصتتنف كتت رولا 

 كجم ولد  أزو  تتفدلح خلال موسمً لتزرلع . 022منفردل وجسمٌدل تمعدل 
كجم ولد  أزو  تتفدلح إتى جسجٌل أعتتى جكتفت  تتنجت     022دلم ومح لتن لٌ  للاقجص دٌ  ، أدى لسجخ 

كم  لي  أٌض  أعتى لجم تى تتٌرلدل  وصتك تغض لتنظر عح لتنظ م لتملصتوتً ولتصتنف لتمنتزرم متح تنجتر 
 0912و 1012جنٌت  /فتدلح مي تتل جكت تٌف إنجت    1212لتسكر، لٌ  تتغ  جكتف  إنج   تنجتر لتستكر )لتمنفترد( 

 09220عندم  لمل مع لتتنجر لتك نولا ولتتصل، عتى لتجولتً. وقد سجل أعتتى لجمت تى تتٌترلدل  ) جنٌ  /فدلح
جنٌ  / فدلح( مح زرلع  أصن ف تنجر لتسكر ك رولا وجتورٌ  عتى لتجتولتً متع لتتصتل جلت  معتدل  03012و 

ح عند زرلع  صنف تنجر لتسكر كت رولا ملمتل متع  كجم أزو  / فدلح. جم لتلصول عتى لعتً ص فً رت 022
جنٌتت  / فتتدلح( وصتتتك عنتتد جستتمٌد  02322جنٌتت  / فتتدلح(، جتتلال لتصتتنف جتورٌتت  متتع لتتصتتل ) 00210لتتصتتل )

و  0,32كجتتم ولتتد  أزو  / فتتدلح. جتتم جليٌتت  أعتتتى نستتت  متتح للأرتتت   إتتتى لتجكتت تٌف )  022لتنت جتت   تتت معدل 
رولا ملمتلا متع لتتصتل ولتصتنف جتورٌت  متع لتتصتل، عتتى لتجتولتً متع ( تزرلع  صنف تنجر لتستكر كت 0,12

 كلم ولد  أزو /فدلح.  022لتجسمٌد تمعدل 
جوصى لتدرلس  تأن  تتلصول عتى أعتى ص فى تتع ةد متح ولتد  لتمست ل   ف نت  ٌفضتل زرلعت  صتنف 

 كجم ولد  أزو  تتفدلح. 022تنجر لتسكر ك رولا ململا مع لتتصل ولتجسمٌد ت معدل 
                     -نظتتتتتتت م لتزرلعتتتتتتت   -لتجستتتتتتتمٌد لتنٌجروجٌنتتتتتتتى -لتتصتتتتتتتل  -لتكتتتتتتت نولا –تنجتتتتتتتر لتستتتتتتتكر  الكلمنننننننات الدالنننننننة 

 نست  للأرت   إتى لتجك تٌف -ملصول لتسكر
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Table 4. Interactive effect of nitrogen rates x cropping systems on sugar beet agronomic traits during 2013/14 

and 2014/15 seasons. 

Nitrogen rates 
(kg/fed) 

Cropping systems 

Agronomic traits 

Mean root 
weight 

(kg) 

No. of 
harvested 

plants 
(10

3
/fed) 

Root yield 
(ton/fed) 

TSS % Sucrose % Purity % 
Extractable 
sucrose% 

Sugar yield 
(ton/fed) 

2013/2014 season 

60 

Sugar beet sole 0.770 27.62 21.34 20.99 17.90 85.29 12.54 2.66 

Sugar beet + Canola 0.584 22.50 13.14 20.15 17.33 85.92 12.40 1.61 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.646 26.31 17.06 19.38 16.88 87.08 12.48 2.14 

80 

Sugar beet sole 0.891 28.10 25.09 21.03 18.10 86.09 13.01 3.27 

Sugar beet + Canola 0.714 23.93 17.06 20.25 17.58 86.80 12.89 2.20 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.746 25.83 19.29 19.59 17.10 87.27 12.72 2.46 

100 

Sugar beet sole 1.019 28.69 29.35 20.49 17.63 86.01 12.64 3.72 

Sugar beet + Canola 0.874 26.31 23.01 20.68 17.85 86.33 12.92 2.96 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.913 27.86 25.43 19.79 17.15 86.66 12.53 3.17 

LSD at 0.05 0.042 1.16 1.42 NS NS NS NS 0.39 

2014/2015 season 

60 

Sugar beet sole 0.829 27.98 23.18 20.81 17.90 86.01 12.83 2.97 

Sugar beet + Canola 0.589 24.40 14.28 19.91 17.38 87.28 12.92 1.85 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.752 26.79 20.19 19.95 17.15 85.99 12.27 2.47 

80 

Sugar beet sole 0.964 27.74 26.77 21.15 18.05 85.34 12.67 3.38 

Sugar beet + Canola 0.610 26.31 16.02 19.73 16.60 84.09 11.19 1.82 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.830 27.38 22.66 19.93 16.55 83.15 10.73 2.42 

100 

Sugar beet sole 1.109 28.21 31.47 20.58 17.43 84.52 11.97 3.75 

Sugar beet + Canola 0.774 24.64 19.04 21.10 18.53 87.80 14.00 2.66 

Sugar beet + Onion 0.883 27.74 24.54 20.28 17.85 87.99 13.58 3.32 

LSD at 0.05 0.068 1.21 3.64 NS NS NS NS 1.01 

NS = Non significant         

 


