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FLUCTUATION OF WEIGHT OF THE SEED OF CUCURBITA PEPO VAR. GIRAMONTIA DUCH. 
IN DEPENDENCE FROM THE GENOTYPE AND WEATHER CONDITIONS OF YEAR OF THE 
REPRODUCTION 
Aims. It is known that seed signs in comparison with vegetative bodies change more poorly. However 
stability of these signs from factors of environment is relative and when placing plants in new conditions of 
the environment they can be more subject to changes. Methods. Researches conducted in the conditions of 
2005–2006 and 2008–2011. For calculation of ecological plasticity used methods of Eberhart, Russel (1966) 
and Kilchevsky, Hotyleva (1985). Results. Studied forms of a squash on the mass of a seed significantly 
differed among themselves in each of years of researches. Exception are 2008 and 2009 in conditions which 
distinctions between forms are doubtful. It is established that the sample 19/84 poorly reacts to change of 
weather conditions. The most changeable are samples 166/5 and 98/5. Conclusions. Fluctuation of weight of 
a seed of Cucurbita pepo var. giramontia Duch. is defined by features of a genotype and depends on weather 
conditions of year of a reproduction. 
Key words: seed, weigth, fluctuation, genotype, conditions of year. 
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CROP PRODUCTIVITY OF DIHAPLOID AND DOUBLE HAPLOID IN SUGAR BEET (BETA 
VULGARIS L.) 
A goal of the presented paper was the crop productivity estimation of dihaploid and double haploid plants 
after apozygotic (uniparental) reproduction of heterosis hybrid. Methods. 8 dihaploid apozygotic progenies 
of heterosis hybrid Lenturon and 11 double haploid progenies were investigated. In the investigated material 
were evaluated (i) crop productivity (t/ha), (ii) sugar content in root (%), (iii) sugar yield. Results. Dihaploid 
progenies don’t register a reduction of crop productivity. Some of progenies even exceed a result of the ini-
tial hybrid. Double haploids register also a high level of crop productivity, but this material show greater 
variability. Conclusions.This result shows a possibility using of apozygotic progenies for breeding purposes. 
A use of uniparental (apozygotic) reproduction makes it possible to enlarge the genetic diversity of breeding 
materials. 
Key words: crop productivity, sugar beet, genetic diversity of breeding materials, dihaploid and doubled hap-
loid plants. 

 
 

 


