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Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) of factors effect on root yield of sugar beet in different regions

W ol prl
ve . >) . R
s 2le i Jovein Jajarm
sl
S.0.V &> ey o puSileo e yo opSilao
df Slaye ol Pr>F Sy ool Pr>F
Mean of squares Mean of squares
(R) 5 2 0.07 NS 0.666
Replication (R)
(IRR) d)L"" 3 2326 s 0897 sesk
Irrigation (IRR)
shel sl 6 0.360 0.01
Main error
PR % Sl 3.275 0.805
Seed priming (PRI)
IRXPRI 12 3.301 0.611 s
o sl 32 0.840 0.106
Sub error
(WE) jyo ctle 8, 9.5526 1.5538
Weed competition (WE)
IRRXWE 3 5.7 NS 1.8
PRIXWE 4 9.9 1.14
IRRXPRIXWE 12 29.9 1.28
() et e 2 34.45 39.78
CV (%)

Aile /oY g o /0 o o 53 )3 es g I3 sme i il odimd Ui iy 4y i g NS T
1 NS, * and ** denote non-significant influence and significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability levels, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Effects of different irrigation levels on root yield of sugar beet in Jajarm and Jovein regions
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Table 2- Mean comparisons for interaction effects of different irrigation levels of and seed priming affected as competition
with weeds and non-competition in Jovein region

(e ) bl e iy Sosesl Competition with weeds
Irrigation level (Bzﬁignciggvg)ater requirement Seed priming ERET CalB, ey
With competition  Without competition
aals 421w 56.21
Control
¥A O
i 44, 9Kl
Water 48 ov 56.9
Seogen o ¥A U -
RSP i 44.4 58.4
70 Water 48+humic acid v '
&bl Aot FA 4.7 58 6hii
Water 48+ seed-start v Nt
ol ot Soogam skt YA O _
Water 48+humic acid+ 43.7v 57.8jk
Fulzaym
Sl
46.0tu 60.0fgh
Control 9
¥A U
j 46. .20f
Water 48 6.8st 60.20fg
Seogun Lo ¥A O .
80 Water48+Humic acid AT drst 58.0jk
il dpurtFA O 448 60.3f
Water48+ Seed-start o =19
oot Seogum Ao FA L _
Water 48+Humic acid+ 46.3t 59.6ghi
Fulzaym
s 47.7rs 62.2cde
Control
FA
Water 48 48.50-r 62.5cde
Spooun JwhFA O
90 Water48+Humic acid 48.0qrs 61.8de
Elial dpurtFA O 48.2
.2p-s 63.4abc
Water48+ Seed-start P
ol gt Saogun LA
Water 48+Humic acid+ 49.2nq 62.5cde
Fulzaym
Sl
50.3n 64.6a
Control
FA
Water 48 50.4n 61.3ef
Senget s FA O
o i 49.5n0 63.0bcd
100 Water48+Humic acid P
bl ot A O
52.5m 64.1ab
Water48+ Seed-start
ol it Saogan LA
Water 48+Humic acid+ 49.8no 64.4ab

Fulzaym

sl S0 b o ime VS 1B Mo yd A0 ylisebsl pdaws )3 (LSD) jls gime cglis Jilus (905 olasl p oS jie By K Bl b (gla 1 Silio gy 0
*Means at least one common letter in each column, based on least significant difference (LSD) test, have no significant
difference at 95% confidence level with each other.
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Fig. 2- Root yield of sugar beet affected as seed priming in Jajarm and Jovein regions
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Table 3- Means comparisons for interaction effects of different irrigation levels, seed priming affected as competition with
weeds in Jajarm region

i gladle b eyt
TR i Competition with weeds
g s b i a8, o o
rrigation level (based on water o - 19 o9 19 09N
requirement percentage) Competition with weeds Without Without
competition competition
Jals .
45, 1uv* 57.7
Control J
¥A O .
: 43.4w 57.8
Water 48 J
a2t TA 45,5t 59.4i
70 Water48+Humic acid
Syl st FA 44.6v 60.2h
Water48+ Seed-start
ol gt Seogum S FA L _
Water 48+Humic acid+ 45.8t 59.1i
Fulzaym
Sl
47.8r 61.4f
Control
¥A U
i 47.2s 61.1f
Water 48 g
Seooun JwhFA O .
A 48. :
80 Water48+Humic acid 880 59.01
il St FA O 475
.brs 61.5f
Water48+ Seed-start
oot Seogum L FA O
Water 48+Humic acid+ 460t 60.7gh
Fulzaym
aals 49.7n0 63.2cd
Control
YA 48.7q 63.7¢
Water 48
Seooun JwhFA O
X i 49.20 62.9de
90 Water48+Humic acid Pq
il dpurtFA O 50.2
.2n 64.6b
Water48+ Seed-start
oot Seogum L FA O
Water 48+Humic acid+ 49.40p 63.8c
Fulzaym
Sl
51.61 65.5a
Control
YA 51.2Im 62.6¢
Water 48
Saged et VA 51.0lm 63.6¢
100 Water48+Humic acid
il Aot A 51.0m 66.0a
Water48+ Seed-start
ol gt Saogan LA
Water 48+Humic acid+ 53.6k 65.4a

Fulzaym

sl oo ;5085 bl sime GBS 1BL5 0o )3 A0 ylisebs] aw )3 (LSD) s gime coglis Jilus (yg0j] Lol oS jiie Gy 5 Jilis b (gl Solio 3
*Means at least one common letter, based on least significant difference (LSD) test, have no significant difference at
95% confidence level with each other.
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Table 4- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for experimental factors on root yield of sugar beet in different
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SOV df Mean of squares Sum of squares
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denote non-significant influence and significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability levels, respectively.
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Introduction

The success of sugar beet as a crop depends on predictable seed germination, early seedling establishment
and the rapid development of a leaf canopy which is able to utilize the available solar radiation efficiently. Seed
priming has become a common practice to increase the rate and uniformity of field germination and emergence
in many important crop plants in unfavorable conditions. Hydro-priming is a simple method of priming
treatment that is used of distilled water as priming medium. Humic acid has been used for treatment before seed
planting. Washing sugar beet seeds with water also affects the germination and seedling establishment through
the elimination of inhibitory compounds on the seed coat. This study was conducted to evaluate the effect of
seed priming with different methods at different times and concentrations on germination of sugar beet.

Materials and Methods

In the spring of 1393, a field trial was conducted simultaneously in two regions of the Jovain and Jajarm. The
experimental was conducted as split plot (split-split plot) in randomized complete block design with three
replications.The main factor was irrigation with four levels of 100, 90, 80 and 70% water, sub-plots are including

different methods of priming: control, priming with running water for 48 hours, priming with running water for
48 hours + Humic acid, priming with running water for 48 hours + Seed-start and priming with running water for
48 hours + Humic acid + Fulzym, sub-sub plots are including weeds competition with (absence and presence of
weeds).

Results and Discussion

The results for two regions showed that by reducing the amount of irrigation water sugar beet root yield
significantly reduced. Results show that the effect of priming treatment of running water for 48 hours + Seed-
start and running water for 48 hours + Humic acid + Fulzym to have achieved the highest sugar beet root yield
for two areas. The result of the interaction effect showed that priming improved root yield under condition of
reduction of irrigation water and the presence of weeds in both areas. The results showed that priming methods
caused reducing yield losing of the roots in the presence of weeds. In this regard, treatment of running water for
48 hours + Seed-start did better in both areas.

Conclusions

In the end, due to the positive effects of priming, such as running water 48 hours and Seed-start on
quantitative yield of sugar beet these methods are recommended.
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