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Table 1. Results of soil analysis
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Table 3. Means comparision of traits in sugar beet under polyethylen glycol treatments
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Table 4. Mean comparision of traits in sugar beet under priming treatments
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Table 5. Analysis variance of traits in sugarbeet
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Table 6. Mean comparision of traits in sugar beet under irrigation regimes
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Table 7. Mean comparision of traits in sugar beet under priming treatments

sl iy 99 S b ) Al y 0 Slos w0 o
Type of pretreatment (6592 3 @ay0 yio 5luw) Sugar% Root yield Sugar yield
Leaf area (ton/ha) (ton/ha)
(cm?/plant)
el 5939 ¢ 19.36 b 4798 b 9.356 b
control
2l bl iy 6102 ¢ 19.80 ab 4584 b 9.122 b
Water pre treatment
A ¥ Bl L ol 2138 Jgloe b e oy 7336 b 2120a 592442 12.69
Seed pretreatment with 3/1000 of iron
2 2V CBLEL 59) @M Jsbro b led ey 8033 a 2122a 5931a 12.58 2
Seed pretreatment with 3/1000 of Zinc
2 oV eBLEL e @8 Jslmo b ylosd oy 7413 b 1823 b 49.28 b 9.033 b

Seed pretreatment with 3/1000 of Manganese

Sl ao 00 Jlozml o jo lo sixe GBS snias lis alin e By >
Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at the 5% probability level

P90 Olho  Souwod axdlao A Jgu
Table 8. Corelation analysis of traits

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 S 32 b 1
Leaf area
) o) e 0.867(") 1
gibberellin
3 s y 0 ,Slos 0.830(*)  0.812(") 1
Root yield
4 w3ty 0.468 0.482 0.629(") 1
Sugar%
. wé Slee  0.788()  0.765()  0.975(7) 0.778C") 1
Sugar yield
6 Sidlem woys  0.672(7)  0.784C7)  0.835(") 0.392 0.761("™) 1
Germination%
; Si4lg> ety 0.793(*)  0.874("")  .0.728(") 0.282 0.658("")  0.656("") 1
Germination rate
Oy gr,S (lgizmo 0.822(*")  0.814("")  0.934(") 0.680(*")  0.936(*") 0.706(*") 0.755("") 1
8 Carbohydrate
content
9 el WT 0.664("")  0.701(*")  0.806("") 0.814(*")  0.878("") 0.682(*") 0.586(") 0.864(") 1

Alpha amylase
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**and *, respectively, represent significant at a probability level of 1 and 5 percent
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