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Effects of early planting on the yield of sugar beets infected

with the sugar beet cyst nematode in West Azarbaijan
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Table 1- Analysis of variances between the root and top weights and

sugar percent in the different treatments of Orumieh trial.

Sl padS pie webtaany  adu; 00y KNy R
S.ov (DF) (MS) (MS) (MS)

Treatment 3 16.971* ’ 10.903* * 3.855
Error i 2.997 12.057 0.682

** Significant difference at P=1 (Duncan’s Multiple Rang Test)

1- Duncans Multiple Range Test
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Table 2- Mean root and top weights and sugar percent of different treatments

of Orumieh trial

La ,lass L) a9 S 008 A58 o
Treatments Root weight Top weight Sugar percent
ton/hectare ton/hectare
LALAPY 44910 a 31205 a 2120 a

Early planting
oS Gles 24557 b 25.830 ab 2092 a
Mid planting
cedlS yad 14.930 ¢ 19770 ¢ 2024 a

Late planting

LS.D. 1% 4.538 9.103 1.429
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Table 3- Analysis of variances between the root and top weights and

Sugar percent in the different treatments of Miandoab trial

Sl ais wlfaays g, S ds A5 aea y0
5.0v (DF) (MS) (MS) {MS)

Treatment 3 116.669** 24.050** 1.293
Error 6 3.758 11.541 0.700

Significant ditference at P=1 (Duncan’s Multiple Rang Test)
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Table 2- Mean root and top weights and sugar percent of different treatments
of Orumieh trial
Laplas R RYIRY) S0 A e 50

Treatments Root weight Tap weight Sugar percent

ton/hectare ton/hectare
il g 45.563 32245 19.82

Early planting

edils olae 28413 18.222 19.30
Mid planting
= L) 23.040 26.623 19.25

late planting
LSD. 1% 5.082 8.906 1.448
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Table 5- Analysis of variances between the cysts and adult females in different

treatments of Orumich and Miandoab trials

Ol ks psie @bl aa #Hl saoba g Crenn shaad Ml etaslo g Crinien Jlaas

(el Gtete)l) (o Tonites Shsle)])
S.ov (DF) (MS) (MS)
ks 3 53.889 ** 106.889 **
Treatments ,
sl 6 34.139 | 31.139
Error -

Significant difference at P=1 (Duncan’s Multiple Rang Test)
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Table 6- Mean cysts and adult females number of different treatments of

Orumieh and Miandoab trials

ajhess b slasale s s slass K3l
Treatments Mean Eysts and adult females number
e gl Glule | P EA |
Uromieh trial Miandoab trial
LWL EPS 5850 a 4775 a

carly planting

eils sl 5575 a 4925 a
Mid planting
S an 5425 a 4 a

Late planting

LSD %1 15.32 14.63
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