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Table 1. Soil physicochemical properties of field experiment conditions.
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) of some chickpea traits affected by seed priming and different levels of
superabsorbent.
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Source of Variation &l 3 aigy il Seed Biomass cals Protein RCE I

df Number ~ Number of 100- yield Harvest ~ Percentage Protein

of pod per seed index yield

branches plant weight

(Block)s'sk 2 5.78 1.76 7.6 1448.08  111377.39 1.14 17.91 1586.01
(Seed priming) ,3; L ey 2 9.47™ 33.64" 548" 63117.17 263499.99"  227.25™ 11.82™ 4873.43"
(Superabsorbent) il s 3 14.63™ 28.36™ 19.84°  61197.7° 163186.74™  237.92" 0.35" 3456.91"
3l g x Lot iy 0.83"¢ 4.15"s 10.37"¢ 55050™ 36800.22"  205.59™ 1.23" 2544.90

(Priming x superabsorbent)
(Error) asle;T obal 22 1.07 2.19 4.62 14573.02 31807.90 2.20 1.29 820.29
CV (%) (/) &y g 24.73 24.73 7.84 14.23 10.29 2.95 5.21 15.42
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*,** and ns, Significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, non-significant, respectively.
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Table 3- Mean comparisons of seed priming on some chickpea traits.
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Priming Number of Number of pod per plant Biomass (Kg/ha) Protein percentage
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(Hydropriming) ,laie oI 3.42b 10.87 1666.34b¢ 23.18
(Humic acid) ool 5.562 13.262 1954.152 22.20%
(Rhizobium) g5, 4.36° 12.592 1761.86" 21.47b¢
(Control) sals 3.38" 8.96¢ 1549.56¢ 20.47°
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Means with same letters in each column are not significantly different based on Duncan’s multiple range test P<0.05.
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Table 4- Mean comparisons of superabsorbent effect on some chickpea traits.
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branches plant
0 2.99° 9.94¢ 26.19° 1653.7°
30 4.38? 11.25° 28.742 1678.35°
60 5.172 132 18.64% 1866.882
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Means with same letters in each column are not significantly different based on Duncan’s multiple range test P<0.05
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Fig 1. Mean comparisons of interaction between seed priming and superabsorbent on chickpea seed yield.
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Means with same letters in each shape are not significantly different based on Duncan’s multiple range test P<0.05
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Table 5-correlation coefficients of chickpea traits affected by seed priming and different levels of superabsorbent.

(Traits) clis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Number of branches ¢ ezl slaws 1
2 Number of pod e slass 0.61** 1
3 100-seed weight wls) - + (54 0.30 0.38* 1
4 Seed yield wls s Slee 0.31* 0.57** 0.43** 1
5 Biomass s  0.43** 0.60** -0.11 0.30 1
6 Harvest index cusls, e3ls  0.41%* 0.61** 0.51** 0.80** 0.19 1
7 Protein percentage ..ss, oo, -0.15 0.13 -0.04 0.15 0.31 0.15 1
8 Protein yield .5, o Slas 0.20 0.53** 0.36* 0.92** 0.35* 0.75** 0.50** 1
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*, **and Significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Fig 2- Mean comparisons of interaction between seed priming and superabsorbent on chickpea harvest index.
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Means with same letters in each shape are not significantly different based on Duncan’s multiple range test (P<0.05).
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Fig 3- Mean comparisons of interaction between seed priming and superabsorbent on yield of seed protein of
chickpea.
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Abstract
In order to evaluate some agronomic characteristics of chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) response to

application of different levels of priming and super absorbent polymer, a factorial experiment was
conducted based on Randomized Complete Blocks Design with three replications at Urmia University
in 2011. Experimental factors included the seed priming at 4 levels (hydropriming, Rhizobium, humic
acid and control) and application of superabsorbent at 3 levels (0, 30 and 60 kg/ha). Number of
branches, number of pod per plant, 100-seed weight, seed yield, total dry matter, harvest index, seed
protein percent and seed protein yield were measured. Results showed that the effect of seed priming
was significant for all traits excluding 100-seed weight. Superabsorbent also had a significant effect on
all traits except seed protein. Seed vyield, harvest index and seed protein yield were effected by
interaction of treatments. The highest seed yield (1126 kg/ha), harvest index (64 %) and seed protein
yield (246 kg/ha) were obtained from application of 30 kg/ha superabsorbent and primed with humic
acid. Therefore, due to the positive effect of humic acid as a seed treatment, as well as the application
of 30 kg per hectare superabsorbent, this combination of treatments for maximum yield and quality of
chickpea cultivation is recommended.
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