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Abstract
Sugar beet is the only crop after sugar cane that produces sugar for human consumption and
industrial usage. Sugar beet is adaptable to temperate climates between latitudes 30 and 60oN.
This crop has been around for more than 2 centuries and several efforts have been made to
improve its quality (in terms of sugar content) and vigour (seed germination, emergence and
seedling establishment). Until now, sugar beet germination capacity has not been fully
explored, a problem that has been linked with the presence of germination-inhibitors present
on the pericarp. Sugar beet seeds require sophisticated seed enhancement techniques in order
to improve their germination capacity, early growth and establishment. Some of the processes
involved with sugar beet seed enhancement techniques include polishing, priming, pelleting
and coating among others. Seed pelleting involves the addition of some substances to sugar
beet seeds in order improve its shape and size for precision planting. Most of these additives
are inorganic chemicals, which are dangerous to our environment. To reduce the effects of
these inorganic additives on the environment, this paper considers the use of bio-based products
(protein-based biostimulants) in seed enhancement techniques. The aim of this paper is to
explore the available information on sugar beet seed enhancement techniques, biostimulants,
and their impact on germination, emergence, early growth and establishment.

3

Table of content
Abstract

3

List of tables

5

List of figures

6

1.0 Introduction

7

2.0 History and production of sugar beet

11

2.1 History of beet

11

2.2 Environmental conditions of sugar beet cultivation

11

2.3 Economic importance of sugar and sugar beet

12

3.0 Botany of sugar beet

16

3.1 Sugar beet plant morphology

16

3.2 Sugar beet seed morphology

16

3.3 Sugar beet seed germination physiology

16

4.0 Seed Enhancement technologies

18

4.1 Seed treatments

18

4.1.1 Seed coating

18

4.1.2 Seed pelleting

18

4.1.3 Seed priming

19

5.0 Biostimulants

21

5.1 Agriculture and Biostimulants

21

5.2 Benefits of Biostimulants

21

5.3 Classification of Biostimulants

22

5.3.1 Humic substances

22

5.3.2 Protein-based biostimulants

22

5.3.2.1 Protein hydrolysates

22

5.3.2.2 Amino acids

23

5.3.2.3 Plant physiology and metabolism of PHs and AA23
5.3.2.4 Plant defenses to biotic and abiotic stress

24

5.3.2.5 Plant tolerance to heavy metals toxicity

24

5.3.4 Seaweed extracts

24

5.3.5 Plant-growth-promoting-bacteria

24

6.0 Acknowledgement

26

7.0 References

27

4

List of tables
Table 1: Developmental stages (days) of sugar beet under different climate in production

regions.

15

5

List of Figures
Figure 1: Global sugar production from 2009/2010 to 2018/2019 growing season. 9
Figure 2: Global production statistics for sugar beet (kind permission of www.knoema.com).

10
Figure 3: Sugar production in major producing countries classified by crop (kind permission of
OECDiLibrary- https://www.oecd.org/termsandconditions/).
13
Figure 4: EU sugar reforms lead to lower quota production, fixed exports and rising imports
(kind permission of OECDiLibrary- https://www.oecd.org/termsandconditions/).
14
Figure 5: Structure of mature fruits and seeds of Beta vulgaris (kind permission of Professor

Gerhard Leubner, Seed Biology Place
(http://www.seedbiology.de/structure.asp#beta).

6

20

1.0 Introduction
Table sugar (sucrose), a white crystalline substance, is a component of the human diet because
of its sweetening, energy-giving and preserving properties (Colonna and Samaraweera, 2000;
Colonna et al., 2006). Sugar has been available for human consumption over the past two
centuries and the average annual consumption per person is about 23 kg (Biancardi et al.,
2010). Sugar is produced globally in over 130 countries from either sugar cane or sugar beet
and the two crops contribute 75 and 25% of the sugar produced in the world, respectively
(Cooke and Scott, 1993; Zimmermann and Zeddies, 2002; Gurel et al., 2008; Biancardi et al.,
2010). The average yearly global production of sugar is around 174 million metric tonnes (MT)
for the last 10 years (Figure 1) out of which only about 50 million MT is available for
international trade (Biancardi et al., 2010; Řezbová, et al., 2013).
Sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.) is the most important sucrose-producing crop in the temperate
regions of the world (Rady and Ali, 1999; OECD, 2015). Most of the sugar beet is grown
between latitudes 30 and 60oN (Mahmoodi et al., 2008), as a summer or winter crop depending
on the climate (Draycott, 1972). The crop is produced in more than 60 countries and provides
globally more than 35 million MT of sugar per year (Draycott, 2005; Biancardi et al., 2010;
Řezbová et al., 2013). The top ten sugar beet producing countries include Russia, France, U.S.,
Germany, Ukraine, Turkey, Poland, China, U.K. and Egypt (Biancardi et al., 2010; Řezbová
et al., 2013) (Figure 2). Apart from its huge supply of sugar for human consumption, sugar beet
has an outstanding ability for liquid biofuel production, giving a range of 100-120 l/t of
bioethanol (Leroudier, 2002; Mahmoodi et al., 2008; Panella, 2010; Abts et al., 2013; Dohm
et al., 2013; OECD, 2013).
Successful sugar beet cultivation is highly dependent on the supply of high quality seed
(Kockelmann and Meyer, 2006). Seed quality is defined by a range of seed characteristics,
which include; varietal/genetic and analytical purity, seed germination capacity,uniformity as
well as seed health and vigour (McDonald, 1998; Boelt et al., 2018). Good seed quality results
in high germination capacity, uniformity of field emergence and good vigour of sugar beet
seedlings (Boelt et al., 2018). The above mentioned seed qualities have significant impact on
the final yield of sugar beet, both in quantity (root yield) and quality (sugar yield) (Sliwinska
and Jendrzejczak, 2002; Reyes et al., 2003; Ashraf and Foolad, 2005; Biancardi et al., 2010;
Catusse et al., 2011; Kockelmann and Meyer, 2006; Abts et al., 2013; Vijaya-Geetha et al.,
2014; Huang et al., 2016). Sugar beet is particularly sensitive to poor seed quality due to the
common practice of precision sowing (drilling) to final stand density, i.e. assuming that close
to 100% of the seeds germinate and produce plants (Ashraf and Foolad, 2005). Slow field
emergence and establishment of sugar beet can still be a problem despite several improvements
that have been made to the seed preparation process, including seed enhancement techniques
(priming, pelleting, encrustation and coating) (Kockelmann and Meyer, 2006).
Seed enhancement techniques have led to uniform germination, increased germination speed,
and allow the incorporation of active ingredients to protect the seeds and seedling from insects
and diseases (Sliwinska and Jendrzejczak, 2002). Seeds enhancement also allows for the
application of additional compounds on seed such as fertilizers and biostimulants in order to
enhance seedling growth, establishment and ultimately yield and quality (Calvo et al., 2014).
Biostimulants have been found to improve crops tolerance to drought and pathogens as well as
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improve nutrient uptake and water use efficiency (Vessey, 2003; Berg, 2009; Nardi et al. 2009;
Asli and Neumann, 2010; Trevisan et al. 2010; Calvo et al., 2014).
This introductory paper is aimed at in-depth exploration of literature about what has been done
so far to enhance sugar beet germination, emergence, early growth and establishment by using
biostimulants. The second aim was to explore how biostimulants can impact early growth and
establishment of sugar beet seedling both in terms of shoot and root development.
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Figure 1: Global sugar production from 2009/2010 to 2018/2019 growing season (Statista,
2019).
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Figure 2: Global production statistics for sugar beet. With the green area being the world
highest producers including Russia, France, U.S., Germany, Ukraine, Turkey, Poland, China,
U.K. and Egypt.
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2.0 History and production of sugar beet
2.1 History of beets
Sugar beet was grown as a garden vegetable more than 2000 years ago in Greece, Rome and
Mesopotamia (Ford-Lloyd and Williams, 1975; De-Bock, 1986; Zohary and Hopf, 1974;
Draycott, 2005; Biancardi et al., 2010; Dohm et al., 2013). Beta maritima (sea beet) is the wild
ancestor or the progenitor of today’s sugar beet plant (OECD, 2006). By the end of the fifteenth
century, beet was probably grown all over Europe (Deerr, 1950; Draycott, 2005). Red and
yellow beets became popular as salad vegetables during sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
(OECD, 2006). Beet was grown as field crop for the first time in the seventeenth century in
Spain, although only as fodder for cattle (Cumo, 2013). Andreas Margraff (German chemist)
in 1747 discovered the protocol for the extraction of sucrose from sugar beet. Franz Karl
Achard (German Breeder and student of Margraff) in 1787 selected sugar beet variety with
sucrose content of about 6% fresh root weight by evaluating 23 local sugar beet varieties
(Draycott, 2005; OECD, 2006).
2.2 Environmental conditions for sugar beet cultivation
The current root yield of sugar beet (>100 t/ha) has been attributed to a combination of a
breeding progress (selection for high yielding varieties) and optimal weather conditions in
Europe (Hoffmann, 2017).
Sugar beet is a sun-loving crop; it does not require too much rain and cloud (Finch et al., 2002).
In Europe sugar beet is sown early during the spring in order to provide closed canopy for
longer period of sunshine interception (Petkeviciene, 2002; Hoffmann and Kluge-Severin,
2011; Kirchhoff et al., 2012). Root yield loss of 300 kg ha-1 and 50 kg ha-1 of white sugar yield
has been reported when sowing is delayed by average of one day (Petkeviciene, 2009). Sugar
beet sowing time also depends on the cultivation technology and it is influenced by soil
moisture (Romaneckas and Sarauskis, 2003; Petkeviciene, 2009). Fast sugar beet emergence
is obtained when the soil moisture in the seedbed is 20–23%, and air and soil temperature
ranges between 15–25°C (Copeland and McDonald, 2001; Hoffmann, 2017).
Most beets are grown on calcareous soils with a clay content between 10-25% and a high
fertility level with neutral acidity (pH 7). Nitrogen is important for the sugar beet crop as it
stimulates foliage canopy towards adequate solar interception (approximately 90% of the solar
radiation) as soon after sowing as possible (Draycott and Christenson, 2003; Jaggard et al.,
2009). However, nitrogen is not important at harvest, as it limits sugar extraction (Draycott and
Christenson, 2003). Ideally, lime should be applied to the soil one year ahead of planned sugar
beet cultivation. Fertile and deep soils are often reserved for sugar beet cultivation due to the
high economic return (Olsson and Olsson, 2004; FAO, 2009). Days to maturity of sugar beet
from the day of sowing range from 120-250 days depending on the region of cultivation and
month of the year of planting (Table 1).
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2.3 Economic importance of sugar and sugar beet
Sugar is politically and economically high-profile commodity for the major sugar producing
countries in the world (AB Sugar, 2019). Globally, sugar is traded in both raw (brown sugar)
and refined (white sugar) forms representing 55 and 45% of the international trade respectively
(AB Sugar, 2019). The global sugar production is dominated by Brazil, India and the European
Union (EU) (OECD/FAO, 2015) (Figure 3). The EU is the world’s leading producer of beet
sugar with an average annual production of 17.7 million MT (OECD/FAO, 2015). The EU
sugar reform between 2013 and 2017 has led to reduced production and exports as well as
increased imports (OECD/FAO, 2010) (Figure 4).
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Table 1: Developmental stages (days) of sugar beet under different climate in production
regions.

Region

Sowing
period

SowingSowing-maximum Sowing-start
Sowingemergence canopy cover
canopy senescence Maturity

Mediterranean Nov

10-14

100-130

130-160

200-250

Feb

16-20

80-100

100-130

150-180

Northern Europe Mar

18-22

80-100

100-120

160-190

Apr

18-22

70-90

90-120

150-180

India

Oct

8-12

40-60

60-80

120-140

USA

Sept

8-20

90-110

110-130

240-270

Mar

16-20

80-100

100-120

170-190

Jun

7-17

70-80

80-90

130-150

Rinaldi, 2012.
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3.0 Botany of sugar beet
3.1 Sugar beet plant morphology
Sugar beet is a typical vegetative crop with a biennial life cycle, belonging to the family
Amaranthaceae (Getz, 2000; Hermann et al., 2007). After sowing in spring, it produces leaf
and root mass until harvest in autumn. Sugar beet leaf are ovate or cordate in structure
depending on the varieties (Højland and Pedersen, 1994; OECD, 2006). As a result of
secondary thickening, the storage root is made up of 15–20% sucrose contents (FAO 2009;
OECD, 2015). Sugar beet enters its reproductive phase only after exposure to a long period of
cold temperatures (<4°C) in the second year, which results in shoot elongation (bolting) and
flowers are produced (Elliot and Weston, 1993; OECD, 2006). Each flower contains two
stigmas (female parts), and the seeds are in clusters and enveloped in a woody covering
(calyces) (OECD, 2006).
3.2 Sugar beet seed morphology
Sugar beet seeds are small irregular star-shaped of about 10 mg per seed in weight (OECD,
2006). The sugar beet seed is classified as a fruit, which is referred to as achene (OECD, 2006;
Hermann et al., 2007). Achene is a “small, dry, indehiscent fruit, with their seeds not adhering
to the carpel and do not split open when ripe” (Hermann et al., 2007; Marzinek et al., 2008).
The sugar beet fruit consists of a fruit cavity and a pericarp which is the outermost layer
covering the operculum or fruit cap (Orzeszko and Podlaski, 2003; Hermann et al., 2007; Abts
et al., 2013) (Figure 4).
3.3 Sugar beet seed germination physiology
Seeds germination in sugar beet like every other crop, is largely controlled by temperature and
availability of water if oxygen is present (Gummerson 1986; Sadeghian and Yavari, 2004).
Sugar beet seed do not germinate evenly, and this uneven germination is mostly related to some
inhibitory substances reportedly found on the seed pericarp (Tolman and Stout, 1940; Battle
and Whittington, 1969). These inhibitory substances have been identified and they include:
free ammonia from the pericarp (Stout and Tolman, 1941); osmolytes in the seed coat (Duym
et al., 1947); and unsaturated yellow oil. Unsaturated yellow oil has been reported in other
crops and can be removed by prolonged washing (De-Kock and Hunter, 1950). Another
germination–inhibitor of sugar beet is the presence of salt crystals on the thick-wall sclereids
of the pericarp, which form an osmotic solution with low water potential in the presence of
water (Orzeszko-Rywka and Podlaski, 2003; Hermann et al., 2007).
Sugar beet seeds germination is improved by the removal of the soft outer part of the pericarp,
through the process called polishing. The aim of polishing is to reduce the irregular shape/size
of the seed to an optimal grade suitable for pelleting (Kockelmann and Meyer, 2006). However,
during the process of polishing, germination-inhibitors that are present on the seed pericarp are
also removed thereby allowing improved germination of the sugar beet seed (Kockelmann and
Meyer, 2006; Abts et al., 2013). Nevertheless, polishing must be done gently to avoid cracks
in the pericarp and embryo damage, especially to the radicle. The pericarp also serve as
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physical barrier for water and oxygen uptake in addition to the presence of germinationinhibitors, thereby retarding germination (Abts et al., 2013).
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4.0 Seed enhancement techniques
4.1 Seed treatments
Seed treatments is defined by the International Seed Federation (ISF), as “the application of
biological, physical and chemical agents to seed that provide protection to seeds and plants and
improve the establishment of healthy crops” (Sharma et al., 2015). A number of seed treatment
methods have evolved over the years ranging from physical seed treatment (PT) (hot water
treatment, dry heat treatment, aerated heat treatment and radiation treatment) to chemical and
biological seed treatment (CBT). The CBT includes different seed immersion techniques, as
well as seed priming, seed pelleting and seed coating (Sharma et al., 2015). Seed treatments
have been used on many crop seeds for a variety of purposes including alleviation of stresses
associated with soil environment (biotic or abiotic) and improving plant growth. For instance,
Avelar et al., (2012) reported treatment with systemic chemicals to control plant pathogens
within the plant system. Seed treatment with beneficial microorganisms, which help to fix
Nitrogen and enhance uptake of nutrients, is also possible. Another example is seed physical
treatments to control seed-borne pathogens and seed coatings or pelleting to improve seed
shape for planting or provide other benefits (Avelar et al., 2012). Taylor and Harman, (1990)
also cited examples of physiological seed treatments that enhance germination rate and plant
performance. There are treatments that affect seed moisture relationships and result in
improved seed storability or performance (Taylor and Harman, 1990).
4.1.1 Seed priming
Sugar beet seeds are frequently subjected to priming as a pre-treatment exercise. Priming
contributes to an improvement of germination characteristics, especially to speed and
uniformity of emergence under stressful conditions (Kockelmann and Meyer, 2006). The seed
priming technique includes a partial seed hydration to initiate germination-metabolic
processes without actual germination thereafter a re-drying of the seed to close to their
original weight to permit routine handling (Mahmood et al., 2016). A range of compounds
have been used in priming of different crops species, namely; osmotic compounds
(polyethyleneglycol- PEG), water (hydropriming) and various biological compounds
(biopriming) (Kockelmann and Meyer, 2006; Mahmood et al., 2016).
4.1.2 Seed pelleting
Seed pelleting was basically developed to increase the apparent seed size and weight and to
alter seed shape for precision seed planting (Taylor et al., 2001; Sharma et al., 2015). Seed
pelleting is the most sophisticated seed treatment technique (Sharma et al., 2015). Many crops
have small and irregular shaped-seeds, which does not permit accurate metering by mechanical
planting equipment (Taylor and Harman, 1990). Seed pelleting therefore has the following
advantages; (i) drilling to final stand, (ii) homogeneity of drilling, (iii) application of active
ingredients (including biostimulants) without the risk of phytotoxicity (Kockelmann and
Meyer, 2006). Sugar beet seed as well as vegetable and flower seed companies have developed
and employed pelleting technique on a commercial scale (Taylor et al., 1997). The focus of
pelleting is to allow only one seed per pellet and to prevent seeds from sticking to one another.
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The pellet general include, the seed mass wrapped up within two components, a binder (or
adhesive) and an inert filler thereby increasing the seed weight by 100-5000% of the original
seeds weight (Taylor et al., 1997). Freshly produced seed pellets are usually wet since water is
required to hydrate the binder, and therefore the pelleted seeds must be dried to desired
moisture content before storage (Taylor et al., 1997). Taylor and Harman (1990), have
reviewed the use of various binders used for seed pelleting and described the use of gum arabic,
gelatin, starch, methyl-cellulose, polyvinyl alcohol, polyoxyethylene glycol-based waxes, and
carboxymethyl cellulose. Fillers or particulate matters used for pelleting include calcium
carbonate, limestone, gypsum, talc, vermiculite, diatomaceous earth, kaolin clay, bentonite,
zeolite and peat.
Sachs et al., (1981) and Sachs et al., (1982) have reported that clay and sand pellets acted as
physical barrier to water and oxygen diffusion and mechanical barrier to radicle protrusion of
sweet pepper seeds. Durrant and Loads, (1986) also found out that clay pellet applied to sugar
beet seeds reduced emergence when sown in wet soil conditions, whereas more porous
pelleting materials gave 5-10% greater stand than the clay pellet. Therefore, the composition
of the pellet can have a direct influence on germination, especially under adverse soil
conditions. In order to escape the adverse effect of soil moisture on germination of pelleted
seeds, moist pellets have also been developed. Seeds treated as moist-pellet (quick pill) should
be stored at 4oC and must be sown within 14 days (Taylor and Harman, 1990). Moist pelleting
system is necessary for biological organisms that are desiccation-intolerant or that need high
moisture levels for optimum performance (Taylor and Harman, 1990).
4.1.3 Seed coating
Seed coating includes any process for the direct application of a material to seeds without
changing its general size or shape (Taylor et al., 1998, Taylor et al., 2001; Avelar et al., 2012).
Active ingredients both in the form of dry powders and as slurry have been applied to seeds to
form coatings around the seeds. However, dry powder materials do not generally adhere well
to the seed surface thereby resulting in poor loading, lack of uniformity, and dust problems
(Khan et al., 1980). Application of slurries instead often improves the uniformity and helps in
overcoming other problems associated with dry powder application. Slurry treatments include
adhesives (stickers, glues, or binders) to improve retention of materials applied to seeds.
Adhesives used for this application include methyl-cellulose, dextran, gum arabic, vegetable
or paraffin oils and a range of synthetic binders (Halmer, 1988; Sharma et al., 2015).
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Figure 5: Structure of mature fruits and seeds of Beta vulgaris. (A–H) Visible events during
the incubation of sugar beet fruits in water: (A) Dry fruit. (B, E) Operculum opening; note that
the radicle tip is still enclosed by the micropylar endosperm and the inner testa. (C, D, F–H)
Radicle emergence through the seed covering layers (testa and endosperm) is the completion
of germination. (I, J) Seed germination studied with deoperculated fruits. The sugar beet seed
has a lentil-like structure (about 3 mm diameter and 1.5 mm thick) and occupies a horizontal
position within the fruit. (J) Radicle emergence through the seed covering layers (testa and
endosperm) is the completion of germination. (K) Microscopic section through a dry fruit
showing the radicle tip enclosed by the covering layers. (L) Distinct stages of sugar beet seed
germination: isolated dry seed (1, 2); note that the testa was removed in (1) to make the embryo
and perisperm visible. Imbibed seed showing rupture of the outer testa (3) and radicle
protrusion through all the seed covering layers (4–6). (M) Section through a mature sugar beet
fruit. The curved embryo completely encloses the perisperm, which is dead starch storage tissue
localized in the seed centre. (N) Drawing of a sugar beet seed; modified from Bennett and Esau
(1936) and reproduced by the kind permission of the United States Department of Agriculture.
Based on the peripheral location of the embryo, the sugar beet seed can be structurally classified
as being perispermic and P-type (Hermann et al., 2007).
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5.0 Biostimulants
5.1 Agriculture and Biostimulants
The use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides, a result of the green revolution in the 1960s,
have partly contributed to the environmental pollution we see today (Canellas et al., 2015).
Both minerals and chemical compounds can be washed off the field or drained into water
bodies or ground water resources, thereby polluting air and water (Halpern et al., 2015). Also,
the industrial production of these compounds is energy-intensive, thereby contributing to
global greenhouse gas emissions. Modern agriculture is aimed at reducing inputs without
reducing the yield and quality in an organic, sustainable or environmental friendly systems
(Bulgari et al., 2015). This goal is achievable by breeding programs it will however be speciesspecific and time-consuming.
Developing crops with robust root systems and higher nutrient-uptake efficiency may combat
the above challenge (Halpern et al., 2015). Such crops can be enhanced by the application of
biostimulants to crop leaves, seeds, or soil in order to stimulate general plant growth and
development (Canellas et al., 2002; Khan et al., 2009; Zandonadi et al., 2007), activates several
physiological processes that enhance efficient nutrients uptake (Pinton et al., 1999), beneficial
microbial populations and allowing the reduction of fertilizers consumption (Chen, 2006;
Vessey, 2003). All these activities in turn lead to increased crop yield (Kunicki et al., 2010).
Biostimulants is defined as “substances or materials, with the exception of nutrients and
pesticides, which, when applied to plants, seeds, or growing substrates in specific formulations,
have the capacity to modify physiological processes in plants in a way that provides potential
benefits to growth, development, or stress response” (Halpern et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2018).
Protein hydrolysates and other plants and animal products as well as some beneficial
microorganisms have been found to enhance plant growth (Rouphael and Colla, 2018). These
organic substances are termed biostimulants. Other N-containing compounds, humic and fulvic
acids, botanicals, chitosan and other biopolymers are also included in this category (Tanou et
al., 2017). Biostimulants are normally used in the seed industry as post-harvest treatment on
seed prior to sowing (Wilson et al., 2018), through seed enhancements techniques.
The market of biostimulants has been rapidly growing since the last 10 years (Rouphael and
Colla, 2018), and it is currently at 2 billion USD with an estimated 50% increase by 2021
(Rouphael and Colla, 2018).
5.2 Benefits of biostimulants
The beneficial effects of biostimulants has been attributed to auxins and gibberellin
metabolism, enhanced nitrogen uptake as well as reactive-oxygen/nitrogen species and
hormonal signaling (Tanou et al., (2017). Biostimulants are believed to be interacting with
plant signaling processes thereby improving plant tolerance to stresses and so improving plant
productivity (Brown and Saa, 2015). Some of the effects of biostimulants include; positive
changes in soil structure or nutrient solubility, root morphology, plant physiology, and
symbiotic relationships (Nardi et al., 2016). One of the major challenges of the use of
biostimulants is the determination of their function, which is due to the variations in the sources
of the materials, which is as a result of different industrial manufacturing processes.
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5.3 Classification of Biostimulants
Biostimulants are categorized into four major groups namely:
a.
humic substances (HS),
b.
protein-based biostimulants
i.
protein hydrolysates (PHs) and
ii.
amino acid formulations (AA),
c.
seaweed extract (SE), and
d.
plant-growth-promoting microorganisms.
5.3.1 Humic substances (HS)
Humic substances (HS) are byproducts of microbial metabolism of dead organic matter that
are formed in the soil (Nardi et al., 2016; Canellas et al., 2015). HS are very common and make
up 60% of the organic matter in the global soils (Muscolo et al., 2007). HS are made up of
many small organic molecules that are held together by hydrophobic interactions and hydrogen
bonds (Sutton and Sposito, 2005; Halpern et al., 2015). The sources of HS include peat, soil,
manure compost, green waste compost, brown coal and earthworm casts (Rose et al., 2014;
Halpern et al., 2015). HS sustain plant growth and terrestrial life in general. Their functions
include; regulation of both soil carbon and nitrogen cycling, growth of plants and
microorganisms, the fate and transport of anthropogenic-derived compounds and heavy metals,
and the stabilization of soil structure (Piccolo, 1996; Canellas et al., 2015). HS can be applied
to crops foliage, or through irrigation water as well as direct application to soil (Salman et al.,
2007; Yildirim, 2007; Katkat et al., 2009).
Rose et al., (2014) have reported that exogenous application of HS increased shoot and root
dry weights of different plant species by about 22%. The most critical factors regulating the
effect of HS on plant growth and physiology are application rate, sources of HS and plant type
(Canellas and Olivares, 2014). Canellas et al., (2015) reported that monocot respond to
exogenously applied HS better than dicots, although the reason is unclear.
5.3.2 Protein-based biostimulants (PBB)
The use of protein-based biostimulants to improve crop growth and physiology have been
reviewed (Nardi et al., 2016). PBBs are hydrolyzed products of protein-based wastes usually
from Agro-allied (animal or crop) industries (Schiavon et al., 2008).
Protein-based biostimulants are either protein hydrolysates (PHs) consisting of mixture of
different categories of peptides and individual essential and non-essential amino acids from
animal/plant origin (Calvo et al., 2014; Colla et al., 2014; Nardi et al., 2016).
5.3.2.1 Protein hydrolysates (PHs)
Protein hydrolysates are derived mainly from chemical and/or enzymatic hydrolysis of
proteins of crops (seeds, hay) and animals (leather, viscera, feathers, blood) origin (Maini,
2006, Schiavon et al., 2008). There are reports of PHs stimulating root and leaf biomass when
applied to crops (Zhang et al., 2003; Ertani et al., 2009; Cristiano et al., 2018). PHs applied to
plant foliage or roots have been effective to increase Fe and N metabolism, nutrient uptake,
water and nutrient use efficiencies for both macro and microelements (Cerdán et al.,
2009; Ertani et al., 2009; Halpern et al., 2015). Improved nutrients uptake in PH-treated plants
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have been attributed to; (i) increased soil microbial activity and soil enzymatic activities, (ii)
improved micronutrient (Fe, Zn, Mn and Cu) mobility and solubility, (iii) modifications in the
root architecture (root length, density and number of lateral roots) of plants and (iv) increase
in nitrate reductase, glutamine synthetase and Fe (III)-chelate reductase activities (Colla et al.,
2014). PHs contained specific peptides and amino acids (e.g. tryptophan- precursors of
phytohormone biosynthesis), which help to influence plant development (Colla et al., 2014).
PHs widely varied in their protein/peptides and free amino acid contents, ranging from 1 to
85% (w/w) and 2–18% (w/w), respectively (Calvo et al., 2014). Animal-derived PHs usually
contain a higher amount of total amino acids than plant-derived PHs (Ertani et al., 2009). Plantderived PHs contain other compounds that can contribute to the biostimulant action in addition
to amino acids and peptides. These compounds include fats, carbohydrates, phenols, mineral
elements, phytohormones and other organic compounds (e.g., polyamines).
Corte et al., (2014) has debunked the fear around the safety of animal-protein hydrolysates.
They confirmed that chemically or enzymatically hydrolysed animal protein showed no toxic
effects on the ecosystems (Calvo et al., 2014).
5.3.2.2 Amino Acids (AA)
Amino Acids (AA) are organic compounds containing an amine functional group and a
carboxylic acid functional group (Huang et al., 2011). In addition to the 20 common amino
acids used for protein biosynthesis, there are 250 more AA (non-protein amino acids) that are
known to be involved in different other plant functions (Huang et al., 2011; Vranova et
al., 2011; Calvo et al., 2014). The functions include tolerance to stresses (biotic and abiotic),
signaling, N storage, and chelation of metals as phytosiderophores (Huang et al., 2011;
Vranova et al., 2011). AA can be absorbed directly by plant roots into the xylem (Biernath et
al., 2008), through specific transporters in the roots (Nasholm et al., 2009) or through diffusion
into the leaves (Kolomaznik et al., 2012; Pecha et al., 2012). Halpern et al., (2015) reviewed
the application of AA on crops and its effect on the morphology and physiology of crops which
include; increased biomass production (Shehata et al., 2011), tolerance to biotic and abiotic
stresses (Cohen and Gisi, 1994; Maini, 2006; Polo et al., 2006) and increase the antioxidant
content of the leaves (Ardebili et al., 2012). The mechanisms by which AA improves soil
processes is similar to PHs (Halpern et al., 2015).
5.3.2.3 Plant physiology and metabolism of PHs and AA
PHs have been reported to increase nitrogen assimilation by stimulating carbon and nitrogen
metabolism (Calvo et al., 2014). It has also been shown that activities of several enzymes,
including NAD-dependent glutamate dehydrogenase, nitrate reductase, malate dehydrogenase,
isocitrate dehydrogenase, citrate synthase, nitrite reductase, glutamine synthetase, glutamate
synthase and aspartate aminotransferase in the tricarboxylic acid (TCA) cycle as well as N
reduction and assimilation of maize were enhanced following application of PHs (Maini 2006;
Schiavon et al., 2008; Calvo et al., 2014).
Application of glutamate (AA) has been found to promote root growth of Arabidopsis. This
result suggests the signaling role for glutamate for root growth (Walch-Liu et al., 2006; Forde
and Lea, 2007).
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5.3.2.4 Plant defenses to biotic and abiotic stress
The application of PHs and specific AA (e.g. proline) has led to improved plant defense
mechanisms to abiotic stresses, including salinity, drought, and oxidative conditions (Ashraf
and Foolad 2007; Chen and Murata 2008; Calvo et al., 2014). Kauffman et al., (2007) showed
that there was increase in photochemical efficiency and cell membrane integrity compared to
control in perennial ryegrass with foliar application of PH (animal hydrolysate) exposed to
prolonged high air temperature stress. Apone et al., (2010) have reported the expression of
three stress marker genes, two of which enhance the tolerance of cucumber plants to oxidative
stress when a mixture of AA-peptide-sugar was applied (Apone et al., 2010). PH applied to
maize grown in hydroponic condition under salinity stress showed increase in plant biomass
and favorable physiological parameters (Ertani et al., 2013).
Beta-aminobutyric acid (BABA) and gamma-aminobutyric acid (GABA) which are nonprotein amino acids have been reported to increase plant resistance to abiotic and biotic stresses
(Shang et al., 2011; Calvo et al., 2014).
5.3.2.5 Plant tolerance to heavy metals toxicity
The role of PHs and AA to plant tolerance heavy metals toxicity has been reviewed by Calvo
et al., (2014). Plants subjected to heavy metal stress and some metal-tolerant plants exhibit
increase accumulation of proline (Sharma and Dietz, 2006). Proline acts as osmoregulator in
plant exposed to heavy metal stress by counteracting water deficit and by chelating metal ions
within plant cells (Calvo et al., 2014). Another AA that is associated with Nickelhyperaccumulation in plants is histidine (Calvo et al., 2014). Histidine is said to be involved in
Ni-transport from root to shoot (Krämer et al., 1996; Kerkeb and Krämer 2003). Other AAs
and peptides (e.g. glutamine and glutathione respectively) have also been reported as important
chelates of metal ions such as Zn, Ni, Cu, As and Cd (Sharma and Dietz, 2006; Sytar et
al., 2013; Calvo et al., 2014).
5.3.4 Seaweed extracts (SE)
Seaweed extracts may be considered the oldest biostimulants, as it has been used for many
centuries (Calvo et al., 2014). SE has been applied directly to crops for improved crop
productivity or used as soil-compost to promote soil structure and fertility (Khan et al., 2009;
Craigie, 2011). Several researchers have established the positive effects of SE as biostimulants
in enhancing seed germination and establishment. SE, like other biostimulants also improve
plant vegetative and reproductive phases, as well as improve tolerance to biotic and abiotic
stresses (Rayorath et al., 2008; Khan et al., 2009; Craigie, 2011; Mattner et al., 2013;
Michalak et al., 2015). Other roles of SE to plant health include, heavy metal-chelation and
nutrient-use-efficiency (Tarakhovskaya et al., 2007; Calvo et al., (2014).
5.3.5 Plant-growth-promoting Bacteria (PGPB)
PGPB are biological agents, which are as effective as pure chemical in managing abiotic and
biotic stresses in plants (Maheshwari, 2011). They help to enhance plant growth (Dardanelli et
al., 2009; Figueiredo et al. 2010) by direct and/or indirect mechanisms which include; (i)
minerals solubilization and availability to plants, (ii) improving plants tolerance to abiotic
stresses like drought, salinity and metal toxicity and (iii) tolerance to disease-causing organisms
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by producing some metabolites (Glick, 1995; Jha et al., 2013) and consequently increasing
crop yield (Figueiredo et al. 2010). A large number of PGPB are commonly found in the plant
rhizoplane (roots), and/or the plant rhizosphere (around the roots), generally up to 1 mm from
the root surface (Dardanelli et al., 2009). The main groups of PGPR belong to the phyla
Cyanobacteria, Actinobacteria, Bacteroidetes, Firmicutes, and Proteobacteria (Figueiredo et al.
2010). The role of speciﬁc strains of PGPB and rhizobia in plant-growth promotion include;
N-ﬁxation, biofertilizer activities, and biological control (Dardanelli et al., 2009). Rhizospheric
bacteria (Azospirillum and Azotobacter) have been used for root induction of micropropagated
jojoba (Simmondsia chinensis), photinia and ornamental grasses (Carletti et al., 1998;
Larraburu et al., 2007; Dardanelli et al., 2009). PGPR therefore has the possibility of replacing
all or at least some synthetic plant hormones used in plants in vitro cultures (Dardanelli et al.,
2009). PGPB inoculants promote plant growth through at least one of the following
mechanisms: (i) suppression of plant disease (bioprotectants), (ii) improved nutrients
acquisition (biofertilizers) and (iii) phytohormone production (biostimulants) (Figueiredo et
al., 2010). Examples of PGPB include; Bacillus, Streptomyces, Pseudomonas, Burkholderia,
and Agrobacterium, being the biological control agents predominantly studied and increasingly
marketed (Tenuta, 2003).

25

6.0 Acknowledgements
My sincere appreciation goes to Professor Eva Johansson (SLU, Alnarp) and Dr. Ali Hafeez
Malik (Nelson Seed Development AB, Lund) for considering me in the first place, for this PhD
position. I also sincerely appreciate other members of my PhD supervisory committee,
Professor Marie Olsson (SLU, Alnarp), and Dr. Tobias Ekblad (Maribo Hilleshög,
Landskrona). Thank you all for your prompt response to critically review of this paper in order
to give it this nice shape. Dr. Tobias Ekblad (Maribo Hilleshög, Landskrona), invited me to
Maribo Hilleshög for a study visit and facility tour. Professor Eva Johansson through Trees and
Crops for the Future (TC4F) and Partnership Alnarp provided the funds for the PhD project.

26

7.0 References
AB SUGAR, 2019. What we do; the Journey of Sugar. Associated British Foods PLC.
https://www.absugar.com/what-we-do. Accessed August 2019.
ABTS, W. VISSERS, K. VANDENBUSSCHE, B. & DE-PROFT, M.P. 2013. Study of
ethylene kinetics during and after germination of sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.)
seeds and fruits. Seed Science Research 23: 205–210.
APONE, F. TITO, A. & CAROLA, A. 2010. A mixture of peptides and sugars derived from
plant cell walls increases plant defense responses to stress and attenuates
ageing-associated molecular changes in cultured skin cells. Journal of
Biotechnology 145: 367–376.
ARDEBILI, Z.O. MOGHADAM, A.R.L. ARDEBILI, N.O. & PASHAIE, A.R. 2012. The
induced physiological changes by foliar application of amino acids in Aloe vera
L. plants. Plant Omics Journal 5(3): 279-284.
ASHRAF, M. & FOOLAD, M.R. 2005. Pre-sowing seed treatment-a shotgun approach to
improve germination growth and crop yield under saline and none-saline
conditions. Advanced Agronomy 88: 223-271.
ASHRAF, M. & FOOLAD, M.R. 2007. Roles of glycine betaine and proline in improving
plant abiotic stress resistance. Environmental Experimental Botany 59: 206–
216.
ASLI, S. & NEUMANN, P.M. 2010. Rhizosphere humic acid interacts with root cell walls
to reduce hydraulic conductivity and plant development. Plant and Soil 336:
313–322.
AVELAR, S.A.G. DE SOUSA, F.V. FISS, G. BAUDET, L. & PESKE, S.T. 2012. The use of
film coating on the performance of treated corn seed Revista Brasileira de
Sementes 34 (2): http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S0101-31222012000200001.
BATTLE, J.P. & WHITTINGTON, W.J. 1969. The relation between inhibitory substances
and variability in time to germination of sugar beet clusters. The Journal of
Agricultural Science 73(3): 337-346. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859
60001995X
BERG, G. 2009. Plant–microbe interactions promoting plant growth and health: perspectives
for controlled use of microorganisms in agriculture. Applied Microbiology
Biotechnology 84: 11–18. doi: 10.1007/s00253-009-20 92–7
BIANCARDI, E. MCGRATH, J.M. PANELLA, L.W. LEWELLEN, R.T. & STEVANATO,
P. 2010. J.E. Bradshaw (ed.), Root and Tuber Crops, Handbook of Plant Breeding
7: 173. Springer Science Business Media, LLC 2010. DOI 10.1007/978-0-38792765-7_6

27

BIERNATH, C. FISCHER, H. & KUZYAKOV, Y. 2008. Root uptake of N-containing and
N-free low molecular weight organic substances by maize: a 14 C/15N tracer
study. Soil Biology and Biochemistry 40: 2237-2245.
BOELT, B. SHRESTHA, S. SALIMI, Z. JØRGENSEN, J.R. NICOLAISEN, M. &
CARSTENSEN, J.M. 2018. Multispectral imaging – a new tool in seed quality
assessment? Seed Science Research 28: 222–228. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0960258518000235
BROWN, P. & SAA, S. 2015. Biostimulants in agriculture. Frontiers in Plant Science 6(671):
1-3. DOI=10.3389 /fpls.2015.00671
BULGARI, R. COCETTA, G. TRIVELLINI, A. VERNIERI, P. & FERRANTE, A.
2015. Biostimulants and crop responses: a review. Biological Agriculture &
Horticulture 31(1): 1-17. DOI: 10.1080/01448765.2014.964649
CALVO, P. NELSON, L. & KLOEPPER, J.W. 2014. Agricultural uses of plant biostimulants.
Plant and Soil 383 (1–2): 3–41. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-014-2131-8.
CANELLAS, L.P. & OLIVARES, F.L. 2014. Physiological responses to humic substances as
plant growth promoter. Chemical and Biological Technologies in Agriculture 1:
1-11.
CANELLAS, L.P. OLIVARES, F.L. OKOROKAOVA-FAÇANHA, A.L. & FAÇANHA,
A.R. 2002. Humic acids isolated from earthworm compost enhance root
elongation, lateral root emergence, and plasma membrane H + -ATPase activity
in maize roots. Plant Physiology 130: 1951–1957.
CANELLAS, L.P. OLIVARESA, F.L. AGUIARA, N.O. JONES, D.L NEBBIOSO, A.
MAZZEIC, P. & PICCOLO, A. 2015. Humic and fulvic acids as biostimulants
in horticulture. Scientia Horticulturae 196: 15–27.
CARLETTI, S.M. LLORENTE, B. RODR’GUEZ, C.E & TANDECARZ, J. 1998. Jojoba
inoculation with Azospirillum brasilense stimulates in vitro root formation.
Plant Tissue Culture and Biotechnology 4: 165–174.
CATUSSE, J. MEINHARD, J. JOB, C. STRUB, J. FISCHER, U. PESTSOVA, E.
WESTHOFF, P. DORSSELAER, A.V. & JOB, D. 2011. Proteomics reveals
potential biomarkers of seed vigor in sugarbeet. Proteomics 11: 1569–1580. DOI
10.1002/pmic.201000586
CERDÁN, M. SÁNCHEZ-SÁNCHEZ, A. OLIVER, M. JUÁREZ, M. & SÁNCHEZANDREU, J.J. 2009. Effect of foliar and root applications of amino acids on iron
uptake by tomato plants. Acta Horticulturae 830: 481–488. doi: 10.17660/Acta
Hortic

28

CHEN, J. 2006. The combined use of chemical and organic fertilizers and/or biofertilizer for
crop growth and soil fertility 20. In: International Workshop on Sustained
Management of the Soil-Rhizosphere System for Efficient Crop Production and
Fertilizer Use, vol. 16. Land Development Department, Bangkok, Thailand.
CHEN, T.H.H. & MURATA N. 2008. Glycine betaine: an effective protectant against abiotic
stress in plants. Trends in Plant Science 13: 499–505.
COHEN, Y. & GISI, U. 1994. Systemic translocation of 14C-dl-3-aminobutyric acid in
tomato plants in relation to induced resistance against Phytophthora infestans.
Physiology and Molecular Plant Pathology 45: 441-456.
COLLA, G. ROUPHAEL, Y. CANAGUIER, R. SVECOVA, E. & CARDARELLI, M. 2014.
Biostirnulant action of a plant-derived protein hydrolysate produced through
enzymatic hydrolysis. Frontiers in Plant Science 5: 448. doi: 10.3389/fpls.2014.
00448
COLONNA, W.J. & SAMARAWEERA, U. 2000. Sugar, Properties of Sucrose. Kirk‐Othmer
Encyclopedia of Chemical Technology. https://doi.org/10.1002/0471238961.
1618151603151215.a01/abstract.
COLONNA, W.J. SAMARAWEERA, U. CLARKE, M.A. CLEARY, M. GODSHALL, M.A.
& WHITE, J.S. 2006. Kirk‐Othmer Encyclopedia of Chemical Technology.
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471238961.1618151603151215.a01.pub2.
COOKE, D.A. & SCOTT, R.K. 1993. The Sugar Beet Crop: Science Into practice, Chapman
and Hall, London, pp 37-66.
COPELAND, L.O.  McDONALD, M.B. 2001. Seed Science and technology. Norwell,
Massachusetts: Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston, pp.72–124 (in English).
CORTE, L. DELL’ABATE, M.T. MAGINI, A. MIGLIORE, M. FELICI, B. ROSCINI, L. S
ARDELLA, R. TANCINI, B. EMILIANI, C. CARDINALI, G. & BENEDETTI
A. 2014. Assessment of safety and efficiency of nitrogen organic fertilizers from
animal-based protein hydrolysates-a laboratory multidisciplinary approach.
Journal of Science, Food and Agriculture 94: 235-245.
CRAIGIE, J.S. 2011. Seaweed extract stimuli in plant science and agriculture. Journal of
Applied Phycology, 23:371–393.
CRISTIANO, G. PALLOZZI, E. CONVERSA, G. TUFARELLI, V. & DE LUCIA, B. 2018.
Effects of an Animal-Derived Biostimulant on the Growth and Physiological
Parameters of Potted Snapdragon (Antirrhinum majus L.). Frontiers of Plant
Science 9:861. doi: 10.3389/fpls.2018.00861CUMO, C.M. 2013. Encyclopedia
of Cultivated Plants: From Acacia to Zinnia. Vol 3 books.google.com

29

CUMO, C. 2013. Encyclopedia of cultivated plants: from acacia to zinnia. ABC-CLIO
Publication, Santa Barbara, California, USA.
DARDANELLI, M.S. GONZÁLEZ, P.S. MEDEOT, D.B. PAULUCCI, N.S. BUENO, M.A.
& GARCIA, M.B. 2009. Effects of peanut-rhizobia on the growth and symbiotic
performance of Arachis hypogaea under abiotic stress. Symbiosis 47: 175–180.
DE-BOCK T.S.M. 1986. The genus Beta: domestication, taxonomy and interspecific
hybridization for plant breeding. Acta Horticulturae 182: 335-343.
DE-KOCK, P.C. & Hunter, R.F. 1950. A germination inhibitor from sugar beet. Nature, 166,
440.
DEERR, N. 1950. The History of Sugar, vols 1 and 2. Chapman and Hall, London.
DOHM, J.C. MINOCHE, A.E. HOLTGRÄWE, D. CAPELLA-GUTIÉRREZ, S.
ZAKRZEWSKI, F. TAFER, H. RUPP, O. SÖRENSEN, T.R. STRACKE, R.
REINHARDT, R. GOESMANN, A. KRAFT, T. SCHULZ, B. STADLER, P.F.
SCHMIDT, T. GABALDÓN, T. LEHRACH, H. WEISSHAAR, B. &
HIMMELBAUER, H. 2013. The genome of the recently domesticated crop plant
sugar beet (Beta vulgaris). Nature 505: 546–549.
DRAYCOTT, A.P. 1972. Sugar-beet nutrition. London, Applied Science Publishers Ltd.
DRAYCOTT, A.P. 1993. Nutrition. In The sugar beet crop—science into practice, ed. D.A.
Cooke and R.K. Scott, 239–279. London, UK: Chapman and Hall; London, UK:
Applied Science Publishers Ltd.
DRAYCOTT, A.P. & CHRISTENSON, D.R. 2003. Nutrients for sugar beet production: Soilplant relationships, 7–32. Wallingford, UK: CABI Publishing.
DRAYCOTT, A.P. 2005. Sugar beet. Sugar beet, edited by A. Philip Draycott. ISBN-13: 9781-4051-1911-5 (alk. paper) by Sparks, Oxford – www.sparks.co.uk. Printed and
bound in India by Replika Press PVT Ltd, Harayana.
DURANT, M.J. & LOADS. A. 1986. The effect of pellet structure in the germination and
emergence of sugar beet seed. Seed Science and Technology 14: 343-353.
DUYM, C.P A. KOMEN, J.G. ULTÉE, A.J. & VAN DER WEIDE, B.M. 1947. The inhibition
of germination caused by extracts of seed balls of the sugar beet (Beta vulgaris).
Proceedings of the Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen 5.
ELLIOTT, M.C. & WESTON, G.D. 1993. Biology and physiology of the sugar-beet plant.
In: Cooke D.A., Scott R.K. (eds) The Sugar Beet Crop. World Crop Series.
Springer, Dordrecht.
ERTANI, A. CAVANI, L. PIZZEGHELLO, D. BRANDELLERO, E. ALTISSIMO, A.
CIAVATTA, C. & NARDI, S. 2009. Biostimulant activity of two protein

30

hydrolysates on the growth and nitrogen metabolism in maize seedlings. Journal
of Plant Nutrition and Soil Science 172: 237-244.
ERTANI, A. SCHIAVON, M. MUSCOLO, A. & NARDI, S. 2013. Alfalfa plant-derived
biostimulant stimulate short-term growth of salt stressed Zea mays L. plants.
Plant and Soil 364: 145–158.
FAO 2009. Sugar beet- White sugar; Agribusiness handbook. Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO).
FIGUEIREDO, M.V.B. SELDIN, L. DE ARAUJO, F.F. & MARIANO, R.L.R. 2010. Plant
Growth Promoting Rhizobacteria: Fundamentals and Applications. In:
Maheshwari D. (eds) Plant Growth and Health Promoting Bacteria.
Microbiology Monographs, vol 18. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.
FINCH, H.J.S. SAMUEL, A.M. & LANE, G.P.F. 2002. Lockhart and Wiseman's Crop
Husbandry Including Grassland (Eighth Edition). Chapter 13 - Root crops Pages
303-326. Woodhead Publishing Series in Food Science, Technology and
Nutrition.
FINCH‐SAVAGE, W.E. & LEUBNER‐METZGER, G. 2006. Seed dormancy and the control
of germination. New Phytologist 171: 501– 523. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.14698137.2006.01787.x
FORDE, B.G. & LEA, P.J. 2007. Glutamate in plants: metabolism, regulation, and signaling.
Journal of Experimental Botany 58: 2339–2358.
FORD-LLOYD, B.V. & WILLIAMS, J.T. 1975. A revision of Beta vulgaris
(Chenopodiaceae), with new light on the origin of cultivated beets, Botanical
Journal of the Linnean Society 71(2): 89–102. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.10958339.1975.tb02448.x
GETZ, H.P. 2000. Sucrose accumulation and synthesis in sugar beet. In: Gupta, A.K., Kaur,
N. (Eds.), Carbohydrate Reserves in Plant: Synthesis and regulation,
Developments in Crop Science 26. Elsevier, Amsterdam.
GLICK, B.R. 1995. The enhancement of plant growth by free-living bacteria. Canadian
Journal of Microbiology 41: 109–117.
GUMMERSON, R.J. 1986. The effect of constant temperatures and osmotic potential on the
germination of sugar beet. Journal of Experimental Botany 37: 729-741.
GUREL, E. GUREL, S. & LEMAUX, P.G. 2008. Biotechnology Applications for Sugar
Beet. Critical Reviews in Plant Sciences 27(2): 108-140. DOI: 10.1080/073526
80802202000

31

HALMER, P. 1988. Technical and commercial aspects of seed pelleting and film‐coating.
“Application to Seeds and Soil”, Monograph, 39, BCPC, Thornton Health U.K
pp 191-204.
HALPERN, M. BAR-TAL, A. OFEK, M. MINZ, D. MULLER, T. & YERMIYAHU, U.
2015. The use of biostimulants for enhancing nutrient uptake. D.L. Sparks (Ed.)
Advances in Agronomy 129: 141-174.
HERMANN, K. MEINHARD, J. DOBREV, P. LINKIES, A. PESEK, B. HEß, B.
MACHACKOVA, I. FISCHER, U. & LEUBNER-METZGER, G. 2007. 1Aminocyclopropane-1-carboxylic acid and abscisic acid during the germination
of sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.) - A comparative study of fruits and seeds. Journal
of Experimental Botany 58: 3047-3060. https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/erm162
HOFFMANN, C.M. 2017. Changes in root morphology with yield level of sugar beet. Sugar
Industry 142(7): 420-425.
HOFFMANN, C.M. & KLUGE-SEVERIN, S. 2011. Growth analysis of autumn and spring
sown sugar beet. European Journal of Agronomy 34(1): 1-9.
HØJLAND, J.G. & PEDERSEN, S. 1994. Sugar beet, beetroot and fodder Beet (Beta vulgaris
L. subsp. vulgaris): Dispersal, establishment and interactions with the
environment. The National Forest and Nature Agency, Copenhagen, Denmark,
73p.
HUANG, M. ZHANG, R. CHEN, J. CAO, F. JIANG, L. & ZOU, Y. 2016. Morphological and
physiological traits of seeds and seedlings in two rice cultivars with contrasting
early vigor. Plant Production Science 20(1): 95-101. DOI: 10.1080/1343943X.
2016.1229571
HUANG, T. JANDER, G. & VOS, M. 2011. Non-protein amino acids in plant defense against
insect herbivores: Representative cases and opportunities for further functional
analysis. Phytochemistry 72(13): 1531-1537. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phytoche
JAGGARD, K.W. QI, A. & OBER, E.S. 2009. Capture and use of solar radiation, water, and
nitrogen by sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.). Journal of Experimental Botany 60:
1919– 1925.
JHA, P.N. GUPTA, G. JHA, P. & MEHROTRA, R. 2013. Association of Rhizospheric/
Endophytic Bacteria with Plants: A Potential Gateway to Sustainable
Agriculture. Greener Journal of Agricultural Sciences 3(2): 73-84. DOI:
10.15580/GJAS.2013.2.010313354
KATKAT, A.V. ÇELIK, H. TURAN, M.A. & BÜLET, B. 2009. Effects of soil and foliar
applications of humic substances on dry weight and mineral nutrients uptake of
wheat under calcareous soil conditions. Australian Journal of Basic Applied
Science 3: 1266-1273.

32

KAUFFMAN, G.L. KNEIVAL, D.P. & WATSCHKE, T.L. 2007. Effects of biostimulant on
the heat tolerance associated with photosynthetic capacity, membrane
thermostability, and polyphenol production of perennial ryegrass. Crop Science
47: 261–267.
KERKEB, L. & KRÄMER, U. 2003. The role of free histidine in xylem loading of nickel in
Alyssum lesbiacum and Brassica juncea. Plant Physiology 131: 716–724.
KHAN, A.A. PECK, N.H. & SAMIMY, C. 1980. Seed osmoconditioning: physiological and
biochemical changes. Israel Journal of Botany 29: 133-144.
KHAN, W. RAYIRATH, U.P. & SUBRAMANIAN, S. 2009. Seaweed extracts as
biostimulants of plant growth and development. Journal of Plant Growth
Regulation 28:386–399.
KIRCHHOFF, M. SVIRSHCHEVSKAYA, A. HOFFMANN, C. SCHECHERT, A. JUNG, C.
& KOPISCH-OBUCH, F. 2012. High degree of genetic variation of winter
hardiness in a panel of Beta vulgaris L. Crop Science 52: 179-188.
KOCKELMANN, A. & MEYER, U. 2006. Seed production and quality. A.P. Draycott (Ed.),
Sugar Beet, World Agriculture Series, Blackwell Publishing, Iowa. 89-113.
KOLOMAZNIK, K. PECHA, J. FRIEBROVA, V. JANACOVA, D. & VASEK, V. 2012.
Diffusion of biostimulators into plant tissues. Heat Mass Transfer 48: 15051512.
KRÄMER, U. COTTER-HOWELLS, J.D. CHARNOCK, J.M. BAKER, A.J.M. & SMITH,
J.A.C. 1996. Free histidine as a metal chelator in plants that accumulate nickel.
Nature 379: 635–638.
KUNICKI, E. GRABOWSKA, A. SĘKARA, A. & WOJCIECHOWSKA, R. 2010. The
effect of cultivar type, time of cultivation, and biostimulant treatment on the
yield of spinach (Spinacia oleracea L). Folia Horticulturae 22: 9–13.
LARRABURU, E.E. CARLETTI, S.M. RODRÍGUEZ CÁCERES, E.A. & LLORENTE,
B.E. 2007. Micropropagation of photinia employing rhizobacteria to promote
root development. Plant Cell Reproduction 26: 711-717.
LEROUDIER, J.P. 2002. Perspectives for the development of bioethanol in the European
Union. Zuckerindustrie 127(8): 614–616.
MAHESHWARI, D.K. 2011. Maheshwari, D.K. (Ed.) Plant Growth and Health Promoting
Bacteria, XVI. Berlin Heidelberg, Germany: Springer-Verlag. 448 pp
MAHMOOD, A. TURGAY, O.C. FAROOQ, M. & HAYAT, R. 2016. Seed biopriming with
plant growth promoting rhizobacteria: A review. FEMS Microbiology Ecology
92(8): fiw112. https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiw112

33

MAHMOODI, R. MARALIAN, H. & AGHABARATI, A. 2008. Effects of limited irrigation
on root yield and quality of sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.). African Journal of
Biotechnology 7(24): 4475-4478. http://www.academicjournals.org/AJB
MAINI, P. 2006. The experience of the first biostimulant, based on amino acids and peptides:
a short retrospective review on the laboratory researches and the practical
results. Fertilitas Agrorum 1: 29–43.
MARZINEK, J. DE-PAULA, O.C. & OLIVEIRA, D.M.T. 2008. Cypsela or achene? Refining
terminology by considering anatomical and historical factors. Brasilian Journal
of Botany 31: 549553. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S0100-84042008000300018
MATTNER, S.W. WITE, D. RICHES, D.A. PORTER, I.J. & ARIOLI, T. 2013. The effect
of kelp extract on seedling establishment of broccoli on contrasting soil types
in southern Victoria, Australia. Biological Agriculture and Horticulture 29:
258–270.
McDONALD, M.B. 1998. Seed quality assessment. Seed Science Research 8: 265–275.
MICHALAK, I. TUHY, Ł. & CHOJNACKA, K. 2015. Seaweed extract by microwave assisted
extraction as plant growth biostimulant. Open Chemistry 13: 1183–1195.
MUSCOLO, A. SIDARI, M. FRANCIOSO, O. TUGNOLI, V. & NARDI, S. 2007. The auxinlike activity of humic substances is related to membrane interactions in carrot cell
cultures. Journal of Chemical Ecology 33(1): 115-129.
NARDI, S. CARLETTI, P. PIZZEGHELLO, D. & MUSCOLO, A. 2009. Biological activities
of humic substances, in biophysicochemical processes involving natural
nonliving organic matter in environmental systems. In: Senesi, N.; Xing, B.;
Huang, P.M., eds. Part I. Fundamentals and impact of mineral-organic-biota
interactions on the formation, transformation, turnover, and storage of natural
nonliving organic matter (NOM). John Wiley, Hoboken, NJ, USA.
NARDI, S. PIZZEGHELLO, D. SCHIAVON, M. & ERTANI, A. 2016. Plant biostimulants:
physiological responses induced by protein hydrolyzed-based products and
humic substances in plant metabolism. Scientia Agricola 73(1): 18-23. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1590/0103-9016-2015-0006.
NÄSHOLM, T. KIELLAND, K. & GANETEG, U. 2009. Uptake of organic nitrogen by
plants. New Phytologist 182: 31-48.
OECD 2006. “Section 8 - Sugar Beet (Beta vulgaris L.)”, in Safety Assessment of Transgenic
Organisms, Volume 1: OECD Consensus Documents, OECD Publishing, Paris.
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264095380-11-en.
OECD 2013. “Energy: On-farm energy consumption and production of biofuels from
agricultural feedstocks”, in OECD Compendium of Agri-environmental

34

Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264186217-8en.
OECD/FAO, 2010. “OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook”, OECD Agriculture statistics
(database), http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/agr-outl-data-en.
OECD/FAO, 2015. “Sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.)”, in Safety Assessment of Foods and Feeds
Derived from Transgenic Crops, Volume 1, OECD Publishing, Paris.
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264180147-6-en.
OLSSON, Å. & OLSSON, R. 2004. Geographic distribution of the soil borne fungus
Aphanomyces cochlioides in Sweden. In: Proceedings of the 67th IIRB Congress,
February 2004. Brussels (B), 311–315.
ORZESKO, R.A. & PODLASKI, S. 2003. The effect of sugar beet seed treatment on their
vigour. Plant, Soil and Environment 49: 249-254.
PANELLA, L. 2010. Sugar Beet as an Energy Crop. Sugar Technology 12(3-4): 288-293.
10.1007/s12355-010-0041-5.
PECHA, J. FÜRST, T. KOLOMAZNÍK, K. FRIEBROVÁ, V. & SVOBODA, P. 2012. Protein
biostimulant foliar uptake modeling: the impact of climatic conditions. American
Institute of Chemical Engineers Journal 58: 2010–2019.
PETKEVICIENE, B. 2002. Effect of weather conditions on sugar content in sugar beet roots.
Zemdirbyste-Agriculture 8(4): 67–74 (in Lithuanian, English abstr.).
PETKEVICIENE, B. 2009. The effects of climate factors on sugar beet early sowing timing.
Agronomy Research 7 (Special issue I): 436–443.
PICCOLO, A. 1996. Humus and soil conservation. In: Piccolo, A. (Ed.), In humic substances
in terrestrial ecosystems. Elsevier, Amsterdam, The Netherland, pp 225-264.
PINTON, R. CESCO, S. IACOLETTIG, G. ASTOLFI, S. & VARANINI, Z. 1999.
Modulation of NO3 − uptake by water-extractable humic substances:
involvement of root plasma membrane H+ ATPase. Plant and Soil 215: 155–
161.
POLO, J. BARROSO, R. RÓDENAS, J. AZCÓN-BIETO, J. CÁCERES, R. & MARFÀ,
O. 2006. Porcine hemoglobin hydrolysate as a biostimulant for lettuce plants
subjected to conditions of thermal stress. Horticultural Technology 16: 483-487.
RADY, M. & ALI, Z. 1999. Comparison of Physiology and Anatomy of Seedlings and
Regenerants of Sugar Beet. Biologia Plantarum 42(1): 39-48. https://doi.org/10.
1023/A:1002107106888
RAYORATH, P. JITHESH, M.N. FARID, A. KHAN, W. PALANISAMY, R. HANKINS,
S.D. CRITCHLEY, A.T. & PRITHIVIRAJ, B. 2008. Rapid bioassays to

35

evaluate the plant growth promoting activity of Ascophyllum nodosum (L.) Le
Jol. using a model plant, Arabidopsis thaliana (L.) Heynh. Journal of Applied
Phycology 20: 423–429.
REYES, B.G. MYERS, D.E. LOS, S.J. & McGRATH, J.M. 2003. Differential induction of
glyoxylate cycle enzymes by stress as a marker for seedling vigor in sugar beet
(Beta vulgaris). Molecular Genetics and Genomics 269: 692–698. DOI 10.1007
/s00438-003-0875-6
ŘEZBOVÁ, H. BELOVÁ, A. & ŠKUBNA, O. 2013. Sugar beet production in the European
Union and their future trends. Agris on-line Papers in Economics and Informatics
V(4): 167-178.
RINALDI, M. 2012. Sugar beet. In: P. Steduto, T. C. Hsiao, E. Fereres, D. Raes (Eds.), Crop
yield response to water. FAO Irrigation and Drainage Paper 66, Rome, pp 200208.
ROMANECKAS, K. & SARAUSKIS, E. 2003. The investigations of sugar beet seedbed by
Kriz method (Sweden) under different soil tillage and sowing pattern.
Zemdirbyste-Agriculture 81(1), 67–74 (in Lithuanian, English abstr.).
ROSE, M.T. PATTI, A.F. LITTLE, K.R. BROWN, A.L. JACKSON, W.R. & CAVAGNARO,
T.R. 2014. Chapter Two - A Meta-Analysis and Review of Plant-Growth
Response to Humic Substances: Practical Implications for Agriculture. Advances
in Agronomy 124: 37-89. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-800138-7.00002-4.
ROUPHAEL, Y. & COLLA, G. 2018. Synergistic Biostimulatory Action: Designing the Next
Generation of Plant Biostimulants for Sustainable Agriculture. Frontiers in Plant
Science 9(1655): 1-7. doi: 10.3389/fpls.2018.01655.
SACHS, M. CANTLIFFE, D.J. & NEIL, T.A. 1981. Germination studies of clay-coated sweet
pepper seeds. Journal of American Society of Horticultural Sciences 106: 385389.
SACHS, M. CANTLIFFE, D.J. & NEIL, T.A. 1982. Germination behavior of sand coated
sweet pepper seeds. Journal of American Society of Horticultural Sciences 107:
412-416.
SADEGHIAN, S.Y. & YAVARI, N. 2004. Effect of water-deficit stress on germination and
early seedling growth in sugar beet. Journal of Agronomy and Crop
Science 190: 138-144.
SALMAN, M. EL-ESWED, B. & KHALILI, F. 2007. Adsorption of humic acid on bentonite.
Applied Clay Science 38: 51-56.
SCHIAVON, M. ERTANI, A. & NARDI, S. 2008. Effects of an alfalfa protein hydrolysate on
the gene expression and activity of enzymes of TCA cycle and N metabolism
in Zea mays L. Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry 56: 11800-11808.

36

SHANG, H. SHIFENG, C. YANG, Z. CAI, Y. & ZHENG, Y. 2011. Effect of exogenous γaminobutyric acid treatment on proline accumulation and chilling Injury in
peach fruit after long-term cold storage. Journal of Agriculture and Food
Chemistry 59: 1264–1268.
SHARMA, I. BHARDWAJ, R. & PATI, P.K. 2015. Exogenous application of 28homobrassinolide modulates the dynamics of salt and pesticides induced stress
responses in an elite rice variety Pusa Basmati-1. Journal of Plant Growth
Regulation 34: 509–518. doi: 10.1007/s00344-015-9486-9
SHARMA, S.S. & DIETZ. K-J. 2006. The significance of amino acids and amino acidderived molecules in plant responses and adaptation to heavy metal stress.
Journal of Experimental Botany 57: 711–726.
SHEHATA, S.M. ABDEL-AZEM, H.S. ABOU EL-YAZIED, A., & EL-GIZAWY, A.M.
2011. Effect of foliar spraying with amino acids and seaweed extract on growth
chemical constitutes, yield and its quality of celeriac plant. European Journal of
Scientific Research 58 (2): 257-265.
ŚLIWIŃSKA, E. & JENDRZEJCZAK, E. 2002. Sugar-beet seed quality and DNA synthesis
in the embryo in relation to hydration–dehydration cycles. Seed Science and
Technology 30: 597-608.
STATISTA,

2019. https://www.statista.com/statistics/249679/total-production-of-sugarworldwide/. Accessed February 2019.

STOUT, M. & TOLMAN, B. 1941. Factors affecting the germination of sugar beet and other
seeds with special reference to the toxic effects of ammonia. Journal of
Agricultural Research 63: 687-713.
SUTTON, R. & SPOSITO, G. 2005. Molecular structure in soil humic substances: the new
view. Environmental Science and Technology 39: 9009-9015.
SYTAR, O. KUMAR, A. & LATOWSKI, D. 2013. Heavy metal-induced oxidative damage,
defense reactions, and detoxification mechanisms in plants. Acta Physiologiae
Plantarum 35: 985–999
TANOU, G. ZIOGAS, V. & MOLASSIOTIS, A. 2017. Foliar nutrition, biostimulants and
prime-like dynamics in fruit tree physiology: new insights on an old topic.
Frontiers in Plant Science 8: 1–9. doi:10.3389/fpls.2017.00001.
TARAKHOVSKAYA, E.R. MASLOV, Y.I. & SHISHOVA, M.F. 2007. Phytohormones in
algae. Russian Journal of Plant Physiology 54: 163–170.
TAYLOR, A.G. & HARMAN, G.E. 1990. Concepts and technologies of selected seed
treatments. Annual Reviews of Phytopathology 28: 321-339.

37

TAYLOR, A.G. ALLEN, P.S. BENNETT, M.A. BRADFORD, K.J. BURRIS, J.S. & MISRA,
M.K. 1998. Seed enhancements. Seed Science Research 8(2): 245-256.
TAYLOR, A.G. ECKENRODE, C.J. & STRAUB, R.W. 2001. Seed coating technologies and
treatments for onion: Challenges and progress. Horticultural Science 36: 199–
205.
TAYLOR, A.G. GRABE, D.F. & PAINE, D.H. 1997. Moisture content and water activity of
pelleted and film-coated seeds. Seed Technology 19: 24-32.
TENUTA M. 2003. Plant growth promoting rhizobacteria: prospects for increasing nutrient
acquisition and disease control. http://www. umanitoba.ca/faculties/afs/
MAC_proceedings/2003/pdf/tenuta_rhizobacteria.pdf. Accessed August 2019.
TOLMAN, B. & STOUT, M. 1940. Toxic effect on germinating sugar beet seed of watersoluble substances in the seed ball. Journal of Agricultural Research 61: 817830.
TREVISAN, S. FRANCIOSO, O. QUAGGIOTTI, S. & NARDI, S. 2010. Humic substances
biological activity at the plant-soil interface. Plant Signaling Behaviour 5: 635–
643.
VESSEY, J.K. 2003. Plant growth promoting rhizobacteria as biofertilizers. Plant and Soil
255: 571–586. doi: 10.1023/a:1026037216893.
VIJAYA-GEETHA, V. BALAMURUGAN, P. & BHASKARAN, M. 2014. Standardization
of Vigour Test for Measuring the Vigour Status of Mustard Genotypes. Research
Journal of Seed Science 7: 87-96.
VRANOVA, V. REJSEK, K. SKENE, K. & FORMANEK, P. 2011. Non-protein amino acids:
plant, soil and ecosystem interactions. Plant and Soil 342: 31-48. DOI: 10.1007/
s11104-010-0673-y
WALCH-LIU, P. LIU, L-H. REMANS, T. TESTER, M. & FORDE, B.G. 2006. Evidence
that L-Glutamate can act as an exogenous signal to modulate root growth and
branching in Arabidopsis thaliana. Plant Cell Physiology 47: 1045–1057.
WILSON, H.T. AMIRKHANI, M. & TAYLOR, A.G. 2018. Evaluation of Gelatin as a
Biostimulant Seed Treatment to Improve Plant Performance. Frontiers in Plant
Science 9(1006): 1-11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2018.01006
WWW.KNOEMA.COM/atlas/topics/Agriculture/Crops-Production-Quantity-tonnes/Sugarbeet-production?type=maps. Accessed February 2019
YILDRIM, E. 2007. Foliar and soil fertilization of humic acid affect productivity and quality
of tomato. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica Section B 57: 182–186.

38

ZANDONADI, D.B. CANELLAS, L.P. & FAÇANHA, R. 2007. Indolacetic and humic acids
induce lateral root development through a concerted plasmalema and tonoplast
H+ pumps activation. Planta 225: 1583–1595.
ZHANG, D. & HAMAUZU, Y. 2003. Phenolic compounds, ascorbic acid, carotenoids and
antioxidant properties of green, red and yellow bell peppers. Journal of Food,
Agriculture and Environment 1: 22-27.
ZHANG, X. ERVIN, E.H. & SCHMIDT, R.E. 2003. Seaweed extract humic acid, and
propiconazole improve tall fescue sod heat tolerance and post-transplant quality.
Horticultural Science 38: 440-443.
ZIMMERMANN, B. & ZEDDIES, J. 2002. International Competitiveness of Sugar
Production. Comparative costs and trade distortions. International Farm
Management Congress, Arnhem, the Netherlands.
ZOHARY, D. & HOPF, M. 1974. Domestication of plants in the Old World. Second edition
1993. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

39

