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TABLE-1:  Evaluation of chickpea genotypes against Callosobruchus chinensis L.

Genotypes Fecundity* Adult Developmental Weight Infestation Susceptib-
emergence* period (days) loss (%) **  (%) ** ility Index

RVSSG-30 36 (6.0) 10 (3.16) 27.6 24.84 (29.79) 83.30 (66.05) 3.62

RVSSG-31 43 (6.56) 14 (3.74) 28.3 26.50 (30.89) 80.00 (63.55) 4.04

RVSSG-36 35 (5.92) 12 (3.46) 25.8 23.81 (29.15) 83.31 (65.99) 3.69

RVSSG-42 32 (5.66) 8 (2.83) 26.3 22.41 (28.16) 86.66 (68.78) 3.43

RVSSG-43 33 (5.74) 13 (3.61) 27.4 17.42 (24.50) 73.33 (58.93) 4.06

RVSSG-44 27 (5.20) 18 (4.24) 25.8 29.20 (32.65) 83.31 (66.05) 4.18

RVSSG-32 48 (6.93) 12 (3.46) 27.1 19.30 (25.98) 93.33 (75.48) 3.98

RVSSG-35 52 (7.21) 15 (3.87) 25.9 21.70 (27.69) 80.00 (63.51) 4.53

RVSSG-38 70 (8.37) 7 (2.65) 26.1 14.86 (22.83) 86.66 (68.77) 4.5

RVSSG-41 43 (6.56) 9 (3.00) 26.4 15.12 (22.72) 83.31 (66.13) 3.2

ICC-4812 57 (7.55) 16 (4.00) 26.2 16.56 (23.81) 86.66 (68.70) 4.59

JG-130 55 (7.42) 11 (3.32) 26.3 20.89 (27.09) 76.66 (61.16) 3.95

SEm (±) (0.28) (0.41) 1.50 (2.69) (3.06) 1.03

C.D. at 5 % (0.58) (0.85) NS (5.56) (6.32) NS

* Figures in parentheses are square root transformed value

**Figures are angular transformed data

The bioassay was performed on twelve genotypes
of chickpea having variation in seed size, colour, shape
and texture of seed test. Clean and undamaged seeds of
chickpea genotypes were acquired from the chickpea
breeder, College of Agriculture, Gwalior, (M.P). The seeds
of each genotype were examined under binocular
microscope to make sure that these are free from any
pre-storage infestation or egg laying by any pest. These
seeds were then conditioned to a room temperature
before being used for bioassay.

Studies were conducted with 12 genotypes of
chickpea having variation in seed size, seed coat colour
and seed shape. The genotypes were categorized as
under:

1. Seed size (on the basis of weight of 100 seeds)

(i) Very small (less than 18 g / 100 seeds)

(ii) Small (18 to 22 g / 100 seeds)

(iii)Medium (more than 22 g / 100 seeds)

2. Seed coat colour (on the basis of visual
observations)

(i) Ivory

(ii) Green

(iii)Brown

3. Seed shape (on the basis of visual observations)

(iv) Angular

(v) Owl’s head

(vi) Pea shaped

Results and Discussion
Data recorded on fecundity on different genotypes

showed significant differences among different genotypes.
Minimum fecundity was recorded on genotypes RVSSG-
44 which was found significantly less than the eggs laying
on genotypes RVSSG-36, RVSSG-30 and RVSSG-31 &
RVSSG-41. On the other hand, maximum fecundity was
recorded on genotypes RVSSG-38 which was found
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significantly higher than the eggs laid on rest of the
genotypes. The present study was in accordance with
findings of3 in different experimental conditions.

Adult emergence

Significant differences were observed among
different genotypes with regards to number of adults
emerged from different genotypes of chickpea.  Minimum
number of adults (7.0) was emerged from RVSSG-38
which was found at par with the genotypes RVSSG-42,
RVSSG-4. Whereas, maximum number of adult (18.0)
was emerged in genotype RVSSG-44, which was found
significantly higher than the number of adult emerged from
rest of the genotypes, except ICC-4812, RVSSG-35. On
the basis of oviposition and adult emergence, that some
chickpea varieties were classed to be the least susceptible
and some were highly susceptible9.

Weight loss (%)

Percent loss in weight was in range of 14.86 to
29.20 in different genotypes with significant difference.
Significantly less percent loss in seed weight was
observed in genotype RVSSG-38 than rest of the
genotypes, except RVSSG-41, ICC-4812, RVSSG-43,
RVSSG-32, JG-130, RVSSG-35 and RVSSG-42. On the
other hand genotype RVSSG-44 recorded maximum.
Similar results were reported by those6

,
 who observed

more damage in the varieties having large yellow seeds
with smooth and thin seed coat than small brown seed
with hard seed coat.

Seed infestation (%)

Significant differences were observed among
different genotypes of chickpea with regards to percent
seed infestation. Genotype RVSSG-43 had minimum
percentage of seed infestation which was significantly
less than rest of the genotypes, except JG-130 and
RVSSG-31 & RVSSG-35. On the other hand genotype
RVSSG-32 recorded maximum.

Susceptibility Index

Data recorded on susceptibility index of pulse
beetle on different genotypes of chickpea showed that
there were no significant differences among different
genotypes. However, the susceptibility index ranged from
3.20 g in RVSSG-41 to 4.59 g in ICC-4812. Genotypes of
dark brown in colour to be tolerant against pulse beetle
which collaborate with the present findings5.

Developmental period

The developmental period (number of days taken
by the adult to emerge since the oviposition) was in range
of 25.8 to 28.3 days in different genotypes with no
significant differences among them and were similar. Small
size grain to be tolerant against pulse beetle5.
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