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ABSTRACT: Thrips are major pests of peanut (Arachis hypogaea L.) worldwide, and they serve as vectors
of devastating orthotospoviruses such as Tomato spotted wilt virus (TSWV) and Groundnut bud necrosis
virus (GBNV). Host plant resistance is an effective eco-friendly management strategy and an important
component of integrated pest management (IPM) to control damage due to thrips. Hence, screening of forty
germplasm lines for thrips resistance was carried out at College Farm, College of Agriculture,
Rajendranagar, PJTSAU, Hyderabad during rabi, 2019-2020. The screening experiment was laid in
Randomized block design (RBD) with two replications. Twenty-five germplasm lines including the resistant
check (ICGV 86031) recorded damage rating of 2 (1 to 20 per cent), while the remaining 15 lines had DR of
3 (21-30 %) against thrips. The 5 germplasm lines viz., ICGV 171015 (10.30%), ICGV 03043 (12.67%),
ICGV 93468 (11.50%), ICGV 00298 (10.97%) and ICGV 02266 (12.34%) were on par with the resistant
check (12.59%) and were significantly different from the susceptible check (23.42%). The physico-chemical
characters of germplasm lines were recorded and subjected to correlation to draw the impact of these
characters on incidence and infestation (leaf damage) due to thrips. Physical characters like plant height
showed positive correlation and main stem thickness, trichome density on leaf lamina, midrib and petiole
showed negative correlation with incidence and infestation of thrips. However, negative correlation was
observed between number of branches and thrips incidence whereas, positive correlation with thrips
infestation. Biochemical parameters like total sugars, proteins showed positive correlation and phenols,
tannins showed negative correlation with incidence and infestation of thrips. Resistance to thrips in
groundnut was due to significantly higher trichome density on leaf lamina, higher phenol and tannin
content.
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INTRODUCTION

Groundnut or peanut (Arachis hypogea L.) is one of the
most important oilseed crops cultivated in the semi-arid
tropics. It is a principal source of digestible proteins,
cooking oil and vitamins (Savage and Keenan, 1994).
Known as poor man’s almond, groundnut is a crop of
global economic significance due to its use as a source
of diverse food products. It contains about 35-54 per
cent oil, 6-24 per cent carbohydrates and 21-36 per cent
proteins and forms a high-energy source (Cobb and
Johnson, 1973).
In India, groundnut is cultivated during kharif, rabi and
summer seasons. The area, production and productivity
of groundnut in India during 2019-20 was about 48.25
lakh ha, 99.52 lakh tonnes and 2063 kg/ha, respectively
(Indiastat, 2021).

Among the different pest complex, thrips are important
sucking insect pests on groundnut crop known to cause
yield loss and also responsible for spreading a viral
disease called bud necrosis in groundnut. Baskaran and
Rajavel (2013) estimated the avoidable yield loss in
groundnut due to defoliators (24.5%); sucking pests
(15.7%); defoliators and sucking pests (40.2%) and also
the total loss due to insect pests of groundnut as 47.3
per cent. Indiscriminate and extensive use of synthetic
pesticides led to problems like insecticidal resistance,
resurgence of secondary pests, destruction of natural
enemies, environmental pollution and health hazards.
To mitigate pest problems particularly to insects, efforts
have been made to develop alternatives to chemical
pesticides which are effective and environmentally
sustainable (Thomas and Waage, 1994). Though several
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efforts were made to screen the groundnut varieties
against thrips in groundnut, screening of groundnut
germplasm against thrips from time to time is necessary
with the newly developed promising accessions (Gadad
et al., 2014; Praveena et al., 2011; Baig et al., 2015).
The morphological and biochemical characters of plants
are associated with attraction, feeding and egg laying of
insect pests (Bhatti et al., 1976).
The identification of important morphological and

biochemical characteristics of germplasm will help to
understand the resistance mechanisms of plant against
thrips which in turn can be used in the breeding
programmes for development of thrips resistant
varieties.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The screening experiment was carried out at college
farm, College of Agriculture, Rajendranagar,
Hyderabad (Telangana) under field conditions during
rabi, 2019-20. Geographic location of Hyderabad
pertains to 17.3850 o North latitude, 78.4867 o East
longitude and elevation of 536 metres above mean sea
level (MSL). The experiment was laid out in a
randomized block design (RBD) with 40 treatments
(Table 1) and two replications. The plot size was 225
m2. Each treatment was sown in two rows of 3 m each,
with row-to-row distance of 30 cm and plant to plant
distance of 10 cm along with resistant (ICGV 86031)
and susceptible (ICGV 91114) check. The
recommended package of practices was followed to
raise the crop except for the plant protection measures.

Table 1: List of groundnut germplasm lines.

Sr.
No.

Germplasm Procured From

1. ICGV 15083 ICRISAT

2. ICGV 181052 ICRISAT
3. ICGV 181011 ICRISAT

4. ICGV 171015 ICRISAT

5. ICGV 16679 ICRISAT
6. ICGV 03043 ICRISAT

7. ICGV 07222 ICRISAT

8. ICGV 06424 ICRISAT
9. ICGV 13189 ICRISAT

10. ICGV 13200 ICRISAT

11. ICGV 14421 ICRISAT
12. ICGV 15423 ICRISAT

13. ICGV 15426 ICRISAT

14. ICGV 93468 ICRISAT
15. ICGV 99195 ICRISAT

16. ICGV 00298 ICRISAT

17. ICGV 00350 ICRISAT
18. ICGV 00351 ICRISAT

19. ICGV 06040 ICRISAT

20. ICGV 02266 ICRISAT
21. ICGV 86015 ICRISAT

22. ICGV 93437 ICRISAT

23. ICGV 93382 ICRISAT
24. ICGV 10001 ICRISAT

25. ICGV 10021 ICRISAT

26. ICGV 15264 ICRISAT
27. ICGV 15307 ICRISAT

28. ICGV 87141 ICRISAT

29. ICGV SM 90704 ICRISAT
30. ICGV 90320 ICRISAT

31. JCG 4798 RARS, PALEM

32. JCG 5834 RARS, PALEM
33. JCG 2141 RARS, PALEM

34. JCG 3341 RARS, PALEM

35. K 6 RARS, PALEM
36. K 9 RARS, PALEM

37. KDG 128 RARS, PALEM

38. DHARANI RARS, PALEM
39. ICGV 86031

(RESISTANT
CHECK)

ICRISAT

40. ICGV 91114
(SUSCEPTIBLE

CHECK)

ICRISAT

For varietal resistance/susceptibility to thrips, per cent
damage and number of thrips per terminal bud were
recorded on ten randomly selected plants under each
replication. Lines were categorized based on damage
score (1-9) (Ranga Rao and Wrightman, 1997; Gadad et
al., 2014; Kandakoor et al., 2014) by considering the
mean per cent damage. The physical (morphological)
and biochemical parameters were estimated by
following standard procedures as prescribed by earlier
workers. These parameters were correlated with thrips
incidence and infestation to study their relationship.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Incidence and infestation of thrips
The infestation and incidence of thrips was recorded
during vegetative, flowering and post flowering stages
of the crop growth. The mean leaf damage due to thrips
ranged from 8.13 to 25.42 per cent. The lowest leaf
damage was recorded in ICGV 99195 (8.13%) followed
by ICGV 15264 (9.38%) and ICGV 90320 (9.54%)
wherein the mean leaf damage was significantly lower
than the resistant check (12.59%). The 5 germplasm
lines viz., ICGV 171015 (10.30%), ICGV 03043
(12.67%), ICGV 93468 (11.50%), ICGV 00298
(10.97%) and ICGV 02266 (12.34%) were on par with
the resistant check (12.59%) and were significantly
different from the susceptible check (23.42%). The
highest leaf damage was recorded in K 6 (25.42%)
(Table 2).
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Table 2: Per cent leaf damage and incidence of thrips in germplasm lines.

Genotype % of Leaf Damage / Plant* Mean Damage
Score

Thrips Per Terminal
BudVegetative Flowering Post-Flowering

ICGV 15083 19.75
(26.37)

22.38
(28.22)

18.00
(25.09)

20.04(26.56) 2 3.5
(2.00)

ICGV 181052 21.00
(27.26)

24.25
(29.49)

18.63
(25.54)

21.29
(27.43)

3 3.2
(1.92)

ICGV 181011 14.25
(22.17)

17.00
(24.30)

12.25
(20.47)

14.50
(22.32)

2 2.9
(1.84)

ICGV 171015 10.00
(18.41)

11.50
(19.81)

9.50
(17.94)

10.33
(18.72)

2 2.5
(1.73)

ICGV 16679 18.00
(25.09)

20.63
(27.00)

16.75
(24.12)

18.46
(25.40)

2 3.3
(1.95)

ICGV 03043 13.13
(21.23)

16.25
(23.71)

8.63
(17.06)

12.67
(20.70)

2 2.7
(1.79)

ICGV 07222 13.25
(21.33)

17.13
(24.40)

12.50
(20.68)

14.29
(22.14)

2 2.6
(1.76)

ICGV 06424 21.88
(27.87)

24.75
(29.82)

20.50
(26.90)

22.38
(28.20)

3 3.5
(2.00)

ICGV 13189 23.75
(29.14)

27.88
(31.85)

22.38
(28.22)

24.67
(29.73)

3 4.5
(2.24)

ICGV 13200 17.63
(24.81)

19.50
(26.19)

14.75
(22.58)

17.29
(24.52)

2 2.9
(1.84)

ICGV 14421 24.00
(29.32)

28.38
(32.17)

21.50
(27.59)

24.63
(29.69)

3 4.5
(2.24)

ICGV 15423 17.25
(24.53)

20.50
(26.90)

14.00
(21.89)

17.25
(24.44)

2 3.5
(2.00)

ICGV 15426 20.25
(26.73)

23.00
(28.64)

17.00
(24.30)

20.08
(26.56)

2 3.6
(2.02)

ICGV 93468 9.25
(17.69)

17.50
(24.67)

7.75
(16.14)

11.50
(19.50)

2 2.3
(1.67)

ICGV 99195 7.38
(15.73)

9.25
(17.69)

5.75
(13.87)

8.13
(15.76)

2 2.1
(1.61)

ICGV 00298 9.63
(18.06)

12.88
(20.99)

9.50
(17.73)

10.67
(18.93)

2 2.1
(1.61)

ICGV 00350 23.25
(28.81)

28.63
(32.33)

20.75
(27.08)

24.21
(29.41)

3 4.4
(2.21)

ICGV 00351 17.63
(24.80)

20.00
(26.55)

15.63
(23.27)

17.75
(24.87)

2 2.8
(1.82)

ICGV 06040 21.50
(27.61)

25.25
(30.14)

18.75
(25.64)

21.83
(27.80)

3 4.0
(2.12)

ICGV 02266 11.75
(20.01)

15.13
(22.86)

10.13
(18.53)

12.34
(20.47)

2 3.0
(1.87)

ICGV 86015 19.50
(26.18)

23.50
(28.98)

16.38
(23.85)

19.79
(26.34)

2 3.5
(2.00)

ICGV 93437 18.75
(25.65)

22.25
(28.13)

17.00
(24.33)

19.33
(26.04)

2 3.0
(1.87)

ICGV 93382 22.00
(27.96)

25.88
(30.56)

19.75
(26.36)

22.54
(28.29)

3 4.1
(2.14)

ICGV 10001 21.13
(27.35)

26.25
(30.81)

18.25
(25.28)

21.88
(27.81)

3 3.6
(2.02)

ICGV 10021 24.00
(29.32)

27.13
(31.37)

22.13
(28.04)

24.42
(29.58)

3 4.1
(2.14)

ICGV 15264 9.38
(17.82)

12.13
(20.37)

6.63
(14.83)

9.38
(17.68)

2 2.2
(1.64)

ICGV 15307 23.25
(28.81)

27.88
(31.85)

21.25
(27.42)

24.13
(29.36)

3 4.5
(2.24)

ICGV 87141 14.25
(22.16)

19.38
(26.07)

13.50
(21.54)

15.71
(23.26)

2 3.1
(1.90)

ICGV SM 90704 17.88
(24.98)

24.63
(29.73)

17.00
(24.33)

19.84
(26.35)

2 3.4
(1.97)

ICGV 90320 8.75
(17.18)

12.25
(20.48)

7.63
(15.94)

9.54
(17.87)

2 3.0
(1.87)

JCG 4798 20.50
(26.91)

24.25
(29.49)

18.00
(25.09)

20.92
(27.16)

2 3.4
(1.97)

JCG 5834 22.25
(28.13)

26.88
(31.21)

20.75
(27.09)

23.29
(28.81)

3 4.5
(2.24)

JCG 2141 14.88 19.75 14.63 16.42 2 3.2
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(22.67) (26.36) (22.45) (23.83) (1.92)
JCG 3341 21.50

(27.61)
26.75

(31.12)
20.25

(26.73)
22.83

(28.49)
3 4.7

(2.28)
K 6 25.50

(30.31)
29.50

(32.88)
21.25

(27.42)
25.42

(30.21)
3 4.6

(2.26)
K 9 15.38

(23.04)
19.25

(26.01)
12.13

(20.35)
15.59

(23.13)
2 3.1

(1.90)
KDG 128 20.25

(26.73)
25.13

(30.07)
17.25

(24.52)
20.88

(27.10)
2 3.4

(1.97)
DHARANI 20.50

(26.91)
26.13

(30.72)
18.38

(25.36)
21.67

(27.66)
3 3.6

(2.02)
ICGV 86031
(RC)

12.13
(20.36)

15.38
(23.07)

10.25
(18.66)

12.59
(20.70)

2 3.1
(1.90)

ICGV 91114
(SC)

23.13
(28.73)

26.00
(30.64)

21.13
(27.35)

23.42
(28.91)

3 4.4
(2.21)

MEAN 17.73
(24.89)

21.55
(27.64)

15.70
(23.33)

18.33
(25.29)

2 3.41
(1.98)

S.EM± 0.71 0.57 1.01 0.49 0.13
CD (P=0.05%) 2.04 1.64 2.89 1.36 0.38

RC- Resistant check, SC- Susceptible check
Figures in parenthesis indicates angular transformed values for per cent leaf damage.
Figures in parenthesis indicates square root transformed (x + 0.5) values for thrips per terminal bud

All the forty germplasm lines were classified based on per cent damage as Damage Rating (DR) 2 (1 to 20 per cent
damage) and DR 3 (21 to 30 per cent).

Germplasm Damage Rating (DR)
ICGV 181011, 15083, 15426, 171015, 16679, 03043, 07222, 13200, 15423, 15264,
93468, 99195, 00298, 00351, 02266, 87141, 90320, 86031, JCG 2141, K 9, ICGV SM
90704, KDG 128, DHARANI

2

ICGV 181052, 06424, 13189, 00350, 06040, 86015, 93437, 93382, 10001, 10021,
15307, 91114, JCG 4798, 5834, 3341, K 6

3

B. Physical (Morphological Characters)
Various morphological parameters viz., plant height,
growth habit, number of branches per plant, trichomes
on leaf lamina, leaf midrib and petiole, main stem
thickness, stem were recorded to know the
morphological basis of resistance/susceptibility in forty
germplasm lines of groundnut (Table 3).
When leaf damage is considered, it indicated very weak
positive correlation (non-significant) to plant height and
no. of branches per plant and negatively correlated to
main stem thickness (non-significant), trichome density
on lamina (significant), trichome density on midrib
(significant) and trichome density on petiole
(significant) (Table 4).
With respect to number of thrips per terminal bud, the
correlation studies indicated very weak positive
correlation (non-significant) with plant height and
negative correlation with number of branches per plant
(non-significant), main stem thickness (non-
significant), trichome density on lamina (significant),
trichome density on midrib (non-significant) and
trichome density on petiole (non-significant) (Table 5).
Our present investigations are in confirmation with
Krishnaiah (2011) who reported significant negative
correlation between trichome density on leaf lamina
with thrips leaf damage and thrips population and weak

positive correlation between plant height and thrips leaf
damage. Khalil et al., (2017) reported that thrips
population were positively correlated with hair density
on leaf midrib, thickness of leaf lamina and plant
height. Sonawane et al. (2019) reported negative and
significant association between thrips incidence and
trichome frequency in groundnut. Similar results were
reported by Dwivedi et al., (1986) on close association
between resistance to thrips and dark green leaf colour,
hairy characters (trichomes) in peanut cultivar ICGV-
86031.

C. Biochemical characters
About thirteen germplasm lines were selected for
biochemical parameters viz., total sugars, proteins,
phenols and tannins estimation. The total sugars,
proteins, phenols and tannins ranged from 2.24 (ICGV
93468) to 6.82 mg/g (JCG 4798), 2.14 (ICGV 93468) to
2.98 mg/g (ICGV 10021), 0.67 (ICGV 91114) to 0.97
mg/g (ICGV 86031) and 0.0022 (ICGV 10021) to
0.0050 mg/g (ICGV 93468) of leaf sample, respectively
in the selected germplasm lines (Table 6).
There was positive correlation between thrips
population and leaf damage with total sugars (non-
significant) and proteins (significant) and significant
negative correlation with phenols and tannins (Table 7).
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Table 3: Morphological characters of 40 germplasm lines of groundnut.

Table 4: Relationship between morphological characters of germplasm lines and leaf damage (%) due to
thrips.

Sr. No. Parameters Correlation
Coefficient

Regression Equation

1. PLANT HEIGHT (X) VS LEAF DAMAGE (Y) 0.0404 Y = 17.2547 + 0.0551 X
2. NO. OF BRANCHES (X) VS LEAF DAMAGE (Y) 0.0293 Y = 17.6041 + 0.1383 X
3. MAIN STEM THICKNESS (X) VS LEAF DAMAGE (Y) -0.2965* Y = 32.6507 – 5.7529 X
4. TRICHOME DENSITY ON LAMINA (X) VS LEAF

DAMAGE (Y)
-0.6324** Y = 37.1768 - 0.4670 X

5. TRICHOME DENSITY ON MIDRIB (X) VS LEAF
DAMAGE (Y)

-0.4076** Y = 29.9875 - 0.1852 X

6. TRICHOME DENSITY ON PETIOLE (X) VS LEAF
DAMAGE (Y)

-0.3362* Y = 29.3142 - 0.1513 X

*Significant at 0.05 level; ** Significant at 0.01 level

Genotype Plant
height
(cm)

No. of
branches

Main
stem

thickness
(cm)

Trichome density
(No. of trichomes / 0.25 cm2)

Growth
habit

Stem
pigmentation

Leaflet
colour

Leaf
lamina

Midrib Petiole

ICGV 15083 12.68 7.50 2.55 34.25 54.15 63.55 Semi erect Green Dark green
ICGV 181052 15.83 7.40 2.25 30.96 55.13 65.78 Prostrate Green Dark green
ICGV 181011 16.73 5.80 2.43 35.25 66.33 76.00 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV 171015 26.60 5.80 2.51 54.56 60.01 59.37 Semi erect Green Dark green
ICGV 16679 18.00 5.60 2.88 34.85 68.59 76.60 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV 03043 21.70 5.60 2.45 40.85 63.66 78.86 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV 07222 16.82 7.80 2.58 44.65 73.22 80.55 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV 06424 21.75 8.00 2.54 31.95 38.25 52.10 Semi erect Green Dark green
ICGV 13189 24.10 4.80 2.22 30.89 62.55 68.55 Erect Green Light green

ICGV 13200 18.30 4.30 2.31 27.12 56.96 62.58 Erect Green Green
ICGV 14421 16.31 6.00 2.28 33.88 59.65 73.99 Erect Green Light green
ICGV 15423 22.88 5.80 2.19 27.67 48.54 64.20 Erect Green Green
ICGV 15426 18.15 4.60 2.42 31.39 48.56 65.23 Erect Green Green
ICGV 93468 13.15 4.50 2.94 47.56 68.26 84.75 Erect Green + Purple Dark green
ICGV 99195 22.70 5.60 2.54 47.35 66.89 71.64 Erect Green Green
ICGV 00298 21.89 4.80 2.43 30.93 61.50 70.25 Erect Green Green
ICGV 00350 16.43 5.00 2.38 33.96 60.36 68.95 Erect Green Green
ICGV 00351 16.57 5.20 2.31 38.23 44.15 61.96 Erect Green + Purple Green
ICGV 06040 18.71 5.00 2.07 34.37 48.70 62.58 Semi erect Green Dark green
ICGV 02266 14.97 5.00 3.12 45.66 78.55 83.55 Erect Green + Purple Dark green
ICGV 86015 18.18 4.80 2.45 27.57 62.55 94.84 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV 93437 21.25 7.50 2.47 34.25 40.66 57.97 Erect Green Light green
ICGV 93382 20.85 7.00 2.55 31.17 66.95 73.84 Erect Green Green
ICGV 10001 26.16 5.50 2.36 29.54 53.98 69.31 Erect Green + Purple Green

ICGV 10021 22.90 4.20 2.35 31.56 40.56 61.11 Erect Green Light green
ICGV 15264 19.65 4.50 2.28 32.25 63.56 77.17 Erect Green + Purple Light green
ICGV 15307 18.40 4.40 2.51 29.58 55.89 66.31 Erect Green + Purple Dark green

ICGV 87141 21.90 4.60 2.29 41.56 51.65 71.38 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV SM 90704 20.00 5.40 2.18 36.25 70.65 86.17 Erect Green Dark green
ICGV 90320 21.40 4.50 2.56 38.65 72.68 87.31 Erect Green Green
JCG 4798 19.45 4.30 2.34 42.56 53.65 61.91 Erect Green + Purple Light green
JCG 5834 25.60 4.30 2.43 36.90 66.95 80.33 Erect Green Light green
JCG 2141 20.45 5.20 2.49 43.65 59.69 66.85 Erect Green Dark green
JCG 3341 20.65 5.20 2.33 30.65 66.94 87.97 Semi erect Green Dark green
K 6 23.65 4.20 2.37 25.68 50.65 56.87 Erect Green Light green
K 9 18.10 5.60 2.45 44.25 71.25 81.56 Erect Green Dark green
KDG 128 13.37 5.20 2.51 34.68 76.43 87.25 Erect Green + Purple Dark green

Dharani 16.35 4.50 2.92 32.56 63.89 73.55 Semi erect Green + Purple Green
ICGV 86031 (RC) 22.45 4.60 3.33 48.65 96.01 102.87 Erect Green + Purple Dark green
ICGV 91114 (SC) 27.90 4.40 2.88 33.26 57.56 63.37 Erect Green Light green
Mean 19.82 5.35 2.49 36.03 60.65 72.47
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Table 5: Relationship between morphological characters of germplasm lines and thrips population.

Sr. No. Parameters Correlation
Coefficient

Regression Equation

1. PLANT HEIGHT (X) VS NO./PLANT (Y) 0.1800 Y = 2.6997 + 0.0358 X
2. NO. OF BRANCHES (X) VS NO./PLANT (Y) -0.1393 Y = 3.9260 - 0.0960 X
3. MAIN STEM THICKNESS (X) VS NO./PLANT (Y) -0.1921 Y = 4.7620 - 0.5438 X
4. TRICHOME DENSITY ON LAMINA (X) VS

NO./PLANT (Y)
-0.5260** Y = 5.4526 - 0.0567 X

5. TRICHOME DENSITY ON MIDRIB (X) VS
NO./PLANT (Y)

-0.1862 Y = 4.1861 - 0.0123 X

6. TRICHOME DENSITY ON PETIOLE (X) VS
NO./PLANT (Y)

-0.1465 Y = 4.1075 - 0.0096 X

** Significant at 0.01 level

Table 6: Biochemical characters of selected germplasm lines.

Sr. No. Germplasm Lines Total Sugars (Mg) Proteins (Mg) Phenols (Mg) Tannins (Mg)
1. ICGV 15083 2.67 2.57 0.94 0.0026
2. ICGV 181011 4.90 2.39 0.82 0.0030
3. ICGV 13189 5.91 2.58 0.76 0.0028
4. ICGV 93382 2.50 2.89 0.68 0.0023
5. ICGV 10001 3.54 2.92 0.78 0.0032
6. ICGV 10021 4.81 2.98 0.64 0.0022
7. ICGV 02266 4.10 2.36 0.73 0.0040
8. ICGV 00298 3.15 2.35 0.90 0.0047
9. ICGV 93468 2.24 2.14 0.92 0.0050

10. K 6 3.85 2.52 0.75 0.0032
11. JCG 4798 6.82 2.82 0.81 0.0035
12. ICGV 86031 (R) 2.53 2.23 0.97 0.0045
13. ICGV 91114 (S) 4.86 2.94 0.61 0.0024

Table 7: Relationship between biochemical characters of selected germplasm lines and thrips infestation and
incidence.

Biochemical Characters
Thrips (‘R’ Value)

Thrips Population Leaf Damage (%)
Total Sugars 0.436 0.423
Proteins 0.672** 0.801**
Phenols -0.683** -0.650*
Tannins -0.801** -0.832**

*Significant at 0.05 level; ** Significant at 0.01 level

The results are in conformation with the studies of
Sonawane et al. (2019) who reported that the total sugar
content showed positive correlation with thrips
population (r = 0.520), highest quantities being noticed
in susceptible genotypes. Naik (2005) reported that
thrips population and phenol content were strongly
associated showing significant and negative (-0.500)
relationship. Kandakoor et al. (2014) revealed that
phenols and tannins showed significant negative
relationship with number and damage of thrips. Total
sugar, amino acids and reducing sugars showed positive
relationship with number of thrips and their per cent
damage. Rao et al. (2015) reported that resistance in
groundnut genotype was due to phenol content and
these genotypes might be used as source of resistance to
thrips in groundnut.

CONCLUSION

Twenty-five germplasm lines including the resistant
check (ICGV 86031) had a damage rating of 2 I. e 1 to

20 per cent, while the remaining 15 lines had DR of 3
(21-30%) against thrips. The 5 germplasm lines viz.,
ICGV 171015 (10.30%), ICGV 03043 (12.67%), ICGV
93468 (11.50%), ICGV 00298 (10.97%) and ICGV
02266 (12.34%) were on par with the resistant check
(12.59%) and were significantly different from the
susceptible check (23.42%). Resistance to thrips in
germplasm lines was due to significantly higher
trichome density on leaf lamina, higher phenol and
tannin content.

FUTURE SCOPE

The identified germplasm lines and their important
physico-chemical characters for resistance to thrips in
the present study can be subjected to one or more
seasons of screening for use in the future breeding
programmes to develop resistant cultivars.
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