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Introduction \
Legumes are one of the rich sources of plant protein after cereals and the ost important food
source for humans. The most impoftant biotic stresses that lead t owth, rmance, and
sometimes the death of plants are pest tted spi mildue to its

extensive host range, rapid population gr nce to pesticides, is one of the

leaves leads to the formatiol ye 015). The activity of two-
spotted spider mite Tetr§us i i i ssociated with webbing, which leads to the

accumulation of d& creasing of t i creasing the pest damage (Hosseini, 2018).
this conducted to identify resistant genotypes

For the experiment mising bean genotypes (KS-21216, KS-21181, KS-21538, KS-21565, KS-
21563, KS-21602, KS-21800, KS-21601, KS-21600, and KS-21607), Type 2 genotypes (KS-21573, KS-
21597 and KS-21606), and\Type 3 genotypes (KS-21255 and KS-21574) along with a susceptible

genotype Sadri were cultivatédhin a field at Khomein National Bean Research Station in a randomized
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complete block design with three replications during 2022-03. Sampling for damage assessment was
carried out weekly from the third leaf stage until the end of the season. From each plot, 10 plants were
selected randomly. Two leaves, one from the bottom and the other from the top of each plant, were
selected and scored (on a scale of 1-6). To assess performance and its components, field cultivation was
conducted under the specified conditions in two separate plots. One plot was treated with pesticide
spraying, while the other remained untreated. Characteristics such as pod number per plant, seed number
per pod, plant height, and weight of one hundred seeds were measured under both mite-infested and non-

rticae mite-infested and non-

infested conditions. Based on the performance of the genotypes under T.

infested conditions, productivity indices, geometric me\ roductivity, s tolerance, and stress

L)

sensitivity were calculated.

Results and Discussion \\

absenc‘ T. &icae were
nsitive check had the lowest
performance (995.17 kg.ha e of yield reduction were
related to the sensitive che‘an
pods per plant were obsegved in g

respectively. The Whest\ lowe nsprayed conditions were 3.06 and 4.56 in

st and lowest number of

planting density and d¥fferent bean varieties (Akhtar, Derakhshan, and 285) affect the population

of two-spotted spider mit8s. They discovered that the pest density on the Akhtar variety is higher
than on Derakhshan and 288\ Due to the differences in the bean varieties studied in this research
and the current study, the results do not show similarities. Also, the results of this study showed
that pest density is significantly influenced by the bean variety (Karimi et al., 2019). In a study, it
was revealed that the Derakhshan, Akhtar, and local Khomein (Sadri) varieties were sensitive to
T.urticae, while Dorsa and Kousha varieties and lines 21191 and 31169 showed greater
resistance to the two-spotted spider mite and also had acceptable yield compared to other
varieties (Kazemi et al., 2019). In the present study, the Sadri variety was also identified as

sensitive to damage by the two-spotted spider mite, which is consistent with these results.



Conclusion
According to the results genotypes KS-21538 and KS-21216 are recommended as the first and second

priority for cultivation in the region due to the higher yield, lower percentage of yield reduction, and the
lower damage scale.

Keywords: Indices, Promising bean genotype, Tolerance, Two-spotted spider mite
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Table 1- Compound analysis of different stages of Tetranychus urticae Koch on different pinto bean lines in two
years of project implementatiom(2022 and 2023)

Sl i aslio a8 o * Jus al> 5o
g”g 5 sol3t Egg mmature
0. - .
J 1 125.28™ . 28" \\
Year \ ‘
X gl 49398.94 \

Replication x year

Treat|

JUo 2 les ! Y 2.63™
Treatme\yea

ignificant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively
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Table 2- Mean comparison of compound analysis of different stages of Tetranychus urticae Koch on different pinto
bean lines in two in two years of project implementation (2022 and 2023)

@) iy 9 oY Py AL Jleb al> 5o &
Row Genotypes and cultivar Fog Immature active stage Adult
1 KS-21216 23.77" 6.049 1.68"
2 KS-21184 27.00" 6.95¢ 2.18f
3 KS-21538 39.27° 12.77°1 4.04
4 KS-21565 44,91° 4.41f
5 KS-21563 35. 4.04
6 KS-21602 31.64\\ 3.23f
7 KS-21500 55.50% 6.54%"
8 51.59% 5.50°"
9 43.27° \\ 436"
10 107.04%® ‘ \ 15.50°
11 88.00" ‘ 12.18
12 KS-21597 82.09° 10.45%
13 KS-2125 29.68° 2.541
14 KS-21574 9.41%%
15 KS-21606 3.41°
21.68°
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Table 3- Compound analysis of yield and its components of different pinto bean lines in two years (2022 and 2023)

of project implementation in tests of no spraying.

Sl o Sl

Mean of squares

g £l 20 B 28 41 P55 oks) & e Yer 039 < Hls whio

e
Slud @lbe o (ele) ol e w » Damage scale
&7 ‘
SOV " Heightof  Pod per Seed.po  Yield (kg.ha)
plant (cm) plant d? P
L
. 1 12.83™ ar N omp~
Year ‘
| S5 L
S5 4 0.07™
Replication x year
Lo sk
o 15 945007.60 0.86
Treatment
Xl 564.25"™ 0.66"™ 0.04™
Treat
0.10 14361.99 3.85 0.06
Ol s
T 10.73 8.21 5.67 6.88

ns :Non-significant; * and **: signific

o) Sy g i Jleisl gaw ;o o e ol Sy FE T s me i NS

at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively
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Table 4- Mean comparison of compound analysis yield and its components of different pinto bean lines in two years

(2022 and 2023) of project implementation in tests of no spraying

3y 9 oes Go glai Py BERHN) 3 Khos Sal ey &l e O o
Row Genotype (osle) i e i sl 355 ) ol
and cultivar Height Pod per  Seed.pod’ (bs<a 100-seed Damage
of plant plant ! \ fold weight (g) scale
(cm) \“—1)
1 KS-21216 31337 7.46° 2.96%%®  2027.72° 38.13""\ 3.14%
2 KS-21184  41.48° 2.97°0cce 39 3.20""
3 KS-21538  29.45% 17.95 3.03%  2060.95% \ 3.06"
4 KS-21565 1460.03° 35.23%f 3,491
5 KS-21563 27.53" 3.43%0n
6 KS-21602 28.57" 3.33°1"
7 KS-21500 42.47° 3.63"%
8 KS-21601  50.8 ' 27.98" 3,580
9 KS-21600 %sd 6.64 37.65"% 3.51°0¢f0
0 KS-&W‘ 41.42° 52° 11.67 34.201 4.02°
KS-215 78.10™ 83¢ 9.09 37.27°%f 3.91°
85.258 3.22%  1052,90° 8.44 28.31" 3.76"
13 2.82°%f 1748.90° 6.18 40.58% 3.28°"
14 2.86"" 1095.87° 7.97 31.73¢ 3.69°%
15 2.84%%"  1709.38" 6.28 40.93% 3.36%10"
16 2.33 833.53° 16.24 34.57°9 4,56

o sire BB LSD (505 0oy = v

* The number obtained for each column

Sloays 3 aseiie Sglite g, b a8 o Silee il e o ailinl Glas F 1S5 SKlo b ply g 50 51y odel sy sae #
Ayl
ual mean+SE. means in a columns followed by different letters are significantly different using LSD

test.
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Table 5- Compound analysis yield and its components of different pinto bean lines in two years (2022 and 2023) of
project implementation in tests of with spraying

Sl o (5o

Mean of squares

450 G W 30 O PERHE) ‘f{)a)ﬂ.&: Ol b
O gukd b
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S.0.vV
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plant (cm) \ ‘
L
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roductivity index sensitivity

index
KS-21216 2084.61 0.74
KS—21184‘ 062.50 0.84
KS-215 0.68
ﬁz—m;\ 0.92 0.91
ﬂ63 0.99 0.90
KS=21602 1.29 0.87
KS-21500 1403.03 0.79 1.07
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10 1000.51 998.58 0.40 1.63
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14 KS-21574 1143.34 1142.35 0.53 111
15 KS-21606 1766.67 1765.74 1.26 0.88
16 Sadri 914.35 910.77 0.33 2.27
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