Better management of cotton refuges
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Field experiments stocking varying
densities of H. armigera revealed
several differences between pigeon
pea and non-Bt cotton refuges.
Survival of Helicoverpa eggs was
higher in cotton, while survival of
larvae and production of moths was
higher In pigeon pea.
Implementation of an insecticidal
spray to control larval predators and
competing pests had no significant
effect on moth production.
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