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Fig. 1. Consumption of A. ovalis deutonymphs to different densities and stages of B.
argentifolii in 24 hrs.
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Fig. 2. Consumption of A. ovalis females to different densities and stages of B.
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Fig. 3. Oviposition of A. ovalis feeding on different densities and stages of B.
argentifolii in 24 hrs. (OP: oviposition potential)
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