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INTRODUCTION

Globally, agricultural systems are dependent on ecosystem services
such as pest control and pollination for continued functioning
(IPBES, 2019). However, conventional intensive agricultural practices,
used across smallholder and large-scale systems, threaten biodiversity
and ecosystem service provision, undermining the long-term sustain-
ability of food production (Dainese et al., 2019). Securing food supply
while simultaneously minimizing or reversing land and biodiversity
degradation through sustainable agriculture practices are current
global priorities (e.g., targets set within the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals), with some countries supporting these changes
through policy (e.g., National Mission for Sustainable Agriculture,
India; https://nmsa.dac.gov.in/frmObjectives.aspx). One approach
towards sustainable farming is ecological intensification where
farmers manage biodiversity and the ecological processes it supports
to promote crop yield and reduce synthetic inputs (Bommarco
et al., 2013; Garibaldi et al., 2019). While ecological intensification is
an increasingly adopted pathway towards more sustainable agricul-
tural systems, understanding which practices are effective (i.e., will
support local functional biodiversity and crop yield) and how they can
be best implemented across varied smallholder agricultural contexts
remains a priority for research, decision makers and farmers (Kansiime
et al,, 2021; Pefalver-Cruz et al., 2019).

India has a high proportion of smallholders, approximately 86% of
all farmers, who primarily farm rice crops across different local con-
texts. Rice is a staple food crop across India (FAO, 2021), and the
steady increase in the availability and use of agricultural inputs to
assist in rice cultivation observed over the past 50 years is a concern
(Horgan et al., 2016). This increase has been identified as a key driver
of increasing pest outbreaks and reduced natural enemy populations
that might otherwise regulate pests (Bakker et al., 2020). Pests such
as vyellow stem borer (YSB), Scirophaga incertulas (Walker)
(Lepidoptera:Crambidae), cause serious damage in rice-growing
regions across India resulting in considerable economic losses every
year (Ali et al, 2019; IRRI (International Rice Research
Institute), 2018). YSB are challenging to control due to their cryptic
behaviour and feeding habits. Adults and eggs are exposed to the
environment; however, the larvae once it bores into the rice stem to
feed and pupate is more protected inside the plant (IRRI, 2018). Natu-
ral enemies play an important role in controlling YSB, including species
that parasitise the eggs, larvae and pupae and predators that feed on
all stages of YSB (Chandramohan & Chelliah, 1990; Hikim, 1988;
Ooi & Shepard, 1994).

Although studies have shown the considerable economic value of
ecosystem services, such as pest control, to smallholders (e.g., Huang
et al., 2018; Myrick et al., 2014), further evidence of their effective-
ness across different tropical regions is still needed to support and
guide farmer uptake and the development of appropriate ecological
intensification (El) practices (Rusere et al, 2019; Westphal
et al., 2015). The different biophysical and socio-economic contexts
of smallholders can also affect the implementation of ecological inten-

sification practices (Kansiime et al., 2021). Therefore, considering El
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approaches that smallholders are willing and able to adopt will be a
key part of successful ecological intensification.

Diversifying resources available at a field scale using uncultivated,
non-crop or sown floral strips or maintaining borders adjacent to
crops is important for supporting natural enemies (Albrecht
et al., 2020; Amaral et al., 2013; Mateos-Fierro et al., 2021; Tschumi
et al., 2015; Venzon et al., 2019). Evidence from across tropical small-
holder regions has shown that florally diverse planted strips can be
effective at increasing the abundance and species richness of different
natural enemy groups (including spiders, parasitoids, beetles and flies)
in a range of crops, potentially resulting in greater pest control ser-
vices (Gurr et al., 2016; Lu et al., 2015). However, varied results have
also been found, with variations attributed to differences in plant and
beneficial species interactions (Amaral et al., 2013) and interactions
between plant, beneficial and herbivorous species (Lavandero
et al, 2006). Furthermore, the structure of rice fields in tropical
regions, typically connected through a network of raised field margins
called bunds, offers a natural space to host diverse floral resources
(Gurr et al., 2012). However, the potential for sown bunds to act as
sites for increased floral diversity, supporting natural enemies and
increasing income streams from secondary crops has not been studied
across many regions.

Beyond the field scale, the composition and configuration of the
landscape plays an important role in shaping arthropod community
structure (Karp et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2019) and can moderate the
effects of local field-level practices aimed at supporting beneficial
insect populations (Scheper et al., 2013). Landscapes associated with
smallholder farming systems are often more heterogeneous than their
large-scale counterparts, although variations ranging from locally com-
plex to locally simple landscapes exist and depends upon the region
(Steward et al., 2014). A better understanding of how landscape com-
position and configuration influence natural enemy communities,
including their role as source habitat, in aiding colonization and as
shelter habitats, at various spatial and temporal scales is still needed
in many tropical agroecosystems (Raymond et al., 2015; Shackelford
et al., 2013; Tscharntke et al., 2005). This, in turn, will aid in tailoring
El practices to regions where they can provide the greatest benefit
(Garibaldi et al., 2019; Scheper et al., 2013).

Overall, we hypothesise that reducing agricultural inputs such as
pesticides will increase the abundance of natural enemies and poten-
tially pests in fields. We also hypothesise that, by providing necessary
habitat close to crop fields, increased cover, proximity and heteroge-
neity of non-crop habitats will increase natural enemy abundance in
crops. Finally, the additional forage and shelter provided by floral bor-
der crops will increase natural enemies, reduce pests and improve
yield outcomes, although the extent of these effects are likely moder-
ated by management and landscape context. To test these hypothe-
ses, we explored how reduced synthetic agricultural inputs (fertilizer
and pesticide) and the use of floral border crops (present, absent)
within different landscape contexts (measured as compositional and
configurational heterogeneity and proportion of semi-natural habitat)
influenced (a) natural enemy diversity and abundance; and (b) the

abundance of a pest species, yellow stem borer and how these results
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correlated with (c) yield outcomes in rice fields across smallholder

farms in Puducherry, India.

METHODS
Study region

The study took place during the 2019-2020 samba paddy season in
the state of Puducherry, India (September 2019-January 2020). There
are typically three rice cropping seasons in this region, sornavari (short
duration rice varieties, June-September), samba (long-duration varie-
ties, September-Jan) and navarrai (short duration varieties, February-
March and June-July) (Government of Puducherry, 2020). A local
variety of rice, white ponni, was used in this study; this is a long-
duration rice variety and is grown in the samba season. The study
region is coastal and has a flat terrain characterized by a high propor-
tion of agricultural fields (rice, sugarcane, banana, vegetables and
coconut) interspersed most frequently by semi-natural vegetation.
The climate is tropical with a distinct dry (January-June) and a mon-
soon season (October-December), and the mean annual rainfall for
the Puducherry district was 1320 mm (IMD (Indian Meteorological
Department), 2020).

Field study design

We used farm-level interventions combined with landscape assess-
ments to determine the impacts of inputs and floral border crops on
natural enemy communities and pest abundance. We selected
12 farms managed by individual smallholders; each farm was less than
2 ha in size (ranging in size from 0.02 ha to 1.17 ha Supporting Infor-
mation Table 1). We aimed for a distance of 1 km between each of
the 12 farms, and all but one pair were separated by this distance, as a
minimum (sites 6 and 9 were separated by a distance of 836 m).
Farms were allocated to one of two agricultural input manage-
ment approaches in this study (6 farms per management approach).
The first, our ‘high input’ treatment involved managing crops with a
high use of agricultural inputs to control pests and diseases and to
provide plant nutrition. Farmers used insecticides including chlorpyri-
phos and cartap hydrochloride and fertilizers including mono ammo-
nium phosphate, di ammonium phosphate, urea or balanced
nitrogen:phosphorus:potassium (NPK 19:19:19) complex fertilizers.
The majority of the fertilizers (75%) were applied before seedling
were transplanted with the remaining amount applied as a top dress-
ing at either tillering or flowering stage dependent on crop growth.
Our ‘low input’ approach was co-developed by the local research
team and farmers. It aimed to reduce the application of agricultural
inputs and replace these with alternatives. This included applications
of organic growth stimulants such as Panchakavya (primarily a mix of
urine, ghee, dung, milk and curd, ripe bananas and jaggery), which was
applied as a foliar spray at 15-day intervals from the active tillering

stage until the flowering stage. Dasa kavya, a fermented plant extract,
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and neem seed oil were both used to repel pests as alternatives to
synthetic pesticide applications. Common to both high and low groups
was the basal application of farmyard manure (2 t/ha) before the first
ploughing, with manure sourced from their own farms.

To explore the effects of floral border crops around rice paddy
fields on natural enemies, pests and yield, we selected three farms
from each input type (high, low) and planted black gram, Vigna mungo
(Linneaus) (Fabales:Fabaceae), on the bunds surrounding the chosen
rice fields (floral border crop present). The other three farms for each
input type had bunds that remained fallow without additional flowers
planted (floral border crop absent). The pulse, black gram, was chosen
for the floral border crop around rice, as it not only provides nectar
and pollen resources for beneficial arthropods but can also be har-
vested and used as an additional source of food and income by
farmers (Praharaj et al., 2021).

Pest and natural enemy surveys

Pest and natural enemy surveys were conducted three times over the
course of the rice season corresponding with the early, mid and late
rice-growing stages. We sampled YSB using six quadrats (75 cm?) in
each field. Quadrats were divided between the crop edge (three quad-
rats within 5 m of the crop edge) and the crop centre (three quadrats
greater than 10 m from the crop edge) and were spaced at least 10 m
apart from each other. Within each quadrat, all rice plants (leave,
stem, head) were searched, and the number of YSB adults and egg
clusters was recorded. We pooled the data from quadrats to obtain a
single value each for adult abundance and egg abundance, per field
position (edge, centre) per sampling date.

We used sweep nets along six 10-m transects per field to survey
natural enemy insects present in study fields. The six transects were
divided between the crop edge (three transects within 5 m of the crop
edge) and the crop centre (three transects greater than 10 m from the
crop edge) and were spaced at least 10 m apart from each other. For
each transect, all insects captured after 10 sweeps with a net along
the transect (1 sweep per metre) were collected and stored in plastic
vials with 70% ethanol until they could be sorted, identified and
counted. Specimens collected through sweep netting were identified
to species level where possible; those that could not be identified to
species level were recorded as morpho species. Specimens collected
were identified in the laboratory by a trained entomologist using mor-
phological keys (Nishida & Torii, 1970; Wilson & Claridge, 1991). For
the analysis, we included those invertebrates considered important
for natural pest regulation, both generalists and specialists, and who
have been recorded as parasitising and/or predating YSB (IRRI, 2018;
Supporting Information, Table 2).

Landscape characterization and analysis

To understand the influence of landscape context in this study, we

assessed landscape within a 500-m radius of our study fields as this
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represents a scale at which an individual or a collective of smallholder
farmers could potentially act cooperatively to alter landscape compo-
sition, and it is also relevant for a number of different invertebrate
groups that were important in this study (Karp et al., 2018; Martin
et al., 2019). The landscape within this 500-m radius surrounding each
site was classified into 11 different land use categories (Figure 1). We
then used features including land use proportion, landscape composi-
tion and landscape configuration to investigate the influence on
arthropod abundance (natural enemies and pests) and community
composition (natural enemies).

To characterize the landscape, we used 1.5-m resolution SPOT7
imagery (sourced from LANDINFO World Mapping and captured on
16 October 2020) and ArcGIS (10.5.1 ESRI). We manually added poly-
gons and assigned landscape categories and then used this to map
and calculate landscape metrics. For our analysis, we were interested
in the proportion of land that could potentially offer year-round habi-
tat (with foraging, reproductive and shelter resources) to natural
enemy groups and potential pest species, hereafter referred to as
landscape %. This included semi-natural and remnant vegetation, crop
borders, bunds and riparian vegetation. This contrasted with the pro-
portion of land that was occupied by cultivated fields, which may be a
more hostile habitat (harvesting, spraying) at times throughout the
year (Supporting Information, Table 1). The proportions of these two
categories were significantly negatively correlated. Therefore, we
included only landscape % in our data analysis. We assumed that
higher proportions of landscape % would benefit natural enemy
groups and potentially pest species, as has been found in previous
studies (Chaplin-Kramer et al., 2011).

Landscape composition was measured using Shannon'’s diversity
index, covering all land use categories at the 500-m radii scale exclud-
ing roads, industrial and infrastructure sites. The equation for this is

given as H' = —X.pjInp;, where p; is the number of land use polygons

g
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and In is the natural logarithm (landscape composition increases as
landscape diversity increases).

Finally, landscape configuration was measured as the density of
edges available for exchange between landscape patches (Martin
et al,, 2019; Holzchuh et al., 2010). We calculated the total length of
edges per area (metres per hectare) of each landscape category
between crop fields and their surroundings. In this study, we consid-
ered crop/non-crop edges and crop/housing edges within this group
as home gardens may provide resources for natural enemy and pest
insects (Klein et al., 2002).

Yield measures

We worked with farmers to get a measure of yield for each study
field. The farmers harvested their respective fields to get a total yield
measure. The grain was harvested, bagged, threshed, cleaned, dried
and weighed separately. Yield (kgs) per hectare (ha) was recorded and
used to allow for comparison across sites.

Data analysis

All analyses were conducted using R statistical software (R Core
Team, 2019) using the packages vegan v. 2.5-6 (Oksanen et al., 2022),
glmmTMB (Brooks et al., 2017), emmeans (Lenth, 2019) and DHARMa
for model diagnostics and checking (Hartig, 2022). All figures and
graphs were produced using the package ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016).

To understand if there were differences in natural enemy commu-
nity composition across experimental treatments, we conducted a
distance-based redundancy analysis (db-RDA). This was based on

Bray-Curtis dissimilarity distances, which account for species

Land classification
Crop border
Cultivated annual
Cultivated perennial F|
Focal site
Housing
Industrial
Infrastructure
Road
Uncultivated land
Uncultivated veg
Water course

FIGURE 1 Site (plus 500 m landscape buffer) positions across Puducherry, India—all except two sites were greater than 1 km apart—low

input (orange) and high input (red).
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composition and abundance and excludes joint absences (Anderson
et al., 2011; Legendre & Anderson, 1999). We included inputs (high,
low), floral border crop (present, absent), field position (centre, edge),
landscape composition, landscape configuration and landscape % sur-
rounding each site as explanatory factors in the analysis. We tested
the significance of the model, each of the constrained axes and all
terms by permutation. The resulting community matrix was visualized
in two dimensions with 95% confidence ellipses for input type pro-
jected onto the resulting plot to illustrate the difference in natural
enemy community composition.

To understand if species abundances were different across exper-
imental treatments (all natural enemies, spiders and coccinellids) and if
landscape or spatial variables were influential, we specified three sep-
arate Poisson generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs), using the R
package gimmTMB (Brooks et al., 2017). Each of the full models
included input (high, low), floral border crop (present, absent), field
position (centre, edge), landscape composition, landscape configura-
tion, landscape percentage and the interaction between input, floral
border crop and field position as fixed effects. At some sites, fewer
observation rounds were conducted due to circumstances at the time
(e.g., coronavirus disease [COVID] pandemic restrictions). Therefore,
to account for sampling effort variation between fixed effects, an off-
set term (log [sampling effort]) was included in each of the above
models. Site ID and date surveyed were included as random effects in
all models to account for site and date level variations in the data. We
arrived at minimum adequate models by first running the full model
including all landscape and spatial variables and then removing these
terms one by one based on significance and Akaike information crite-
rion (AIC) values, until the model's AIC value no longer decreased
(Zuur et al., 2009). For all models, we retained the manipulated experi-
mental fixed effects input, floral border crop and their interaction.
Final model residuals and diagnostics were checked, including spatial
autocorrelation of residuals (Kiihn & Dormann, 2012), using the
DHARMa package (Hartig, 2022). No significant spatial autocorrelation
among model residuals was detected in the analyses. Post hoc pair-
wise comparisons were conducted for the fixed effect interactions
between floral border crop (present, absent) within input (high, low),
using the emmeans package in R (Lenth, 2019), to understand the dif-
ference between variable levels.

Pest egg abundance was analysed using the method described
above. The abundance of adult pests was not analysed, due to only
very small numbers (<20 specimens across all sites) being recorded
across the entire study period.

For crop vyield, we evaluated the impact of the two
interventions—input (high/low) and floral border crop (absence/pres-
ence). As our study did not include any direct experimental manipula-
tion of the impact of natural enemies or pests on yield (e.g., exclusion
experiments), we chose to only include those variables which were
directly manipulated, as such, landscape factors we expected to influ-
ence natural enemy and pest abundance were not included here. We
used GLMMs with a Gaussian distribution to assess yield. The model
included input (high, low), floral border crop (present, absent) and their

interaction as predictor variables. Site ID was included as a random

e |

effect in the model to account for site level variations in the data.
Final model residuals and diagnostics were checked using the
DHARMa package (Hartig, 2022).

RESULTS
Natural enemies

A total of 670 natural enemy specimens were collected in sweep nets.
Spiders and coccinellid beetles were the most abundant natural
enemy groups collected. The natural enemy groups observed included
spiders (43% of specimens), coccinellid beetles (28%), dragonflies
(20%), wasps (4%), ants (3%) and other beetles (2%).

Community composition of the natural enemy assemblage was
not influenced by any of the experimental or landscape factors
included in this study (Figure 2). This included inputs (F(1 4¢) = 0.49, p-
value = 0.98), floral border crop (F(1 4¢) = 1.07, p-value = 0.36), their
interaction (F1.4¢) = 0.69, p-value = 0.81), landscape configuration
(Fi1,46) = 0.65, p-value = 0.87), landscape composition (F(1 4¢) = 1.39,
p-value = 0.14) or landscape % (F(1,4¢) = 1, p-value = 0.42).

The final model for total abundance of natural enemies included
landscape composition and configuration in addition to input, floral
border crop and their interaction (Table 1). The reduction in agricul-
tural inputs led to a significantly greater abundance of natural ene-
mies in these sites compared with high input sites, yet post hoc
analysis showed that floral borders did not significantly influence the
abundance across high (absent/present z-ratio = —1.35, p-
value = 0.18) or low input sites (z-ratio = 0.79, p-value = 0.43)
(Table 1; Figure 3a). Higher landscape configuration (>field edges)
significantly negatively influenced natural enemy abundance in this
region, while increased landscape composition also had a marginally
significant negative influence on abundance (Table 1). The two larg-
est observed groups of natural enemy taxa showed varying results.
Landscape variables were not included in the final model for spider
abundance (Table 1). Post hoc analysis showed that floral borders
did not significantly influence spider abundance across high (z-
ratio = —0.91, p-value = 0.36) or low input sites (z-ratio = 0.34, p-
value = 0.73) (Figure 3b). The model for coccinellid abundance
included landscape configuration. Landscape configuration appeared
to act as a barrier to movement for coccinellid beetles in this region
with a significant negative influence, whereas neither input nor floral
border crop presence significantly influenced abundance (Table 1).
Post hoc analysis showed that floral borders did not significantly
influence coccinellid abundance across high (z-ratio = —1.62, p-
value = 0.10) or low input sites (z-ratio = —0.26, p-value = 0.79)
(Figure 3c).

Pest abundance

The final model for abundance of YSB eggs did not include any land-

scape or spatial variables (Table 1). Similarly, to natural enemies, pests
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dbRDA2 (22.7% of constrained and 2.7% of total variation)
o
+
4

Farm Management
o o Q ® High Input
Low Input
FB absent

FB present

o
o
¢ + 0 o

Insect sp.

ofe

D 0
dbRDA1 (29.2% of constrained and 3.5% of total variation)

2

FIGURE 2 Biplot of the distance-based redundancy analysis (db-RDA) showing relationships between surveyed natural enemies of a given
insect species (black diamonds) within rice crops across Puducherry [variance explained by either axis was not significant db-RDA1 (F(1, 45) = 1.8,
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constrained to account for explanatory factor differences.

also appeared to benefit from reduced agricultural inputs with
egg abundance significantly greater in low-input sites compared
with high-input sites (Table 1). The interaction between input
type and floral border crops was influential, although floral bor-
der crops themselves were not (Table 1). Post hoc analysis of this
interaction revealed that egg abundance was significantly greater
in low-input sites without a floral border crop compared with
low-input sites with a floral border crop (z-ratio = 2.37, p-
value = 0.02), but there was no influence of the presence of floral
border crop found across high-input sites (z-ratio = —0.14, p-
value = 0.89) (Figure 4).

Rice yield

Yield across the 12 sites ranged from 900 to 1725 kg/ha. Overall,
yields from low-input sites were significantly lower than yields from
high-input sites (Table 1). Although the interaction between input and
floral border was significant in the final model, post hoc analysis
revealed floral border crops influenced yield differently between high-
and low-input sites; however, neither result was significant. In high-
input sites, mean yield was 16% lower where floral border crops were
planted (1300 + 367; mean kg/ha + SD) compared with sites without
floral border crops (1550 + 156) (absent/present: t-ratio) = 1.36, p-
value = 0.22; Figure 5). In contrast, mean yield in low-input sites was
33% higher with a floral border crop (1300 + 370) compared with
sites without a floral border crop (975 % 75) (t-ratioe) = —1.77, p-
value = 0.13; Figure 5).

DISCUSSION

Here, we evaluate the impact of reduced farm management inputs,
the inclusion of floral border crops and the influence of local land-
scape context, including compositional and configurational heteroge-
neity, on the abundance and composition of natural enemy
communities and the abundance of a key pest species, yellow stem
borer, across Puducherry, India. Our findings indicate that reducing
agricultural inputs, such as pesticides, can provide benefits to local
natural enemy biodiversity in smallholder farms. However, YSB also
benefitted from low-input approaches, although this was offset by the
presence of floral border crops. Therefore, careful tailoring of El prac-
tices within a region-specific context is required to ensure these bene-
fits are maximized and potential negative impacts are mitigated.
Natural enemy communities and the abundance of species pro-
viding biological control services often respond positively to low-input
farming approaches due to reduced exposure to harmful agricultural
inputs (Garratt et al., 2011; Gurr et al., 2016). In line with this, a low-
input regime resulted in a greater overall abundance of natural ene-
mies compared with high-input regimes in our study. However,
although low-input regimes benefited natural enemy abundance,
other field (floral border crops) and landscape metrics, such as land-
scape composition and configuration, did not influence abundance as
expected. This contrasts with previous studies, which have found
greater numbers of natural enemies present in fields with reduced
inputs and bordered by floral plantings (e.g. Zhu et al., 2014). Other
factors, along with reduced input regimes, may have been driving nat-

ural enemy abundances in our study, in particular, prey abundance.
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TABLE 1 Summary of GLMM analysis for total natural enemies, spider, coccinellid and pest abundance and rice yield.

Estimate SE z-value p-value
Natural enemies (total)
(Intercept) 0.25 0.52 0.47 0.64
Input (low) 1.35 0.5 2.73 0.006**
Floral border (present) 0.41 0.3 1.35 0.18
Landscape composition -0.61 0.37 -1.65 0.1+
Landscape configuration —0.006 0.002 -3.02 0.003**
Input (low): floral border (present) -0.77 0.53 —1.45 0.15
Spiders
(Intercept) —2.75 0.49 —5.66 <0.001***
Input (low) 1.14 0.9 1.26 0.21
Floral border (present) 0.58 0.64 0.91 0.36
Input (low): floral border (present) -0.88 1.08 -0.82 0.41
Coccinellids
(Intercept) —3.56 1.23 —-2.92 0.004**
Input (low) 1.81 2 0.91 0.36
Floral border (present) 1.9 1.18 1.62 0.10
Landscape configuration -0.01 0.004 -3.17 0.002**
Input (low): floral border (present) —-1.39 2.06 —0.68 0.5
Pest (YSB egg clusters)
(Intercept) —5.76 1.05 —5.48 <0.001***
Input (low) 291 1.12 2.59 0.009**
Floral border (present) 0.16 1.18 0.14 0.89
Input (low): floral border (present) —2.94 1.73 -1.7 0.09+
Rice yield
(Intercept) 1550 129.9 11.93 <0.001***
Input (low) —-575 183.7 -3.13 0.002**
Floral border (present) —250 183.7 —-1.36 0.17
Input (low): floral border (present) 575 259.8 2.21 0.03*

Note: Significant p-values are given in bold.

Abbreviations: GLMM, generalized linear mixed model; YSB, yellow stem borer.

***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; 'p < 0.1.

Previous studies in rice crops have found predator abundance to be
solely driven by pest numbers (Dominik et al., 2018), without any
influence of surrounding landscape features. Natural enemy abun-
dance in our study appeared to follow pest abundance, suggesting this
may be a more important driver in this region, although longer term
studies are needed to confirm this. The influence of multiple local and
landscape factors, and potential variations between regions, suggests
a need for El management plans to be diverse and regionally focused
to support the broadest set of beneficial insects.

The taxa that compose natural enemy communities in different
regions may also shape El management plans based on specific habitat
requirements (Rosas-Ramos et al., 2020; Sunderland & Samu, 2000).
In addition to reducing pesticide use, ecologically intensive on-farm
practices, such as planting floral border crops, can improve habitat
characteristics by providing additional nectar sources, hosting alterna-

tive prey species, as well as increasing the structural complexity and

ground cover present, which can increase or help conserve popula-
tions of beneficial insects (Amaral et al., 2016; Langellotto &
Denno, 2004; Rosas-Ramos et al., 2020). Although not well captured
in our study (most likely due to survey methodology, which was
biased towards intercepting less mobile species), parasitic wasps and
some flies, two important natural enemy groups of YSB (IRRI, 2018),
also demonstrably benefit from additional floral resources, particularly
from the nectar and pollen resources they provide (Pollier et al., 2019;
Tschumi et al., 2016) as well as other local habitat features such as
open fields (Harterreiten-Souza et al., 2021).

Natural enemy assemblages can also benefit from landscape-level
features such as areas of semi-natural and non-cropped habitat
(Amaral et al., 2016; Chaplin-Kramer et al., 2011), and more recently,
the complexity and heterogeneity of landscapes have been identified
as key factors in determining natural enemy biodiversity and abun-

dance (Martin et al., 2019). Responses to landscape variables is often
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FIGURE 3 Model estimated means are shown with 95%
confidence intervals for natural enemies in Puducherry, including

(a) total abundance and (b) spiders and (c) coccinellids across farm
management input, high (purple) and low (green) and floral border
crop, absent (solid lines) and present (dotted lines). Asterisks indicate
significant differences between groups at 95% level.

taxa specific and work to disentangle their effects, as well as their
interaction with on-farm features, is most appropriately considered at
regional levels (Brown et al., 2003; Karp et al., 2018; Shackelford
et al., 2013). For example, in our study, neither spiders nor coccinellid
beetles were influenced by the proportion of uncultivated, semi-
natural land (landscape %) surrounding the field sites. Although this
type of land is often considered a source habitat from which natural
enemy taxa can migrate into surrounding crops (Alignier et al., 2014;
Thies & Tscharntke, 1999), its influence has been found to vary
depending on factors at different spatial and temporal scales, the taxa
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confidence intervals for yellow stem borer (YSB) egg cluster
abundance in Puducherry across farm input, high (purple) and low
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lines). Asterisks indicate significant differences between groups at
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FIGURE 5 Model estimated means are shown with 95%
confidence intervals for rice grain yields between high input (purple)
and low input (green) with floral border crop treatment shown as
absent (solid line) and present (dotted line). Asterisks indicate
significant differences at 95% level.

considered and the habitat quality (Alignier et al, 2014; Frizzo
et al., 2020). Other features such as higher edge densities potentially
allow for greater movement of taxa between habitats within the land-
scape (Martin et al., 2019), yet they may also act as barriers for partic-
ular taxa (Klaus et al., 2015). Therefore, understanding the
requirements of key taxa in agroecosystems and the adoption of prac-
tices that offer the necessary resources and promote permeability will
be important for stronger long-term strategies to support local benefi-
cial taxa and their functioning.

Although natural enemy communities have been shown to effec-
tively control pest populations in some contexts (Thies &

Tscharntke, 1999), a general assumption that increased natural enemy
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biodiversity and abundance will lead to an increase in pest regulation
services is not always appropriate at the time scales studied
(Buchanan et al., 2018). For example, in our study, a reduction in agri-
cultural inputs correlated with a significant increase in both pest and
natural enemy numbers, likely because of reduced pesticide inputs
(Garratt et al., 2011). Yet, floral border crops had differing effects on
natural enemies and pests. For example, where they were planted,
pest numbers were significantly reduced, but the natural enemy num-
bers surveyed did not respond to plantings. Multiple mechanisms may
be responsible for this including floral border crops supporting natural
enemies that helped to regulate pest numbers but that were not cap-
tured in our survey or potentially the floral plantings drew pests out
of the crop. Although further research is needed to disentangle these
results, it does highlight the potential of floral border crops as an El
tool when used in combination with low-input approaches in these
farming systems.

The expected benefits from ecologically intensive farming
approaches to natural enemy biodiversity and the pest control services
they provide are clear yet evaluating crop yield responses is equally
important from a farmer perspective. Our results show that mean yields
for the cropping season studied were greater in high-input sites. Given
the short-term yield benefits delivered by synthetic fertilizers (Garratt
et al., 2018), this result is not unexpected, and previous studies con-
ducted over longer periods have found that yields can eventually be
comparable between input approaches after the initial period of change
(Gupta et al., 2021) or potentially even greater in ecologically managed
crops (Gurr et al., 2016). Although not directly measured in this study,
natural enemy communities can contribute to crop vyield increases
through increased pest control (Ostman et al., 2003), and pest control
services are further enhanced by flower strips (Albrecht et al., 2020).
Despite only being a single season of data, our results indicate that flo-
ral border crops can offset, to some degree, the initial yield losses expe-
rienced with a reduction in synthetic inputs. Furthermore, in fields
where floral border crops are planted, farmers can collect additional
yield (Horgan et al., 2017). Understanding the full benefits, including
increased crop sales from border crops and co-benefits (e.g., soil quality
from nitrogen-fixing legumes crops) and balancing these against addi-
tional costs due to increased labour or yield reductions, remains an
important aspect for understanding and incentivizing sustainable man-
agement approaches (Garibaldi et al., 2019; Kleijn et al., 2019). Consid-
erable ecological and agronomic contrasts exist between regions in
India, and there are also likely differing socio-economic factors that
need to be quantified to determine if, and when, El is appropriate and
how farmers can be supported to adopt ecologically intensive practices
(Kansiime et al., 2021).

CONCLUSION

Smallholder farmers are among the most vulnerable to climate
change and environmental threats, which affect both their food
security and their capacity to farm sustainably (Masson—Delmotte

et al., 2019). Adopting management strategies, such as ecological

s | ¢

intensification, that simultaneously support biodiversity, ecosystem
service provisioning and crop production is important for mitigating
any further environmental damage and securing their livelihoods.
With only a single season of data, due to COVID interruptions, we
show here that reducing agricultural inputs (using non-synthetic
alternatives to replace these) in rice crops can support a greater
number of local natural enemy groups, and with the addition of a flo-
ral border crop, costs that may arise within some smallholder con-
texts such as increased pest numbers or reduced yields can
potentially be alleviated. Furthermore, we demonstrate the critical
importance of local and landscape context, and this must be co-
managed when developing on-farm El approaches. Further investi-
gations over multiple seasons would provide information on the
long-term resilience of natural enemy communities, the pest regula-
tion services they provide and yield outcomes and crucially, evi-
dence and data that can be used to support farmers adopting

ecologically intensive practices.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Bryony K. Willcox: Conceptualization; data curation; formal analysis;
methodology; writing - original draft. Michael P. D. Garratt: Conceptuali-
zation; funding acquisition; methodology; writing - review and editing.
Tom D. Breeze: Methodology; writing - review and editing. Natarajan
Mathimaran: Methodology; writing - review and editing.
Simon G. Potts: Methodology; writing - review and editing. Girija Pra-
sad: Data curation; methodology; writing - review and editing. Renga-
lakshmi Raj: Conceptualization; data curation; funding acquisition;
methodology; writing - review and editing. Deepa Senapathi: Conceptu-
alization; funding acquisition; methodology; writing - review and editing.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work was funded by a University of Reading GCRF Strategic
Fund (E3584317) for Substantial Research projects grant. The authors
thank all farmers and their families who were involved in this project

and allowed us into their fields.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

ORCID

Bryony K. Willcox = https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4306-1084

Michael P. D. Garratt "= https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0196-6013

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8929-8354

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2045-980X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8883-1583

Tom D. Breeze
Simon G. Potts
Deepa Senapathi

REFERENCES

Albrecht, M., Kleijn, D., Williams, N.M., Tschumi, M., Blaauw, B.R.,
Bommarco, R. et al. (2020) The effectiveness of flower strips and

85U8017 SUOWWOD BA K80 3(deot|dde 8y} Aq peusenob are Sspoiie YO ‘@SN Jo S8 1o} A%eiq 1T 8UIIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWBYW0D" A3 1M Afe.q 1 Bu1|UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWiB | 84} 88S *[1202/20/92] Uo Areiqiaulluo AB|IM ‘8 L AQ STIZT @4e/TTTT OT/I0P/W00" A3 | 1M AReiq 1 BUI|UO'S EUIN0S1//:SdNY WO papeojumod ‘0 ‘E9S6TIYT


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4306-1084
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4306-1084
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0196-6013
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0196-6013
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8929-8354
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8929-8354
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2045-980X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2045-980X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8883-1583
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8883-1583

10 Agricultural and Forest
Entomology

hedgerows on pest control, pollination services and crop vyield: a
quantitative synthesis. Ecology Letters, 23(10), 1488-1498.

Ali, M.P., Bari, M.N., Haque, S.S., Kabir, M.M.M,, Afrin, S., Nowrin, F. et al.
(2019) Establishing next-generation pest control services in rice
fields: eco-agriculture. Scientific Reports, 9(1), 1-9.

Alignier, A., Raymond, L., Deconchat, M., Menozzi, P., Monteil, C.,
Sarthou, J.P. et al. (2014) The effect of semi-natural habitats on
aphids and their natural enemies across spatial and temporal scales.
Biological Control, 77, 76-82.

Amaral, D.S., Venzon, M., dos Santos, H.H., Sujii, E.R., Schmidt, JM. &
Harwood, J.D. (2016) Non-crop plant communities conserve spider
populations in chili pepper agroecosystems. Biological Control, 103,
69-77.

Amaral, D.S., Venzon, M. Duarte, M.V., Sousa, F.F., Pallini, A. &
Harwood, J.D. (2013) Non-crop vegetation associated with chili pep-
per agroecosystems promote the abundance and survival of aphid
predators. Biological Control, 64(3), 338-346.

Anderson, M.J, Crist, T.O., Chase, J.M, Vellend, M., Inouye, B.D.,
Freestone, A.L. et al. (2011) Navigating the multiple meanings of B
diversity: a roadmap for the practicing ecologist. Ecology Letters,
14(1), 19-28.

Bakker, L., van der Werf, W., Tittonell, P.A., Wyckhuys, K.A. & Bianchi, F.J.
(2020) Neonicotinoids in global agriculture: evidence for a new pesti-
cide treadmill? Ecology and Society, 25(3), 26.

Bommarco, R., Kleijn, D. & Potts, S.G. (2013) Ecological intensification:
harnessing ecosystem services for food security. Trends in Ecology &
Evolution, 28(4), 230-238.

Brooks, M.E., Kristensen, K., van Benthem, KJ., Magnusson, A,
Berg, C.W., Nielsen, A. et al. (2017) glnmTMB balances speed and
flexibility among packages for zero-inflated generalized linear mixed
modeling. The R Journal, 9(2), 378-400.

Brown, M.W.,, Schmitt, J.J. & Abraham, B.J. (2003) Seasonal and diurnal
dynamics of spiders (Araneae) in West Virginia orchards and the
effect of orchard management on spider communities. Environmental
Entomology, 32(4), 830-839.

Buchanan, A., Grieshop, M. & Szendrei, Z. (2018) Assessing annual and
perennial flowering plants for biological control in asparagus. Biologi-
cal Control, 127, 1-8.

Chandramohan, N. & Chelliah, S. (1990) Natural enemies of rice yellow
stemborer, Scirpophaga incertulas (W.) and its relationship with
weather elements. Journal of Biological Control, 4(2), 89-92.

Chaplin-Kramer, R., O'Rourke, M.E., Blitzer, E.J. & Kremen, C. (2011) A
meta-analysis of crop pest and natural enemy response to landscape
complexity. Ecology Letters, 14(9), 922-932.

Dainese, M., Martin, E.A., Aizen, M.A,, Albrecht, M., Bartomeus, I.,
Bommarco, R. et al. (2019) A global synthesis reveals biodiversity-
mediated benefits for crop production. Science Advances, 5(10),
eaax0121.

Dominik, C., Seppelt, R., Horgan, F.G., Settele, J. & Vaclavik, T. (2018)
Landscape composition, configuration, and trophic interactions
shape arthropod communities in rice agroecosystems. Journal of
Applied Ecology, 55(5), 2461-2472.

FAOQ. (2021) World food and agriculture—statistical yearbook 2021. Rome:
Food & Agriculture Org.

Frizzo, T.L., Souza, L.M., Suijii, E.R. & Togni, P.H. (2020) Ants provide bio-
logical control on tropical organic farms influenced by local and land-
scape factors. Biological Control, 151, 104378.

Garibaldi, L.A., Pérez-Méndez, N., Garratt, M.P., Gemmill-Herren, B.,
Miguez, F.E. & Dicks, L.V. (2019) Policies for ecological intensifica-
tion of crop production. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 34(4),
282-286.

Garratt, M.P.D., Bommarco, R., Kleijn, D., Martin, E., Mortimer, S.R,,
Redlich, S. et al. (2018) Enhancing soil organic matter as a route to
the ecological intensification of European arable systems. Ecosys-
tems, 21, 1404-1415.

Entomological
tomological
@ Socary

WILLCOX ET AL.

Garratt, M.P.D., Wright, D.J. & Leather, S.R. (2011) The effects of farming
system and fertilisers on pests and natural enemies: a synthesis of
current research. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 141(3-4),
261-270.

Government of Puducherry. (2020) Season and crop report 2019-20.
https://statistics.py.gov.in/sites/default/files/
seasonandcropreport201920.pdf

Gupta, N., Pradhan, S., Jain, A. & Patel, N. (2021) Sustainable agriculture in
India 2021: what we know and how to scale up. New Delhi: Council on
Energy, Environment and Water.

Gurr, G.M,, Heong, K.L., Cheng, J.A., & Catindig, J. (2012) Ecological engi-
neering strategies to manage insect pests in rice. In: Gurr, G.M,,
Wratten, S.D. & Snyder, W. (Eds), Biodiversity and Pests: Key Issues for
Sustainable Management. Wiley Blackwell, Oxford, pp. 214-229.

Gurr, G.M,, Lu, Z., Zheng, X., Xu, H., Zhu, P., Chen, G. et al. (2016) Multi-
country evidence that crop diversification promotes ecological inten-
sification of agriculture. Nature Plants, 2(3), 1-4.

Harterreiten-Souza, E.S., Togni, P.H., Capellari, R.S., Bickel, D., Pujol-
Luz, J.R. & Sujii, E.R. (2021) Spatiotemporal dynamics of active flying
Diptera predators among different farmland habitats. Agricultural and
Forest Entomology, 23(3), 334-341.

Hartig, F. (2022) DHARMa: residual diagnostics for hierarchical (multi-level
/ mixed) regression models. R package version 0.4.6. https://CRAN.
R—project.org/package=DHARMa

Hikim, 1.S. (1988) Seasonal parasitism by egg parasites of the yellow rice
borer, Scirpophaga incertulas [Lepidoptera: Pyralidae]. Entomophaga,
33, 115-124.

Holzschuh, A., Steffan-Dewenter, |. & Tscharntke, T. (2010) How do land-
scape composition and configuration, organic farming and fallow
strips affect the diversity of bees, wasps and their parasitoids? Jour-
nal of Animal Ecology, 79(2), 491-500.

Horgan, F.G., Ramal, AF., Bernal, C.C., Villegas, J.M., Stuart, AM. &
Almazan, M.L. (2016) Applying ecological engineering for sustainable
and resilient rice production systems. Procedia Food Science, 6, 7-15.

Horgan, F.G., Ramal, AF., Villegas, J.M., Jamoralin, A, Bernal, C.C,
Perez, M.O. et al. (2017) Effects of bund crops and insecticide treat-
ments on arthropod diversity and herbivore regulation in tropical rice
fields. Journal of Applied Entomology, 141(8), 587-599.

Huang, J., Zhou, K., Zhang, W., Deng, X., van der Werf, W,, Lu, Y. et al.
(2018) Uncovering the economic value of natural enemies and true
costs of chemical insecticides to cotton farmers in China. Environ-
mental Research Letters, 13(6), 064027.

IMD (Indian Meteorological Department). (2020) Observed rainfall trend
over states. IMD Pune. https://imdpune.gov.in/hydrology/rainfall%
20variability%20page/rainfall%20trend.html

IPBES. (2019) In: Brondizio, E.S., Settele, J., Diaz, S. & Ngo, H.T. (Eds.)
Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the
intergovernmental science-policy platform on biodiversity and ecosystem
services. Bonn, Germany: IPBES secretariat, p. 1148.

Martin, E.A., Dainese, M., Clough, Y., Baldi, A.,, Bommarco, R., Gagic, V.,
Garratt, M.P., Holzschuh, A., Kleijn, D., Kovacs-Hostyanszki, A. &
Marini, L. (2019). The interplay of landscape composition and config-
uration: new pathways to manage functional biodiversity and agroe-
cosystem services across Europe. Ecology letters, 22(7), 1083-1094.

Masson—Delmotte, V., Portner, H.O., Skea, J., Zhai, P., Roberts, D., Shukla,
P.R. & Buendia, E.C. (2019) Climate change and land: an IPCC special
report on climate change, desertification, land degradation, sustainable
land management, food security, and greenhouse gas fluxes in terrestrial
ecosystems. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Geneva.

IRRI (International Rice Research Institute). (2018) Beneficial organisms
that attack insect pests. Available from: www.knowledgebank.irri.
org/beneficial-organisms-that-attack-insect-pests [Accessed 12th
August 2022].

Kansiime, M.K,, Girling, R.D., Mugambi, l., Mulema, J., Oduor, G,
Chacha, D. et al. (2021) Rural livelihood diversity and its influence on

85U8017 SUOWWOD BA K80 3(deot|dde 8y} Aq peusenob are Sspoiie YO ‘@SN Jo S8 1o} A%eiq 1T 8UIIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWBYW0D" A3 1M Afe.q 1 Bu1|UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWiB | 84} 88S *[1202/20/92] Uo Areiqiaulluo AB|IM ‘8 L AQ STIZT @4e/TTTT OT/I0P/W00" A3 | 1M AReiq 1 BUI|UO'S EUIN0S1//:SdNY WO papeojumod ‘0 ‘E9S6TIYT


https://statistics.py.gov.in/sites/default/files/seasonandcropreport201920.pdf
https://statistics.py.gov.in/sites/default/files/seasonandcropreport201920.pdf
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=DHARMa
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=DHARMa
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=DHARMa
https://imdpune.gov.in/hydrology/rainfall%20variability%20page/rainfall%20trend.html
https://imdpune.gov.in/hydrology/rainfall%20variability%20page/rainfall%20trend.html
http://www.knowledgebank.irri.org/beneficial-organisms-that-attack-insect-pests
http://www.knowledgebank.irri.org/beneficial-organisms-that-attack-insect-pests

FLORAL BORDER CROPS CAN BENEFIT SMALLHOLDERS

Agricultural and Forest
Entomology

the ecological intensification potential of smallholder farms in Kenya.
Food and Energy Security, 10(1), e254.

Karp, D.S., Chaplin-Kramer, R., Meehan, T.D., Martin, E.A., DeClerck, F.,
Grab, H. et al. (2018) Crop pests and predators exhibit inconsistent
responses to surrounding landscape composition. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 115(33), E7863-E7870.

Klaus, F., Bass, J., Marholt, L., Miiller, B., Klatt, B. & Kormann, U. (2015)
Hedgerows have a barrier effect and channel pollinator movement in
the agricultural landscape. Journal of Landscape Ecology, 8(1), 22-31.

Kleijn, D., Bommarco, R., Fijen, T.P., Garibaldi, L.A., Potts, S.G. & Van Der
Putten, W.H. (2019) Ecological intensification: bridging the gap
between science and practice. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 34(2),
154-166.

Klein, A.M., Steffan-Dewenter, I. & Tscharntke, T. (2002) Predator-prey
ratios on cocoa along a land-use gradient in Indonesia. Biodiversity
and Conservation, 11(4), 683-693.

Kiihn, I. & Dormann, C.F. (2012) Less than eight (and a half) misconcep-
tions of spatial analysis. Journal of Biogeography, 39, 995-998.

Langellotto, G.A. & Denno, R.F. (2004) Responses of invertebrate natural
enemies to complex-structured habitats: a meta-analytical synthesis.
Oecologia, 139(1), 1-10.

Lavandero, B., Wratten, S.D., Didham, R.K. & Gurr, G. (2006) Increasing
floral diversity for selective enhancement of biological control
agents: a double-edged sward? Basic and Applied Ecology, 7(3),
236-243.

Legendre, P. & Anderson, M.J. (1999) Distance-based redundancy analysis:
testing multispecies responses in multifactorial ecological experi-
ments. Ecological Monographs, 69(1), 1-24.

Lenth, R. (2019) Emmeans: estimated marginal means, aka least-squares
means. R Package Version 1.4.2. https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=emmeans

Lu, Z., Zhu, P., Gurr, G. M., Zheng, X., Chen, G., & Heong, K. L. (2015). Rice
pest management by ecological engineering: a pioneering attempt in
China. Rice planthoppers: ecology, management, socio economics and
policy, 161-178.

Mateos-Fierro, Z., Fountain, M.T., Garratt, M.P., Ashbrook, K. &
Westbury, D.B. (2021) Active management of wildflower strips in
commercial sweet cherry orchards enhances natural enemies and
pest regulation services. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 317,
107485.

Myrick, S., Norton, G.W., Selvaraj, K.N., Natarajan, K. & Muniappan, R.
(2014) Economic impact of classical biological control of papaya
mealybug in India. Crop Protection, 56, 82-86.

Nishida, T. & Torii, T. (1970) A handbook of field methods for research on rice
stem-borers and their natural enemies. London, UK: Blackwell
Scientific.

Oksanen, J., Simpson, G.L., Blanchet, F.G., Kindt, R., Legendre, P.,
Minchin, P.R. et al. (2022) Vegan: community ecology package. R
Package Version 2.6-4. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=vegan

Ooi, P.A.C. & Shepard, B.M. (1994) Predators and Parasitoids of Rice
Insect Pests. In: Heinrichs, E.A. (Ed), Biology and Management of Rice
Insects. Wiley Eastern Ltd, India, pp. 585-612.

Ostman, O., Ekbom, B. & Bengtsson, J. (2003) Yield increase attributable
to aphid predation by ground-living polyphagous natural enemies in
spring barley in Sweden. Ecological Economics, 45(1), 149-158.

Penalver-Cruz, A., Alvarez-Baca, J.K., Alfaro-Tapia, A., Gontijo, L. &
Lavandero, B. (2019) Manipulation of agricultural habitats to improve
conservation biological control in South America. Neotropical Ento-
mology, 48(6), 875-898.

Pollier, A., Tricault, Y., Plantegenest, M. & Bischoff, A. (2019) Sowing of
margin strips rich in floral resources improves herbivore control in
adjacent crop fields. Agricultural and Forest Entomology, 21(1),
119-129.

- I

Praharaj, C., Ali, M., Kumar, N., Dutta, A., Singh, U. & Singh, R. (2021)
Pulses for crop intensification and sustainable livelihood. Indian Jour-
nal of Agronomy, 66, S60-S72.

R Core Team. (2019) R: a language and environment for statistical comput-
ing. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://
www.R-project.org/

Raymond, L., Ortiz-Martinez, S.A. & Lavandero, B. (2015) Temporal vari-
ability of aphid biological control in contrasting landscape contexts.
Biological Control, 90, 148-156.

Rosas-Ramos, N., Banos-Picon, L., Tormos, J. & Asis, J.D. (2020) Natural
enemies and pollinators in traditional cherry orchards: functionally
important taxa respond differently to farming system. Agriculture,
Ecosystems & Environment, 295, 106920.

Rusere, F., Crespo, O., Mkuhlani, S. & Dicks, L\V. (2019) Developing
pathways to improve smallholder agricultural productivity through
ecological intensification technologies in semi-arid Limpopo,
South Africa. African Journal of Science, Technology, Innovation and
Development, 11(5), 543-553.

Scheper, J., Holzschuh, A., Kuussaari, M., Potts, S.G., Rundlof, M.,
Smith, H.G. et al. (2013) Environmental factors driving the effective-
ness of European agri-environmental measures in mitigating pollina-
tor loss-a meta-analysis. Ecology Letters, 16(7), 912-920.

Shackelford, G., Steward, P.R., Benton, T.G., Kunin, W.E., Potts, S.G.,
Biesmeijer, J.C. et al. (2013) Comparison of pollinators and natural
enemies: a meta-analysis of landscape and local effects on abun-
dance and richness in crops. Biological Reviews, 88(4), 1002-1021.

Steward, P.R., Shackelford, G. Carvalheiro, L.G., Benton, T.G.,,
Garibaldi, L.A. & Sait, S.M. (2014) Pollination and biological control
research: are we neglecting two billion smallholders. Agriculture &
Food Security, 3(1), 1-13.

Sunderland, K. & Samu, F. (2000) Effects of agricultural diversification on
the abundance, distribution, and pest control potential of spiders: a
review. Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata, 95(1), 1-13.

Thies, C. & Tscharntke, T. (1999) Landscape structure and biological con-
trol in agroecosystems. Science, 285(5429), 893-895.

Tscharntke, T., Klein, A.M., Kruess, A., Steffan-Dewenter, |. & Thies, C.
(2005) Landscape perspectives on agricultural intensification and
biodiversity-ecosystem service management. Ecology Letters, 8(8),
857-874.

Tschumi, M., Albrecht, M., Collatz, J., Dubsky, V., Entling, M.H., Najar-
Rodriguez, A.J. et al. (2016) Tailored flower strips promote natural
enemy biodiversity and pest control in potato crops. Journal of
Applied Ecology, 53(4), 1169-1176.

Tschumi, M., Albrecht, M., Entling, M.H. & Jacot, K. (2015) High effective-
ness of tailored flower strips in reducing pests and crop plant dam-
age. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 282(1814),
20151369.

Venzon, M., Amaral, D.S.S.L., Togni, P.H.B., & Chiguachi, J.AM. (2019)
Interactions of Natural Enemies with Non-cultivated Plants. In:
Souza, B., Vazquez, L. & Marucci, R. (Eds), Natural Enemies of Insect
Pests in Neotropical Agroecosystems. Springer, Cham.

Westphal, C., Vidal, S., Horgan, F.G., Gurr, G.M., Escalada, M., van
Chien, H. et al. (2015) Promoting multiple ecosystem services with
flower strips and participatory approaches in rice production land-
scapes. Basic and Applied Ecology, 16(8), 681-689.

Wickham, H. (2016) ggplot2: elegant graphics for data analysis. New York:
Springer-Verlag.

Wilson, M.R. & Claridge, M.F. (1991) Handbook for the identification of leaf-
hoppers and planthoppers of rice. Wallingford, UK: CAB International.

Zhu, P., Lu, Z,, Heong, K., Chen, G., Zheng, X., Xu, H. et al. (2014) Selection
of nectar plants for use in ecological engineering to promote biologi-
cal control of rice pests by the predatory bug, Cyrtorhinus lividipennis,
(Heteroptera: Miridae). PLoS One, 9(9), e108669.

85U8017 SUOWWOD BA K80 3(deot|dde 8y} Aq peusenob are Sspoiie YO ‘@SN Jo S8 1o} A%eiq 1T 8UIIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWBYW0D" A3 1M Afe.q 1 Bu1|UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWiB | 84} 88S *[1202/20/92] Uo Areiqiaulluo AB|IM ‘8 L AQ STIZT @4e/TTTT OT/I0P/W00" A3 | 1M AReiq 1 BUI|UO'S EUIN0S1//:SdNY WO papeojumod ‘0 ‘E9S6TIYT


https://cran.r-project.org/package=emmeans
https://cran.r-project.org/package=emmeans
https://cran.r-project.org/package=vegan
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/

12 Agricultural and Forest
Entomology

Zuur, AF., leno, E.N., Walker, N.J., Saveliev, A A. & Smith, G.M. (2009)
Mixed effects models and extensions in ecology with R, Vol. 574. New
York: Springer.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Support-

ing Information section at the end of this article.

Table 1. Study site characteristics and experimental set up across
twelve rice fields in Puducherry, India.

Table 2. Natural enemy species observed in rice fields across Pudu-
cherry. Information provided by the International Rice Research Insti-
tute (IRRI, 2018) on stem borers and their natural enemies was used
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to determine if surveyed species were included in our natural

enemy list.
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