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Significance

Increasing landscape 
heterogeneity through crop 
diversity and amount of 
seminatural habitats have both 
been suggested to improve 
natural pest control in arable 
fields. However, despite decades 
of research, very little is known 
about the respective 
contributions of the various 
components of landscape 
heterogeneity in reducing weed 
and insect pest infestations in 
arable fields. We show that 
among landscape features, 
grasslands rather than woody 
elements, and long- term 
grasslands rather than 
temporary grasslands (hay), 
increased the top–down control 
of insect pests, especially in crops 
where pest infestation was high. 
Conversely, weed control was 
best explained by crop diversity 
at the landscape scale. Our 
findings suggest that public 
policies should target landscape 
mosaics harboring long- term 
grasslands and crop 
diversification.
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Increasing landscape heterogeneity has been suggested to be an important strategy 
to strengthen natural pest control in crops, especially through enhancing the amount 
of seminatural habitats. Increasing crop diversity is also a promising strategy to com-
plement or replace seminatural habitat when seminatural habitat is scarce. However, 
their relative or possibly interactive effects on pest and weed infestation remain poorly 
investigated, and the role of different types of seminatural habitats has been under-
studied. Using an extensive sampling effort in 974 arable fields across 7 y, we evaluated 
the separate and interactive effects of crop diversity (seven arable crop types) and the 
amount of four types of seminatural habitats (meadows, hay, forests, and hedgerows) 
in the landscape on pest and weed control. Meadows and crop diversity, respectively, 
supported insect pest and weed control services in agricultural landscapes through a 
complementarity effect. Crop diversity increased weed seed predation rate (by 16%) 
and reduced weed infestation (by 6%), whereas long- term grasslands (to a much higher 
degree than hay or woody habitats) increased insect pest predation rates (by 23%) and 
reduced pest infestation (by 19%) in most arable crops. Our results demonstrate that 
diversification of the agricultural landscape requires long- term grasslands as well as 
improved crop diversity to ensure the delivery of efficient pest and weed control services.

natural enemies | sentinel cards | landscape heterogeneity | hay | seminatural habitat

Crop pests and weeds are considered to be a major threat for food security. Overall, they 
reduce crop yield by an estimated 20 to 30% (1, 2), which has led to ever- increasing 
pesticide use (3), with its associated negative impacts on biodiversity and human health 
(4, 5). Pest damage is predicted to increase with climate change while pest resistance to 
insecticides is of increasingly serious concern (4). Collectively, the negative externalities 
of pesticide use and the expected effects of climate warming threaten the sustainability of 
modern food production systems and necessitate other pest management strategies in 
agricultural landscapes (6). A promising alternative to pesticide use is to harness natural 
pest control services delivered by enemies of pests and weeds (7–9). The abundance of 
natural enemies, however, depends on critical resources provided by seminatural habitats, 
such as grasslands or woody habitats (10–12), but rarely considered by farmers (13). 
Recently, crop diversification has been suggested as a possible surrogate for seminatural 
habitats (14), as it enhances biodiversity (15) and ecosystem services (14, 16). Increasing 
crop diversity, rather than converting arable land to seminatural habitats, may be highly 
appealing to reconcile biodiversity conservation and commodity production because it 
would avoid competition with food production (17).

However, crop diversity has been seldom compared to seminatural habitat in its ability 
to provide natural pest control services (13, 18). These two management strategies are 
nonexclusive and rely on different ecological processes. For instance, promoting the pres-
ence of seminatural habitats at the landscape scale may increase top–down control by 
natural enemies (8, 9) since heterogeneous landscapes with seminatural habitats benefit 
natural enemies (7, 8, 19). In contrast, increasing crop diversity may limit pest abundance 
(20), with higher pest abundance being found in landscapes with low crop diversity in 
space and time because of higher resource concentration for pests (20, 21). To date, most 
studies have focused on the role of seminatural habitats on natural enemies or pests (9), 
whereas the impact of crop diversity on natural enemies and pest abundances has remained 
less studied (but see ref. 20). Moreover, how seminatural habitats and crop diversity may 
interact synergistically or antagonistically remains largely unclear (22), thus limiting our 
ability to design management strategies leading to effective pest control.

Ultimately, among seminatural habitats, grasslands are expected to provide stronger 
pest control compared with other types of seminatural habitats, such as woody habitats, 
because they shelter greater abundance of natural enemies (10). However, grassland is a 
generic term and several types of grasslands can actually be implemented by farmers: D
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meadows, or long- term grasslands, which are intended to remain 
in place for many years and harbor high plant richness; temporary 
grasslands, hay or fodder (lasting usually up to 4 y), such as alfalfa 
(Medicago sativa); and short- lived (<1 y) artificial grasslands such 
as ryegrass (Lolium spp.), which are rather similar to annual crops 
(23). Each grassland type differs in its ecological properties and is 
likely to deliver different levels of natural pest control (23). 
Grassland types also differ in their management as well as in their 
agricultural benefits, and therefore are differentially attractive to 
farmers. Indeed, temporary grasslands such as hay, which are man-
aged as crops (inputs such as fertilizers and pesticides are used in 
alfalfa), are generally preferred by farmers to long- term grasslands 
or meadows (24, 25). Despite these major differences, the effect 
of grasslands on pest control is generally examined by aggregating 
all grassland types (19, 26, 27), assuming that hay support natural 
pest control in a similar manner as long- term grasslands (i.e., 
acting as reservoirs). However, if hays are more similar to crops, 
they may improve pest control through increasing crop diversity 
and reduce resources concentration for pests rather than acting as 
a source for natural enemies as seminatural habitats. Such infor-
mation is crucial to guide effective policies aiming to reduce the 
environmental footprint of agriculture.

Using 974 farmers’ fields in an intensive arable landscape sur-
veyed over 7 y (2013 to 2019), we conducted an in- depth analysis 
of pathways through which landscape heterogeneity (estimated at 
increasing spatial scales, from 500 to 2,000 m) affects natural 
control of pests and weeds, contrasting the effects of crop diversity 
and the area of seminatural habitats. As landscape effects may vary 
according to prey type (28), we used four types of sentinel prey 
to quantify predation rates, i.e., adult insects on the ground or in 
the crop canopy, weed seeds, and insect eggs. The intra- annual 
dynamic of pests and natural enemies was captured by quantifying 
pest presence and pest predation rates in two winter (cereal and 
oilseed rape) and two spring (maize and sunflower) planted crops. 
Pest presence and pest predation were also quantified in meadows 
and hay. First, we explored the separate and interactive effects of 
crop diversity, the amount of grasslands (combining hay and 
meadows) as well as the amount of woody habitats on predation 
rates. We predicted that seminatural habitats would be more ben-
eficial to pest predation than crop diversity, given that the former 
support a greater abundance of natural enemies. We also tested 
whether crop diversity would increase pest predation in landscapes 
harboring a high amount of seminatural habitats through a syn-
ergistic effect (15). Among seminatural habitats, we hypothesized 
that grassland- rich landscapes would enhance weed and pest con-
trol services in crops more efficiently than woody- rich landscapes 
because of the stronger habitat similarity for natural enemies. 
Next, we focused on the specific role of hay (short- term grasslands) 
to determine whether they behave more like meadows or (annual) 
crops, by including them in either category and recalculating all 
landscape metrics (i.e., crop diversity or grassland amount). We 
expected meadows to exert stronger effects than hay on natural 
weed and pest control (26, 27). Finally, we investigated how var-
iation in predation rates (surrogate of natural control) cascades to 
within- field weed and pest abundances, hence their regulation.

Results

Predation Rates and Pest/Weed Abundance According to Crop. 
Predation rates of the four pests differed significantly between the 
six land- use cover types (Fig. 1 A, C, E, G). For ground- level pests, 
predation rates were highest in meadows (Fig. 1A; F5,957 = 21.73, 
P < 0.001), whereas for weed seeds, predation rates were higher in 
arable crops, especially cereals (Fig. 1C; F5,665 = 9.13, P < 0.001).  

No differences were detected for egg predation (Fig. 1G; F1,163 = 3.69, 
P = 0.06) and for canopy- level pest predation rates (Fig. 1E; F1,165 = 
0.32, P = 0.57). A different pattern emerged when considering pest 
abundance, with the highest values observed in oilseed rape, followed 
by meadows and hay, and finally cereals, regardless of the insect pest 
type (all P < 0.001; Fig. 1 B, D, F). Meadows showed the third- 
highest pest abundances and the highest predation rates of ground 
pests, whereas oilseed rape showed the highest abundances of ground 
pests but the lowest pest predation rate and second- highest level for 
weed seed abundance and seed predation rate (Fig. 1).

Stronger Effect of Grasslands than Woody Habitats or Crop 
Diversity on Pest Predation Rates. The spatial extent at which 
landscape features affected predation rates varied among preys. 
It was smaller for canopy- level insect pests (buffer radius of 750 
m), than for ground- level insect pests (1,250 m), weed seeds 
(1,500 m), and pest eggs (2,000 m). The amount of grasslands 
(considering both permanent meadows and temporary hay) 
significantly enhanced predation rates of ground- level pests in 
all arable crops (Fig. 2A, see SI Appendix, Table S2 for associated 
statistic), as well as of pest eggs in oilseed rape (Fig.  2J and 
SI Appendix, Table S2). In the former, predation rates improved 
by 23% [average amount over year, 95% CI (17 to 28%)] when 
grasslands amount increased from 0 to 40% within a given year 
(Fig. 2A). No effects of grasslands were observed on weed seed 
predation rates in cereal, maize, and sunflower but a significant 
negative effect was observed in oilseed rape (Fig. 2D). The amount 
of woody habitats never increased pest or weed predation rates 
(Fig. 2, Central column), while crop diversity only improved seed 
predation rates, in cereal, maize, and sunflower, but not in oilseed 
rape (Fig.  2 F, Right column; see also SI Appendix, Table  S2). 
Overall, merging all crops and years, seed predation rates increased 
by 16% [(11 to 22%)] when crop diversity doubled. No significant 
interaction was observed between grassland and crop diversity on 
predation rate of any pest type (SI Appendix, Table S2). Therefore, 
for all pests except canopy pests, the amount of grasslands in the 
landscape improved predation rates (Fig. 2).

Stronger Effect of Meadows than Hay on Pest Predation Rates. 
Given that the amount of grasslands, among landscape variables, 
had the strongest effect on predation rates, we disentangled the 
relative effects of permanent meadows versus temporary hay.  
A first model restricted the grassland category to only meadows (hay 
being shifted to the crop category and included in crop diversity 
calculation), and was compared to the previous model in which the 
two types of grasslands were aggregated. For ground- level pests and 
pest eggs, slopes and significance of effects were identical between 
the two models, indicating that the previously detected effect of 
grasslands on these pest predation rates was mainly attributable to 
meadows (Fig. 3 A and G). No effects of meadows were observed 
for the predation rates of weed seeds (Fig. 3D) or canopy- level 
pests (SI Appendix, Fig. S4), which is again similar to what was 
found when considering all grasslands (SI Appendix, Table S2). In 
addition, we found that increasing age of meadows significantly 
improved predation rates of ground- level pests and pest eggs 
(Fig. 3 B and H), a pattern not found for hay (Fig. 3 C and I; see 
also SI Appendix, Table S3) nor for weed seeds (Fig. 3 E and F). 
Switching hay from the grassland to the crop category, so that 
hay contributed to the calculation of crop diversity, did not alter 
crop diversity effects (SI Appendix, Fig.  S4): All nonsignificant 
effects remained nonsignificant, and the significant effect of crop 
diversity in interaction with crop type on weed seed predation 
remained significant (SI Appendix, Fig. S4 and Table S3). As an 
alternative to the first model which considered only meadows in D
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the grassland category, we fitted a second model including only 
hay in the grassland category, i.e., meadows were removed from 
the model. The results indicated that the amount of hay in the 
landscape had no significant effect on predation rates of pests and 
weeds (Fig. 3A and SI Appendix, Table S3).

Similarly, the goodness- of- fit of models including only meadows 
as the amount of grassland in the landscape and hays in the crop 
diversity calculation were similar to those of models including all 
grasslands in the landscape variable (SI Appendix, Fig. S5; see Akaike 
information criterion (AIC)/R2 scores and variance analyses). By 
contrast, restricting grasslands to hay- only strongly decreased the 
goodness- of- fit except for predation rates of weed seeds, which 
showed a similar goodness- of- fit (SI Appendix, Fig. S5). Finally, the 
amount of variance explained in predation rates of ground- level 
pests, canopy- level pests, and pest eggs was mostly accounted for 
by the amount of meadows, whereas crop diversity explained most 
of the variance in predation rates of weed seeds (SI Appendix, 
Fig. S5).

Top–Down Effects of Predation Rates on Pest Abundance. 
Abundances of ground- level pests and weeds decreased with 
increasing predation rates in all crops resulting in respective 
decreases of 19.5% [(16.6 to 22.1%)] and 5.6% [(0.5 to 10.3%)] 
with an increase of 20% in predation rate within a given year 
(Fig. 4 A and B, see SI Appendix, Table S4 for associated statistics). 
This negative effect was not found for canopy- level pests (Fig. 4E). 
An interactive effect with crop identity was further found in the 
case of ground- level pests with a strong negative effect in oilseed 
rape (SI Appendix, Fig. S6C). These negative relationships between 

predation rates and abundances of ground- level pests and weeds 
suggest a clear top- down effect of natural enemies on these types 
of prey. Such top- down effect is mediated by grassland amount 
in the case of ground level (Fig. 2A), and by crop diversity for 
weed seeds (Fig.  2F), suggesting that these habitats support 
natural enemies, respectively, for insect pest and weeds. Increasing 
the amount of seminatural habitats or lowering crop diversity 
could have rather benefitted pests and weeds in crops through 
resource complementation across crop/noncrop habitats or 
through resource concentration effects. These hypotheses were 
actually not supported by our data, either for meadows (Fig. 4B), 
crop diversity (Fig.  4D and SI  Appendix, Fig.  S6), or woody 
habitats (SI Appendix, Fig. S6), none of which affected positively 
or negatively any of the insect pests or weeds. We even found 
that the amount of meadows decreased abundance of weeds in 
maize (SI Appendix, Fig. S6E) and canopy- level insects in oilseed 
rape (Fig. 4F). Finally, we ran statistical models with interactive 
effects between predation rate and either meadow amount or crop 
diversity, for each pest category. We found no significant effect of 
this interactive term in any of the models (Fig. 4 and SI Appendix, 
Fig. S7 and Table S4). Instead, we only found additive effects of 
predation rate and meadow amount for weeds in maize fields 
(Fig. 4H and SI Appendix, Fig. S6E and Table S4).

Discussion

Our study provides strong evidence that two facets of landscape 
heterogeneity are simultaneously needed to support both pest and 
weed control services in agricultural landscapes. On the one hand, 

Fig. 1. Effects of crop type on predation rate and pest abundance of ground- level pests (A and B), weeds (C and D), canopy- level pests (E and F), and pest eggs 
(G). Crop types are shown by different colors: dark green for meadows, light green for hay, brown for cereal, yellow for oilseed rape, orange for maize, and red 
for sunflower. Pest and weed abundances are log(x+abs(min)+1) transformed. Letters represent a significant difference between crops for predation rates or 
pest abundances.
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long- term grasslands support the bulk of insect pest control services, 
while on the other hand, crop diversity increases weed seed control. 
Importantly, meadows, especially older permanent grasslands, rather 
than hay or woody habitats, increase natural pest control services 
and limit pest abundance, making them major habitats.

Recently, a global synthesis recently pinpointed inconsistencies 
in the effects of seminatural habitats on pest control (9), suggesting 
that other aspects of landscape heterogeneity were probably 
involved. The present results reveal that habitat types, and there-
fore their quality, have unforeseen impacts on the magnitude and 
direction of landscape- scale effects on pest control. Beneficial 
effects of meadows can be attributed to the fact that they are largely 
undisturbed habitats, without soil tillage or pesticide applications, 
providing more stable environments than arable crops or hay for 
natural enemy communities (23, 26). The increased magnitude 
of such beneficial effects with age of meadows further supports 
such interpretation. The temporal stability of meadows combined 

with high plant diversity has documented beneficial effects on 
multitrophic biodiversity (26, 29–31). Our results demonstrate 
that these beneficial effects trickle down to ecosystem services in 
surrounding crops suggesting that meadows behaved as sources 
of natural enemies that probably spillover into adjacent crop fields, 
ensuring pest control services. While we did not examine natural 
enemy communities sheltered in meadows, several studies demon-
strate that natural enemies, such as spiders, lacewings, or syrphids, 
do spillover from seminatural habitats to crops and are involved 
in top- down control of pests (31–34).

The beneficial effects of meadows on pest control may also derive 
from direct bottom- up effects on pest populations as observed here 
for canopy insect pest in oilseed rape (12). Maintaining such hab-
itats in an agricultural landscape might contribute to limit pest 
populations by diluting resources for pests independently of the 
control delivered by natural enemies (20, 35). Moreover, despite 
positive effects of meadows on predation rates of various pests, 

Fig. 2. Effects of grasslands, woody habitats, and crop diversity on the predation rates of ground- level pests (A–C), weed seeds (D–F), canopy- level pests (G–I), 
and pest eggs (J–L). Landscape features were calculated at 750 m buffer for canopy- level insect pest, 1,250 m for ground- level insect, 1,500 m for weed seed, and 
2,000 m for pest egg. Grassland includes both meadows and hay. Crop diversity was estimated by the Shannon index computed on seven crop types. Color lines 
represent the relationship between predation rate and landscape variables per crop type (brown for cereal, yellow for oilseed rape, orange for maize, and red for 
sunflower). Solid lines show significant relationships, and nonsignificant relationships are dashed (see Materials and Methods for the model that was ran and the 
procedure used to account for multiple testing). When no significant effect of landscape feature is detected whatever the crop type, relationship over the four crop 
types is aggregated and represented by a dashed black line. Shades represent 95% CI of predicted values. Woody habitats are log(x+abs(min)+1) transformed.
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higher predation rates did not always lead to lower pest abundances 
in the fields (e.g., in maize, SI Appendix, Fig. S6). In such cases, 
other processes, such as intraguild predation between predators or 
higher benefit of meadows on pest populations than on natural 
enemies, might have affected the beneficial effects of meadows 
among natural enemies (36, 37).

While several studies recently claimed that crop diversity can 
compensate for, or even magnify, the effects of seminatural habitats 
on biodiversity and associated functions (15, 22, 38), the present 
results do not support this suggestion, despite extremely high 
sampling effort across multiple crops and years. Rather, seminat-
ural habitats and crop diversity appear as complementary aspects 
of landscape heterogeneity that are both needed to limit insect 
pests and weeds in agricultural landscapes. We also observed that 
the beneficial effects of crop diversity on weed control were medi-
ated by a strong top- down control of weed seeds by their natural 
enemies (38, 39). Suitable candidates for weed seed control in 
arable crops are carabid beetles (38), which feed on many weed 

seed species (40), are known to contribute to seed bank regulation 
(41) and respond positively to crop heterogeneity (42, 43). 
Although we cannot rule out that crop rotation (44) may have 
contributed to the crop diversity effect detected in our analyses, 
we are confident that weed seed control delivered by natural ene-
mies contributed to the observed pattern given the correlation 
found between seed predation rate and weed abundance in this 
study as in others studies (41, 45). Overall, our results suggest that 
the amount of long- term grasslands and crop diversity affect two 
distinct trophic networks, respectively, those of insect pests and 
of weeds, and consequently, that pest and weed control services 
are mediated by different taxa. Spiders that are sheltered in mead-
ows are one of the main groups of natural enemies of insect pests 
(29), while carabids known to regulate weeds found in arable land 
used a wide range of crops and are less dependent on seminatural 
habitats for their life cycle (42).

However, four limitations of our study warrant further analyses. 
First, the range of variation of crop diversity, which ranged from 

Fig. 3. Effects of grassland (left column), age of meadows (median column), and age of hay (right column) on predation rate of (A–C) ground- level pests, (D–F) 
weed seeds, and (G–I) pest eggs. On the left column, the model predictions are shown for either all grasslands (medium green), or only meadows (dark green) 
with hay being shifted to the crop category, or only hay (blue green) with meadows being excluded from the model (Materials and Methods). For the median 
and right column, grasslands are split into meadow and hay, with color intensified with age (color according to meadow/hay age from blue green for the 
most recent meadow to dark blue for the oldest meadow and light brown for the most recent hay to dark grown for oldest hay). The model includes either all 
meadows/hay (1 y or more), meadows/hay aged 2 y or more, meadows/hay aged of 5 y or more, or meadows aged of 10 y or more (there was no hay of 10 y 
or more). Lines represent the relationships as predicted by linear models over all crop types. Solid lines represent significant relationship, and nonsignificant 
relationships are dashed.
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three to seven crops (in the 1 km buffer, which is consistent with 
the range of variation found in European farms) in the present study 
might have limited our ability to detect crop diversity effects that 
may emerge at higher levels of crop diversification as observed in 
southern European countries (46). Second, crop diversity was cal-
culated considering crop taxonomy while a better characterization 
of crop diversity based on phylogenetic distances or crop traits (e.g., 
sowing date, plant height, or nitrogen amount: see ref. 44) may help 
to understand more thoroughly the effect of crop diversity on pest 
and weed control services. Third, while we dedicated a major effort 
in analyzing landscape- scale compositional effects on pest control 
services, we did not consider interactions with local field manage-
ment practices (e.g., soil tillage, pesticide use) that can act as local 
filters potentially modulating landscape scale effects (47, 48). 
Finally, our study mainly focused on the effects of landscape com-
position, ignoring those of landscape configuration such as field 
size, which are notably larger in other parts of the world (49), or 
edge density (15). We may assume a higher magnitude of natural 
pest control in landscape with high edge density because of greater 
connectivity between the elements of the landscape mosaic (50). 
This may lead to a higher effect of meadows and crop diversity, and 
further studies should account for this potential effect.

Implication for Farmland Landscape Management. The present 
study shows that combining old long- term grasslands meadows 
and crop diversity increases both insect pest and weed control in an 

agricultural landscape. Importantly, our results demonstrate that 
replacing long- term meadows by short- term meadows (such as 
hay, in our study) is not a viable option from an ecosystem- services 
perspective, because hay does not contribute to pest control services 
comparably to meadows. These findings are critically important 
in regard to agricultural policies of most industrialized countries 
(e.g., past and future European common agricultural policy) 
which has invariably advised farmers to increase crop diversity at 
the expense of long- term grasslands which are weakly protected 
(24) and globally highly degraded (25). In addition to pest control, 
meadows have other benefits as they support many ecosystem 
services such as biodiversity conservation, crop pollination, 
or carbon sequestration, underlying strong synergies between 
grassland conservation and sustainability of food production 
systems (51). Socioeconomical assessment of such nature- based 
solutions benefitting farmers and society is now urgently needed 
if we are to design multifunctional agricultural landscapes that 
better reconcile food production with biodiversity conservation.

Materials and Methods

Study Area and Field Selection. The study was conducted between 2013 and 
2019 in the Long Term Social- Ecological Research site “Zone Atelier Plaine & Val 
de Sèvre” (ZAPVS), an agricultural landscape located in central western France 
(52), in the Nouvelle Aquitaine Region (46.23°N, 0.41°W). The ZAPVS area is 
435 km2 and includes c. 450 farms. Meadows and hay fields (alfalfa and clover 

Fig. 4. Effects of predation rate (left column) or amount of meadow in buffer or crop diversity (second left column) on ground- level pest (A and B), weeds (C and D),  
and canopy- level pest (E and F) abundances. The two right columns show the model results with simple and interactive effects (predation rate and amount 
of meadows) for cereal and maize crop for ground- level pest (G and H) and weeds (I and J) or for cereal and oilseed rape for canopy- level pest (K and L). See 
model specifications in Materials and Methods. Black lines represent the relationship over the four crop types aggregated; color lines represent the relationship 
between predation rate and landscape variables per crop type (brown for cereal, yellow for oilseed rape, orange for maize, and red for sunflower) when crop 
type significantly interacts with % Meadows. Solid lines show significant relationships, and nonsignificant relationships are dashed. For presenting the results 
of the interactive model, heat maps were used, with color range (from blue to red) accounting for low to high abundance. The color range is specific to each 
model. All abundances are log(x+abs(min)+1) transformed.
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crops) represent, respectively, 7.1% and 2.2% of the ZAPVS, whereas cereals, 
mainly winter wheat, are the dominant crop (37.1% cover). The other main crops 
comprise oilseed rape (7.1%), sunflower (7.4%), and maize (8.9%). Forests cover 
about 13.7% of the ZAPVS. The remaining area is composed of other crops, such 
as pea, linseed, or ryegrass, and urbanized surfaces.

Surveys were conducted in farmers’ fields. Each year, we randomly selected 
40 to 60 squares of 1 km² area in the ZAPVS distributed along three gradients of 
landscape features: woody habitats (hedges and forest fragments), grasslands 
(meadow and hay), and crop diversity estimated with the Shannon diversity index 
(52). We used a moving window to select the squares (53) and create statistically 
independent gradients. Within each square, we selected one field of cereal, oil-
seed rape, maize or sunflower, and alfalfa or meadow when they were present 
(resulting in three to four fields per window). A total of 974 fields were selected, 
comprising 164, 234, 138, 144, 102, 111, and 81 from 2013 to 2019, respec-
tively. See SI Appendix, Fig. S8 for partitioning of the crop fields in 2015 and the 
associated sampling method described below. All selected fields were conducted 
under conventional farming practices management. Field size varied from 0.17 
to 35.18 ha (mean: 5.74 ha).

Estimation of Predation Rates of Pests and Weeds. We used sentinel cards 
to estimate predation rates of different prey types by their natural enemies (54). 
We used three pest types as prey: aphids (Acyrthosiphon pisum 55), weed seeds  
(Viola arvensis 56), and lepidopteran eggs (Ephestia kuehniella 28). Sentinel 
cards were positioned either on the ground or in the crop canopy to differentiate 
between predation rates of ground- dwelling and canopy- dwelling insects. We 
estimated ground- level predation rates in 963 fields (all crops surveyed) from 
2013 to 2019 and canopy- level predation in 165 fields from 2014 to 2018 [only 
in oilseed rape and cereal as a significant part of pest control services in those 
crops are assumed to take place in the canopy (57, 58)] We estimated weed seed 
predation rates from 2014 to 2019 in 671 fields (all crops surveyed) and egg 
sentinel cards were used to insect egg predation rates from 2014 to 2018 in 167 
fields (only in oilseed rape and cereal). Details on the distribution of fields per 
crop and prey types are given in SI Appendix, Table S5. On each card, three aphids 
(A. pisum) or ten weed seeds (V. arvensis) were glued (organic glue Aero’Colle, 
Cléopâtre) on the rough side of 5 cm × 6 cm sandpaper cards (28, 54). Aphid 
cards were deployed in the field for 24 h while seeds cards were collected after 4 d. 
Because their size prevented precise counting, eggs were glued within a circle of 
1 cm diameter and set during four days in crops, and the number of cards entirely 
or partially without eggs at the end of the 4 d was counted (SI Appendix, Fig. S8). 
Aphids, weeds, and eggs were purchased from Monster- Souris (Nantes, France), 
Herbiseed (Reading, United Kingdom), and Bioline (Paris, France), respectively. 
Cards were frozen at −20 °C for 24 h before the experiment to avoid an attractant 
or deterrent effect on predators from glue evaporation (54).

In each field, we selected two parallel transects of length 21 m and separated 
by at least 10 m, to ensure independence between transects, and at least c. 30 m 
from the field edge (SI Appendix, Fig. S8). Sentinel cards were placed in cereal 
on average 143.49 Julian days (±25.15 SD), oilseed rape 128.65 (±26.84), 
maize 190.12 (±19.53), sunflower 187.44 (±17.64), hay 159.67 (±33.89), 
and meadow 161.96 (±33.35). On each transect, four cards of each prey type 
(i.e., eight for each prey type per field) were set, each 7 m apart (SI Appendix, 
Fig. S8). Seed and ground- level aphid cards were placed on the ground in the 
same position and spaced 40 cm apart (SI Appendix, Fig. S8). Canopy- level aphid 
and egg cards were placed at the same position in the crop canopy secured by pins 
to crop plants (SI Appendix, Fig. S8). Cards located on the ground were folded in 
half to provide a tent- like shelter and limit deterioration of the glued prey caused 
by climatic factors (e.g., rain, sun, and wind; SI Appendix, Fig. S8). Each field was 
sampled twice to account for temporal variation of predation rates throughout 
the season (55), except in 2018 and 2019 with the aim to reduce the workload. 
Sampling bouts were spaced at least of 44.05 (±16.02 SD) days. Predation rates 
were averaged between the two sessions for 2013 to 2017 to account for variation 
in sampling effort among years. Mean predation rates per crop and prey type are 
provided in SI Appendix, Table S5.

Insect Pest and Weed Sampling. In the same fields, we estimated insect pest 
abundance using two complementary methods, i.e., pan traps and pitfall traps. 
These are two common methods for evaluating pest abundance (59, 60). Pitfall 
traps were placed at ground level to estimate ground- level insect pest abundance 

(61), whereas pan traps were placed at crop- canopy height to estimate canopy- 
level insect pest abundance (12). Both trap types were placed in winter cereal and 
oilseed rape fields during oilseed rape flowering, and in maize and sunflower 
fields during sunflower flowering. The date for setting the traps differed by 4.82 
(±11.53 SD) days from setting the sentinel prey cards.

In 2013 and 2014, five pitfall traps were installed per field: two within the 
first 5 m of the field, one at 25 m, and two at 50 m into the field from the edge. 
In 2015 onward, the pitfall trap at 25 m was removed to reduce the workload 
(SI Appendix, Fig. S8). Pitfall sampling was repeated twice a year from 2013 to 
2017, whereas only one sampling was performed in 2018 and 2019. In addition, 
in each field, six pan traps were set once during the cropping season, at the field 
edge and at 50 m from the edge, from 2013 to 2015 (SI Appendix, Fig. S8). Pan 
traps comprised bowls either white or sprayed yellow or blue to account for pest 
color preferences (62). From 2016, only three pan traps (one of each color) were 
set at the field center, twice per season (see ref. 11). Pitfall and pan traps were 
filled with water, salt, and organic soap and left in the field for 4 d. Pest abundance 
was determined by a professional entomologist. In each field, we computed pest 
abundance per method as the sum of the five most common pest groups by pan 
or pitfall, i.e., flea beetles, weevils, aphids, leafhoppers, and pollen beetles. The 
pest abundance was averaged per color at the same position (only for pan traps), 
then per position, then per field, and finally between the two sessions. Thus, only 
one value per field and per group was available.

Weed abundance was sampled in twenty 1- m2 quadrats in each field in the 
field core. The 20 quadrats were spaced 10 m apart and placed along two transects 
separated by 40 m and orthogonal to crop rows (see ref. 52). Each 1- m2 plot was 
georeferenced and divided into four 0.5 m × 0.5 m subplots (hence, 80 subplots 
per field) within which weed absence/presence per species was recorded (63). 
We estimated weed species abundance by the sum of occurrence of each plant 
species per field (from 0 to 80). Weed abundance per field was assessed by sum-
ming weed species abundance for all species present in the field. Weed and pest 
abundances per crop type are provided in SI Appendix, Table S5.

Landscape Metrics. All landscape metrics were calculated at five different radii 
ranging from 500 m to 2,000 m from the centroid of sampled fields (9, 39). 
We selected three landscape metrics: Shannon diversity of crop types as well 
as the amount of grassland and wood habitats (including forest and hedge-
row). Grasslands included both meadows and hay. The two types of grasslands 
were separated based on plant composition (leguminous fields: alfalfa which 
accounted for >95% of cases and clover were automatically classified as hay). 
Meadows included only herbaceous or mixed (herbaceous with some legumes) 
grasslands. Both permanent meadows and hay were mainly mowed. Using our 
historical GIS database (land use is mapped annually at the field level, see ref. 
42), we quantified ages of meadow and hay to test the effects of grassland age 
on pest or weed control. Meadows were aged on average in this study, 6.15 
(±5.52 SD) years old, whereas hays were 2.06 (±1.28 SD) years old. Shannon 
crop diversity was calculated using seven crop categories: cereal, oilseed rape, 
maize, sunflower, pea, ryegrass, and “other crops” (which comprised all other 
crop types, representing less than 1.5% of the total area in the 2,000 m radius 
buffer). Pairwise Pearson correlation coefficients between field size, woody habi-
tats, meadow, hay, and Shannon crop diversity were |r| ≤ 0.03. See SI Appendix, 
Fig. S9 for all correlations between landscape metrics.

Statistical Analyses. First, we used four linear models, one for each prey 
type (ground- level and crop- level insect pests, weed seeds, and pest eggs) to 
investigate how seminatural habitats and crop diversity at a given spatial extent 
affected predation rates. The models included predation rate as the response 
variable, and Shannon crop diversity, amount of grasslands undifferentiated, 
and amount of woody habitats as explanatory variables. We also included 
two- way interactions between the explanatory variables. Because crop identity 
of the sampled field may affect natural enemy communities, it was included 
in the model as well as its interaction with each landscape variable. To take 
into account the variation of field size between focal fields, field size was also 
included in the models. We report full model estimates rather than using a 
model- selection approach because our aim here was to test specific hypotheses 
and not fitting the most parsimonious models. In addition, landscape metrics 
used as explanatory variables in the models were not correlated to each other 
by design (see above), allowing straightforward comparisons as well as the use 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.p
na

s.
or

g 
by

 "
IN

R
A

E
, I

N
ST

IT
U

T
 N

A
T

IO
N

A
L

 D
E

 L
A

 R
E

C
H

E
R

C
H

E
 P

O
U

R
 L

'A
G

R
IC

U
L

T
U

R
E

, L
'A

L
IM

E
N

T
A

T
IO

N
 E

T
" 

on
 D

ec
em

be
r 

14
, 2

02
3 

fr
om

 I
P 

ad
dr

es
s 

14
7.

10
0.

17
9.

23
3.

http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials


8 of 9   https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2300861120 pnas.org

of interactions between explanatory variables. Models for each prey were fitted 
using the three landscape variables calculated in each of the explored buffer 
radius size, i.e., one model per buffer size with all landscape features calculated 
at this given buffer size. Relevant spatial scales for landscape variables among 
those explored were selected based on the Akaike information criterion for each 
model and the model with the lowest AIC score was retained as the best model 
(64). Respectively, for ground- level insect pest, canopy- level insect pest, weed 
seed, and pest egg predation rates, the models with the lowest AIC values were 
for buffer sizes of 1,250 m, 750 m, 1,500 m, and 2,000 m (see SI Appendix, 
Fig. S10 for model comparisons).

Second, to investigate the effect of grassland type (hay or meadows), we 
fitted two alternative models to compare with the previous models, retaining 
the same spatial scales as for each prey type. The first model considered hay as 
a crop, hence increasing crop diversity in the landscape by including hay in the 
calculation of the Shannon crop diversity index. The grassland category therefore 
only included meadows. The alternative model considered hay as a subsidiary of 
meadows. In this model, only the amount of hay was considered as grassland, 
and meadows were not included at all. These two models were then compared 
with the model including meadows and hay in the grassland category, based 
on the AIC and R2 values. An ANOVA was performed to estimate the variance 
explained by (i.e., the relative contribution of) meadow, hay, and crop diversity 
on different prey predation rates. A type II ANOVA was used because the sample 
size was unbalanced between crops (SI Appendix, Table S5 and ref. 65). In order 
to test the effect of age of meadow and hay on predation rates, models with only 
the amount of meadows or only the amount of hay in the landscape were ran 
again but using different subsets of meadows or hay, i.e., all meadows or hay 
irrespective of age, of more than 2 y old, of more than 5 y old, and finally, of more 
than 10 y old (only for meadow as hay of more than 10 y old did not exist in our 
study site). The slopes of effect of meadows, according to the age considered, on 
predation rates were compared between the models, with an increase in slope 
being interpreted as a stronger effect of meadow or hay with age.

Third, we investigated how predation rate of the given prey affected the 
abundances of weed seeds, and ground- level or canopy- level insect pests (the 
lepidopteran, E. kuehniella was not found in crop fields so no comparison could 
be made). For each of the three pest types, their abundance was the response var-
iable and we considered the predation rates of either weed seeds, ground- level 
or canopy- level insect pests in addition of field size as explanatory variables. 
Interactions between crop identity and each landscape variable or the predation 
rate of each prey type were also included in additional models. For spatial scale 
of influence of landscape variables, we used the same buffer size estimated for 
predation rate, i.e., 1,250 m for ground- level insect pests, 750 m for canopy- 
level insect pests, and 1,500 m for weed abundance. We also ran models to 
investigate the effects of seminatural habitats (meadows and woody habitats) as 
well as crop diversity on pest/weed abundance, as well as more general models 
including the interactive term between meadows and predation rate.

All analyses were performed with R 3.6.2 (66) Data was available here (https://
zenodo.org/records/10018232) (67). Because predation rates, pest and weed 
abundances showed skewed distributions with a year- nested structure, we ran 
a preliminary analysis to identify the best type of models, error distributions, 
and data transformation for the analysis. We compared four modeling options 

(see SI Appendix, Appendix A for details). We found that a linear model in which 
the dependent variable was centered and scaled and then log(x+abs(min)+1) 
satisfied the linear model assumptions (residuals distribution and homoscedas-
ticity). Such model was the best option for modeling insects’ response variables, 
whether dealing with predation rates or abundances. However, for plants (i.e., 
weed abundance and seed predation rate), we found that a generalized linear 
mixed model (GLMM) with year as a random variable and a Tweedie distribution 
performed better than other options. In addition, to reduce potential type I errors 
associated with multiple testing while minimizing type II errors, we controlled 
for false discovery rates using a Benjamini–Hochberg procedure with a threshold 
of 0.1 (68) to balance between error type I and error type II. We also checked for 
spatial autocorrelation in the residuals of the best models using Moran’s index for 
predation rate and pest abundance models. No spatial correlation was observed 
for the models (all P > 0.12) except for the model using weed abundance as 
response variable (Moran I = 0.077, P = 0.028). However, taking into account 
the spatial autocorrelation for weed abundance did not modify any of the results 
(SI Appendix, Table S6).

The R packages “stats” was used for fitting linear models and to perform AIC- 
based model selection (for spatial scale selection only), “spdep” for calculation 
of Moran’s index, “glmmTMB” for LMM and GLMM with Tweedie distribution, 
and “car” for variance analysis.

Data, Materials, and Software Availability. Original data and codes data have 
been deposited in Zenodo repository (https://zenodo.org/records/10018232) 
(67).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. We would like to express our thanks to Jean- Luc Gautier 
for his help during field sampling, and to Alexis Saintilan and Marylin Roncoroni 
for insect identification. This research was funded by the project ECODEAL, with 
the national funders Agence National de la Recherche, Bundesministerium 
für Bildung und Forschung, Forskningsrådet för miljö, areella näringar och 
Samhällsbyggande, Fonds zur Förderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung, 
Ministerio de Asuntos Económicos y Transformación Digital, Nederlandse 
Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek, and Project Management Agency 
for Aeronautics Research; ANR IMAGHO project (ANR- 18- CE32- 0002); and by 
the project SHOWCASE (SHOWCASing synergies between agriculture, biodiver-
sity, and ecosystem services to help farmers capitalizing on native biodiversity) 
within the European Union’s Horizon 2020 under grant agreement SHOWCASE 
No 862480. T.P. is funded by the ANR IMAGHO project and the Nouvelle Aquitaine 
Region (HARMONIE project). We thank Robert McKenzie for editing a draft of this 
manuscript. Finally, we thank the editor and two anonymous reviewers for their 
comments that contributed to improve the manuscript.

Author affiliations: aCentre d’Etudes Biologiques de Chizé, UMR7372, CNRS and La 
Rochelle Université, Villiers- en- Bois 79360, France; bInstitut National de Recherche pour 
l’Agriculture, l’Alimentation et l’Environnement, UMR 1065 Santé et Agroécologie du 
Vignoble, Institut des Sciences de la Vigne et du Vin, Bordeaux Sciences Agro, Villenave 
d’Ornon 33140, France; cLong- Term Socio- Ecological Research site «Zone Atelier Plaine  
and Val de Sèvre», Villiers- en- Bois 79360, France; and dUnité sous contrat 1339, 
Centre d’Etudes Biologiques de Chizé, Institut national de recherche pour l’agriculture, 
l’alimentation et l’environnement- CNRS- La Rochelle Université, Villiers- en- Bois 79360, 
France

1. E.- C. Oerke, Crop losses to pests. J. Agric. Sci. 144, 31 (2006).
2. S. Savary et al., The global burden of pathogens and pests on major food crops. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 3, 

430–439 (2019).
3. D. Tilman et al., Forecasting agriculturally driven global environmental change. Science 292, 

281–284 (2001).
4. I. Denholm, Insecticide resistance on the move. Science 297, 2222–2223 (2002).
5. F. H. M. Tang, M. Lenzen, A. McBratney, F. Maggi, Risk of pesticide pollution at the global scale.  

Nat. Geosci. 14, 206–210 (2021).
6. C. Sen Ma et al., Climate warming promotes pesticide resistance through expanding overwintering 

range of a global pest. Nat. Commun. 12, 1–10 (2021).
7. R. Chaplin- Kramer, M. E. O’Rourke, E. J. Blitzer, C. Kremen, A meta- analysis of crop pest and natural 

enemy response to landscape complexity. Ecol. Lett. 14, 922–932 (2011).
8. A. Rusch et al., Agricultural landscape simplification reduces natural pest control: A quantitative 

synthesis. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 221, 198–204 (2016).
9. D. S. Karp et al., Crop pests and predators exhibit inconsistent responses to surrounding landscape 

composition. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 115, E7863–E7870 (2018).
10. J. P. Sarthou, A. Badoz, B. Vaissière, A. Chevallier, A. Rusch, Local more than landscape parameters 

structure natural enemy communities during their overwintering in semi- natural habitats.  
Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 194, 17–28 (2014).

11. N. Estrada- Carmona, A. C. Sánchez, R. Remans, S. K. Jones, Complex agricultural landscapes host 
more biodiversity than simple ones: A global meta- analysis. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 119, 
e2203385119 (2022).

12. T. Perrot, V. Bretagnolle, S. Gaba, Environmentally friendly landscape management improves oilseed 
rape yields by increasing pollinators and reducing pests. J. Appl. Ecol. 59, 1825–1836 (2022), 
10.1111/1365- 2664.14190.

13. D. Kleijn et al., Ecological intensification: Bridging the gap between science and practice. Trends 
Ecol. Evol. 34, 154–166 (2019).

14. G. Tamburini et al., Agricultural diversification promotes multiple ecosystem services without 
compromising yield. Sci. Adv. 6, eaba1715 (2020).

15. C. Sirami et al., Increasing crop heterogeneity enhances multitrophic diversity across agricultural 
regions. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 116, 16442–16447 (2019).

16. M. R. Felipe- Lucia et al., Land- use intensity alters networks between biodiversity, ecosystem 
functions, and services. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 117, 28140–28149 (2020).

17. B. Phalan, M. Onial, A. Balmford, R. E. Green, Reconciling food production and biodiversity 
conservation: Land sharing and land sparing compared. Science 1979, 1289–1291 (2011).

18. B. Maas, Y. Fabian, S. M. Kross, A. Richter, Divergent farmer and scientist perceptions of 
agricultural biodiversity, ecosystem services and decision- making. Biol. Conserv. 256, 109065 
(2021).D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 h

ttp
s:

//w
w

w
.p

na
s.

or
g 

by
 "

IN
R

A
E

, I
N

ST
IT

U
T

 N
A

T
IO

N
A

L
 D

E
 L

A
 R

E
C

H
E

R
C

H
E

 P
O

U
R

 L
'A

G
R

IC
U

L
T

U
R

E
, L

'A
L

IM
E

N
T

A
T

IO
N

 E
T

" 
on

 D
ec

em
be

r 
14

, 2
02

3 
fr

om
 I

P 
ad

dr
es

s 
14

7.
10

0.
17

9.
23

3.

http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
https://zenodo.org/records/10018232
https://zenodo.org/records/10018232
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2300861120#supplementary-materials
https://zenodo.org/records/10018232
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14190


PNAS  2023  Vol. 120  No. 49  e2300861120 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2300861120   9 of 9

19. V. Gagic, C. Paull, N. A. Schellhorn, Ecosystem service of biological pest control in Australia: The role 
of non- crop habitats within landscapes. Aust. Entomol. 57, 194–206 (2018).

20. S. Finch, R. H. Collier, Host- plant selection by insects–a theory based on “appropriate/inappropriate 
landings” by pest insects of cruciferous plants. Entomol. Exp. Appl. 96, 91–102 (2000).

21. T. Delaune et al., Landscape drivers of pests and pathogens abundance in arable crops. Ecography 
44, 1429–1442 (2021).

22. S. Redlich, E. A. Martin, I. Steffan- Dewenter, Landscape- level crop diversity benefits biological pest 
control. J. Appl. Ecol. 55, 2419–2428 (2018).

23. R. K. Nagy, L. W. Bell, N. A. Schellhorn, M. P. Zalucki, Role of grasslands in pest suppressive 
landscapes: How green are my pastures? Aust. Entomol. 59, 227–237 (2020).

24. M. R. Mosquera- Losada, J. Santiago- freijanes, N. Ferreiro- domínguez, J. Rodriguez- , A. Rigueiro- 
rodriguez, Maps of Permanent Grassland in the EU (European Commission, 2020).

25. R. D. Bardgett et al., Combatting global grassland degradation. Nat. Rev. Earth Environ. 2, 720–735 (2021).
26. F. A. Boetzl et al., A multitaxa assessment of the effectiveness of agri- environmental schemes for 

biodiversity management. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 118, 1–9 (2021).
27. B. P. Werling et al., Perennial grasslands enhance biodiversity and multiple ecosystem services in 

bioenergy landscapes. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, 1652–1657 (2014).
28. N. M. McHugh, S. Moreby, M. E. Lof, W. Van der Werf, J. M. Holland, The contribution of semi- natural 

habitats to biological control is dependent on sentinel prey type. J. Appl. Ecol. 57, 914–925 (2020).
29. G. Le Provost et al., Land- use history impacts functional diversity across multiple trophic groups. 

Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 117, 1573–1579 (2020).
30. C. Scherber et al., Bottom- up effects of plant diversity on multitrophic interactions in a biodiversity 

experiment. Nature 468, 553–556 (2010).
31. M. Botha, S. J. Siebert, J. van den Berg, Grass abundance maintains positive plant–arthropod diversity 

relationships in maize fields and margins in South Africa. Agric. For. Entomol. 19, 154–162 (2017).
32. L. Mestre et al., Both woody and herbaceous semi- natural habitats are essential for spider 

overwintering in European farmland. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 267, 141–146 (2018).
33. B. A. Woodcock et al., Spill- over of pest control and pollination services into arable crops. Agric. 

Ecosyst. Environ. 231, 15–23 (2016).
34. T. A. Rand, J. M. Tylianakis, T. Tscharntke, Spillover edge effects: The dispersal of agriculturally 

subsidized insect natural enemies into adjacent natural habitats. Ecol. Lett. 9, 603–614 (2006).
35. G. Schneider, J. Krauss, V. Riedinger, A. Holzschuh, I. Steffan- dewenter, Biological pest control 

and yields depend on spatial and temporal crop cover dynamics. J. Appl. Ecol. 52, 1283–1292 
(2015).

36. J.- F. Ponge et al., The impact of agricultural practices on soil biota: A regional study. Soil Biol. 
Biochem. 67, 271–284 (2013).

37. T. Tscharntke et al., When natural habitat fails to enhance biological pest control–Five hypotheses. 
Biol. Conserv. 204, 449–458 (2016), 10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.001.

38. G. Aguilera et al., Crop diversity benefits carabid and pollinator communities in landscapes with 
semi- natural habitats. J. Appl. Ecol. 57, 2170–2179 (2020).

39. E. A. Martin, B. Seo, C. R. Park, B. Reineking, I. Steffan- Dewenter, Scale- dependent effects of 
landscape composition and configuration on natural enemy diversity, crop herbivory, and yields. 
Ecol. Appl. 26, 448–462 (2016).

40. P. Deroulers, V. Bretagnolle, The consumption pattern of 28 species of carabid beetles (Carabidae) to 
a weed seed, Viola arvensis. Bull. Entomol. Res. 109, 229–235 (2019).

41. D. A. Bohan, A. Boursault, D. R. Brooks, S. Petit, National- scale regulation of the weed seedbank by 
carabid predators. J. Appl. Ecol. 48, 888–898 (2011).

42. R. Marrec et al., Spatiotemporal dynamics of the agricultural landscape mosaic drives distribution 
and abundance of dominant carabid beetles. Landsc. Ecol. 32, 2383–2398 (2017).

43. C. Bertrand, F. Burel, J. Baudry, Spatial and temporal heterogeneity of the crop mosaic influences 
carabid beetles in agricultural landscapes. Landsc. Ecol. 31, 451–466 (2016).

44. L. Mahaut, S. Gaba, G. Fried, A functional diversity approach of crop sequences reveals that weed 
diversity and abundance show different responses to environmental variability. J. Appl. Ecol. 56, 
1400–1409 (2019).

45. B. Carbonne et al., The resilience of weed seedbank regulation by carabid beetles, at continental 
scales, to alternative prey. Sci. Rep. 10, 1–14 (2020).

46. F. Aramburu Merlos, R. J. Hijmans, Potential, attainable, and current levels of global crop diversity. 
Environ. Res. Lett. 17, 044071 (2022).

47. L. Muneret, A. Auriol, D. Thiéry, A. Rusch, Organic farming at local and landscape scales fosters 
biological pest control in vineyards. Ecol. Appl. 29, 1–15 (2019).

48. A. Rusch, L. Delbac, D. Thiéry, Grape moth density in Bordeaux vineyards depends on local habitat 
management despite effects of landscape heterogeneity on their biological control. J. Appl. Ecol. 
54, 1794–1803 (2017).

49. T. Kuemmerle et al., Challenges and opportunities in mapping land use intensity globally.  
Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 5, 484–493 (2013).

50. N. L. Haan, Y. Zhang, D. A. Landis, Predicting landscape configuration effects on agricultural pest 
suppression. Trends Ecol. Evol. 35, 175–186 (2020).

51. J. B. Bengtsson et al., Grasslands—More important for ecosystem services than you might think. 
Ecosphere 10, e02582 (2019).

52. V. Bretagnolle et al., Towards sustainable and multifunctional agriculture in farmland landscapes: 
Lessons from the integrative approach of a French LTSER platform. Sci. Total Environ. 627, 822–834 
(2018).

53. L. Fahrig et al., Functional landscape heterogeneity and animal biodiversity in agricultural 
landscapes. Ecol. Lett. 14, 101–112 (2011).

54. F. A. Boetzl, A. Konle, J. Krauss, Aphid cards—Useful model for assessing predation rates or bias prone 
nonsense? J. Appl. Entomol. 144, 74–80 (2020).

55. M. G. Ximenez- Embun, T. Zaviezo, A. Grez, Seasonal, spatial and diel partitioning of Acyrthosiphon 
pisum (Hemiptera: Aphididae) predators and predation in alfalfa fields. Biol. Control 69, 1–7 
(2014).

56. S. Petit, A. Trichard, L. Biju- Duval, B. McLaughlin, D. A. Bohan, Interactions between conservation 
agricultural practice and landscape composition promote weed seed predation by invertebrates. 
Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 240, 45–53 (2017).

57. C. Thies et al., The relationship between agricultural intensification and biological control: 
Experimental tests across Europe. Ecol. Appl. 21, 2187–2196 (2011).

58. M. H. Schmidt et al., Relative importance of predators and parasitoids for cereal aphid control.  
Proc. Biol. Sci. 270, 1905–1909 (2003), 10.1098/rspb.2003.2469.

59. P. I. Sopp, K. D. Sunderland, D. S. Coombes, Observations on the number of cereal aphids on the soil 
in relation to aphid density in winter wheat. Ann. Appl. Biol. 111, 53–57 (1987).

60. R. Billeter et al., Indicators for biodiversity in agricultural landscapes: A pan- European study.  
J. Appl. Ecol. 45, 141–150 (2008).

61. G. Caro et al., Multi- scale effects of agri- environment schemes on carabid beetles in intensive 
farmland. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 229, 48–56 (2016).

62. S. E. J. Arnold, P. C. Stevenson, S. R. Belmain, Responses to colour and host odour cues in three 
cereal pest species, in the context of ecology and control. Bull. Entomol. Res. 105, 417–425 (2015).

63. B. Bourgeois, S. Gaba, C. Plumejeaud, V. Bretagnolle, Weed diversity is driven by complex interplay 
between multi- scale dispersal and local filtering: Multi- scale drivers of weed diversity. Proc. R. Soc. 
B: Biol. Sci. 287 (2020).

64. K. P. Burnham, D. R. Anderson, Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A Practical Information- 
Theoretic Approach (Springer Science & Business Media, 2002).

65. Y. Langsrud, ANOVA for unbalanced data: Use type II instead of type III sums of squares. Stat. Comput. 
13, 163–167 (2003).

66. R Core Team, R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing (R Foundation for Statistical 
Computing, Vienna, Austria, 2018), 55, pp. 275–286. http://www.R- project.org/.

67. T. Perrot, A. Rusch, S. Gaba, V. Bretagnolle, Data from: Both long- term grasslands and crop diversity 
are needed to limit pest and weed infestations in agricultural landscapes [Data set]. Zenodo. https://
doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10018232. Deposited 18 October 2023.

68. K. J. F. Verhoeven, K. L. Simonsen, L. M. McIntyre, Implementing false discovery rate control: 
increasing your power. Oikos 108, 643–647 (2005).

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.p
na

s.
or

g 
by

 "
IN

R
A

E
, I

N
ST

IT
U

T
 N

A
T

IO
N

A
L

 D
E

 L
A

 R
E

C
H

E
R

C
H

E
 P

O
U

R
 L

'A
G

R
IC

U
L

T
U

R
E

, L
'A

L
IM

E
N

T
A

T
IO

N
 E

T
" 

on
 D

ec
em

be
r 

14
, 2

02
3 

fr
om

 I
P 

ad
dr

es
s 

14
7.

10
0.

17
9.

23
3.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2469
http://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10018232
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10018232

	Both long-term grasslands and crop diversity are needed to limit pest and weed infestations in agricultural landscapes
	Significance
	Results
	Predation Rates and Pest/Weed Abundance According to Crop.
	Stronger Effect of Grasslands than Woody Habitats or Crop Diversity on Pest Predation Rates.
	Stronger Effect of Meadows than Hay on Pest Predation Rates.
	Top–Down Effects of Predation Rates on Pest Abundance.

	Discussion
	Implication for Farmland Landscape Management.

	Materials and Methods
	Study Area and Field Selection.
	Estimation of Predation Rates of Pests and Weeds.
	Insect Pest and Weed Sampling.
	Landscape Metrics.
	Statistical Analyses.

	Data, Materials, and Software Availability
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	Supporting Information
	Anchor 26



