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Tritrophic defenses as a central pivot of low-emission,
pest-suppressive farming systems
Kris AG Wyckhuys1,2,3,4, Wei Zhang5, Yelitza C Colmenarez6,
Elisabeth Simelton7, Bjorn O Sander8 and Yanhui Lu1

The ongoing COVID-19 pandemic has spotlighted the
intricate connections between human and planetary health.
Given that pesticide-centered crop protection degrades
ecological resilience and (in-)directly harms human health, the
adoption of ecologically sound, biodiversity-driven
alternatives is imperative. In this Synthesis paper, we
illuminate how ecological forces can be manipulated to
bolster ‘tritrophic defenses’ against crop pests, pathogens,
and weeds. Three distinct, yet mutually compatible
approaches (habitat-mediated, breeding-dependent, and
epigenetic tactics) can be deployed at different organizational
levels, that is, from an individual seed to entire farming
landscapes. Biodiversity can be harnessed for crop protection
through ecological infrastructures, diversification tactics, and
reconstituted soil health. Crop diversification is ideally guided
by interorganismal interplay and plant–soil feedbacks,
entailing resistant cultivars, rotation schemes, or multicrop
arrangements. Rewarding opportunities also exist to prime
plants for enhanced immunity or indirect defenses. As
tritrophic defenses spawn multiple societal cobenefits, they
could become core features of healthy, climate-resilient, and
low-carbon food systems.
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Introduction
Since its earliest origins, farming has transformed in-
nocuous herbivores, herbaceous plants, and commensals
into debilitating pests, weeds, and pathogens [1]. Do-
mestication and selective breeding have progressively
narrowed crops’ genetic base [2] and thus directly or
indirectly lowered the defenses against various crop
antagonists. Over the past century, breeding — often
performed under a large pesticide umbrella — has at-
tained noteworthy yield gains but also functionally dis-
armed plants and exacerbated input dependencies [3,4].
Furthermore, by relying upon genetically uniform, in-
terconnected monocultures and chemical entrants, in-
dustrial agriculture has created favorable conditions for
recurring pest outbreaks [5•,6]. A steady loss of ecolo-
gical resilience in these farming systems increases their
vulnerability to exotic species’ establishment and raises
the specter of ‘invasional meltdown’, that is, population-
level feedbacks that continually deepen impacts and
facilitate further invasions. These phenomena display
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remarkably strong parallels to the increased likelihood of
zoonotic disease emergence such as SARS-CoV-2 fol-
lowing a decline in ecosystem integrity and environ-
mental health [7•]. Hence, to safeguard human and
natural capital, deliberate efforts are needed to protect
biodiversity, bolster ecological regulation, and transition
away from pesticide-intensive agri-food production.

As an alternative production paradigm, ecological in-
tensification (EI) harnesses ecosystem services (ESs) to
generate copious amounts of nutrient-dense farm pro-
duce in an environmentally sound and profitable fashion
[8]. Meanwhile, EI helps to sustain yields under variable
climatic conditions and over time. The above can also be
achieved through sustainable intensification if its goals
are properly calibrated [9]. EI thus contrasts with (most)
current farming models, which are neither sustainable
nor ecologically underpinned [9], and greatly relies on
agroecology or conservation agriculture. Under EI
schemes, one makes use of regulating forces (e.g. pre-
dation, resource availability, and competition) and em-
ploys systems approaches to tweak the delicate interplay
among three trophic levels, that is, plants, herbivores,
and natural enemies. By thus adjusting these forces
along the food chain, one can bolster plant defenses and
manage crop antagonists (i.e. pests, diseases, and weeds)

preventatively. As such, the concept of ‘tritrophic de-
fense’ [10] helps to marshal breeding, biodiversity con-
servation, soil science, microbiology, ecology, and crop-
protection professionals in a joint quest for more sus-
tainable farming solutions. It transcends disciplinary
boundaries, facilitates holistic approaches, and musters
collaborative action. In this Synthesis paper, we illustrate
how these tritrophic defenses can be fortified at different
organizational levels, that is, landscape, farm, field, and
the individual seed or plant (Figure 1). At each level, we
sketch the current state-of-the-art and (briefly) enu-
merate prospects for follow-up research or im-
plementation.

Underlying concepts and principles
Across ecosystems, herbivores are regulated by bottom-
up and top-down forces. In the former, primary produ-
cers (i.e. plants, algae, and many bacteria) mediate her-
bivore performance. The strength of these bottom-up
forces is mediated by varietal resistance, fertilization,
organic matter addition, or companion plants [11].
Meanwhile, top-down forces are provided by hetero-
trophic consumers. Communities of biological control
agents (BCAs) that reside within individual fields, farms,
or agro-landscapes hereby consistently lower pest num-
bers and protect crops from herbivore damage [12].

Figure 1
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Schematic representation of how tritrophic defenses are influenced by patterns and processes at multiple organizational levels. A nonexhaustive
listing is provided of SPPs (and the associated service-providing units (SPUs)) that make full use of ecological regulatory forces. Yet, in order to be
effective, all measures need to be accompanied by a progressive pesticide phasedown and balanced fertilization. A simplified listing is given of crop
antagonists and beneficial organisms, recognizing that individual species or guilds often act in more than one trophic level. Pests comprise
herbivorous arthropods and vertebrates, while pathogens cover fungi, viruses, bacteria, nematodes, and protozoa.
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BCAs comprise a highly diverse set of organisms, in-
cluding arthropod predators and parasitoids, microbial
agents, and vertebrates such as insectivorous birds, am-
phibians, or bats ([13,14•]; Table 1). Their long-term
impact on pest densities supersedes that of insecticides
[15], while the latter undermine biodiversity-mediated
processes [12]. Though the deployment of exotic BCAs
is to be guided by scientific selection criteria and com-
prehensive benefit–risk analyses, the on-farm usage of
endemic biota carries little or no risks. However, natural
forces (e.g. weather and UV radiation) affect BCA ef-
fectiveness and unanticipated feedbacks can never be
entirely averted. Multiple BCAs also contribute to (crop
and noncrop) pollination or nutrient cycling, while
common pollinators (e.g. domesticated and wild bees)
act as vehicles for beneficial microorganisms. Similarly,
many carabid beetles and ants not only consume pests
but also engage in weed-seed granivory — often se-
curing 80–90% seed removal. Through a suite of so-
called service-providing protocols (SPPs) ([16••]; Fig-
ures 1 and 2), functional biodiversity — including BCAs,
alternative hosts, or floral resources — can be put into
practice to deliver natural pest, weed, and disease con-
trol. SPPs are hereby formulated based upon traits re-
lated to environmental filters (i.e. in-field management
intensity and landscape simplification), trophic interac-
tions, and the envisioned pest-control services. Bottom-
up and top-down forces clearly do not act in isolation;
SPPs such as plant diversification or manure application
synchronously reinforce both [17]. Yet, as SPPs occa-
sionally fail to translate into desirable yield outcomes
(i.e. because of the complexities and uncertainties in-
herent to any natural system), the underlying science
needs to be continually sharpened.

When manipulating this ecological interplay in order to
bolster tritrophic defenses, SPPs can be laid out along
three dimensions: time, space, and genes [18••]. Man-
agement schemes and diversification tactics can thus be
chosen based upon a set of experimental decision criteria
and theoretical constructs. Arthropod or microbial food
webs provide a powerful lens to investigate the resulting
outcomes, for example, in terms of pathogen suppression
in soils or pest prevention in dynamic agro-landscapes
[19–21•]. Meanwhile, decision-support tools have been
developed to retain weeds with certain traits that facil-
itate ES delivery and minimize competition with the
focal crop [22]. Along these lines, the Stress Gradient
Hypothesis (SGH) provides a suitable analytical frame-
work to deliver testable hypotheses with regard to eco-
logical facilitation under variable (a-)biotic stress ([23••];
Figure 3). As such, the SGH can guide the design of
climate-resilient, pest-suppressive systems founded
upon (plant–plant, plant–microbe, and/or plant–BCA)
ecological interactions. By influencing the magnitude of
SGH response to biotic and abiotic stressors, SPPs such
as microbial seed coatings or the integration of legumes
into crop-rotation sequences may enhance tritrophic
defenses [24,25••] but also raise the focal crop’s ability
to cope with depleted soils, heat waves, or recurrent
droughts.

Landscape
At the highest level, the composition of agricultural
landscapes affects crop antagonists and BCAs in an in-
consistent manner [26]; landscape-level influences are
modulated by farm-level management and organismal
traits. Nevertheless, landscape heterogeneity and the
relative cover of (semi-)natural habitats dictate yield

Table 1

Invertebrates as key intermediaries between tritrophic defenses and other regulating ESs in multicrop systems. As an illustrative ex-
ample, a nonexhaustive listing is provided of how invertebrates respond to various attributes of a legume intercrop, thereby acting as
SPUs for a broader range of ESs. For example, in cereal systems, a chickpea intercrop not only fixes atmospheric nitrogen, but also
harbors aphid species that act as (alternative) host or prey items for omnivorous BCAs, for example, invertebrate predators such as
ladybeetles or big-eyed bugs.

Attribute of legume
intercrop

SPU ESs

Climate
mitigation

Pollination Erosion
control

Tritrophic
defense

Water
quality

Soil health
and fertility

Nitrogen-fixing
nodules

Symbiotic bacteria + + + + ++

Leaf pubescence Predatory mites +
Repellent/attractant
plant volatiles

Invertebrate predators
and parasitoids

++

Floral/EFN Ants + + + ++ + ++
Spiders + ++ +
Nectar yeasts + +
Hoverflies ++ ++
Managed/wild bees ++ +

Alternative prey or
hosts

Invertebrate predators
and parasitoids

++ +
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resilience, that is, stability of crop yield under environ-
mental perturbation [27], which is partially ensured
through climate-adapted BCAs that colonize fields from
noncrop habitats [28•]. Conversely, landscape simplifi-
cation brings about a net loss of predatory or parasitoid
BCAs and weakens tritrophic defenses [12]. The same
holds for crop pathosystems: agriculture-dominated set-
tings lower pathogen spillover from wild hosts, but
concurrently aid its proliferation and crop host adapta-
tion [6]. These dynamics have implications for field-
level management: in heterogeneous landscapes, plant-
mediated disease control is optimized and resistance
durability is extended [29], while insecticidal (Bt) crop
clones retain their effectiveness against polyphagous
pests even when only established in a fraction of fields
[30]. In addition to conserving natural habitats in land-
scape mosaics, the above biodiversity benefits can be
gained through smaller fields, diversified crops, and high
field-edge density [31]. Last, though diverse landscape
mosaics uphold natural pest control, tritrophic defenses
can also be fortified by landscape-independent measures

such as periodic releases of sterile insects or
BCAs [32,33].

From farm to field
Given BCAs’ vulnerability to disturbance (e.g. pesticide
sprays, weed removal, and tillage), field- and farm-level
action is crucial to mitigate or counteract these processes
[34•]. At this level, SPPs such as field margins and
hedgerows are particularly effective — providing shelter
for BCAs in ephemeral agro-ecosystems and intensely
managed landscapes [31]. Hedgerows further contain
high levels of functional biodiversity and vital foraging
resources (i.e. prey, nectar, and pollen) for BCAs such as
spiders or hoverflies. Yet, while our understanding of
hedgerows’ contribution to natural pest control in tem-
perate settings has advanced considerably, much remains
to be learned about their importance in the tropics [35].
Similarly, wildflower strips or grass barriers (regularly
termed ‘beetle banks’) can provide food and shelter to
resident BCAs within a standing crop, with the former
enhancing pest control by 16% across systems [36]. More

Figure 2
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Pathways through which ecological processes can be modulated to synchronously fortify tritrophic defenses and generate a suite of societal
cobenefits. As per [16••], multiple SPPs can be used to harness biodiversity for sustainable pest or disease management [20•,31]. Under each SPP,
one or more ES providers harbor SPUs such as antagonistic fungi or parasitic wasps. As such, a grass barrier strip directly provides SPUs (e.g.
predatory beetles that provide trophic regulation of pests), but also acts on its own as an SPU to improve erosion control. Similarly, a legume-cover
crop can bolster insect-mediated defenses, fix atmospheric nitrogen, enhance water infiltration, and suppress weeds. For a subset of pathways,
linkages are shown between an initial SPP, its SPUs, and the resulting focal ES. Thus, judiciously defined SPPs can deliver services far beyond
tritrophic defense (and pest or disease prevention).

4 Emerging pests and pathogens
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so, by integrating them into Bt crops, these ecological
infrastructures can also avert resistance development and
constrain pollen-mediated gene-flow [37].

Carbohydrates are a coveted commodity within many
crops such as cereal grains. While honeydew (i.e.
homopterans’ sugar-rich excretion product) is arguably
the dominant sugar source in many agro-ecosystems
[38•], companion plants also provide floral and extrafloral
nectar (EFN) for a broad suite of BCAs. EFNs are
wielded by plants to reward BCAs for their pest-control
services and thus shape the resistance phenotype of in-
dividual plants [3], though widespread among the an-
giosperms, EFNs are especially common in legumes. By
thus integrating legumes as strip-, cover-, or rotation
crops, tritrophic defenses can be bolstered ([11,34•;
Table 1). In addition to securing biological pest control
and nitrogen fixation, mixing legumes with crucifers
suppresses soil pathogens [39]. Legumes however are
not the only plants that provide benefits when in-
corporated in crop-diversification schemes. In fact, across
crops, geographies, and farming contexts, more diverse
crops consistently yield higher overall biodiversity and
pest control [17,40⨪], while an enhanced crop cover
boosts yields and soil functioning [41]. Planting trees in
arable cropping systems augments BCA density and re-
duces pest pressure by 25%, though its impact is

modulated by management schemes [42]. Much is also
to be gained by enhancing interspecific diversity: varietal
mixtures regularly bolster pathogen resistance, yield,
and yield stability [43]. A classic field study shows how
fungicidal sprays prove unnecessary when disease-sus-
ceptible rice varieties are grown in mixtures.

Soils constitute the foundation of agri-food production
systems, harbor approximately 25% of the world’s bio-
diversity, and offer an important climate-change miti-
gation pathway. Yet, their contribution to crop protection
is routinely overlooked. Science has only started to un-
ravel how soil biota mediate biochemical, physical, or
ecological facets of tritrophic defense [11,20,44•,45].
Soil-dwelling invertebrates, plants, and microorganisms
however are crucial actors as they link above- or be-
lowground realms, couple energy channels, and connect
functional domains, for example, rhizo- and endosphere.
Different SPPs can modulate the ecological forces that
govern pathogen establishment, crops’ resistance phe-
notype, or even weed-seed decay [46]. Soil-dwelling
communities can be steered through microbial in-
oculants, organic amendments, or plants themselves
[44•]. Plants’ intimate two-way interaction with soil
microbiota is captured within the ‘plant–soil feedback’
concept (i.e. a process through which plants alter soil
properties and thus mediate seedling performance),

Figure 3
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Raising the odds for climate resilience and pest suppression in multicrop systems. As per [23••], the SGH serves as an appropriate analytical
framework to interpret how (seed, field, farm, and landscape-scale) interventions can alleviate (biotic and abiotic) stressors and modulate the resulting
plant-level responses. The odds of facilitation (i.e. positive plant-level interactions) can be raised by improving plants’ ability to cope with biotic stress
through different SPPs, that is, sowing of tolerant seeds, suitable companion plants, microbial seed coatings, or soil amendments (1), or by lowering
plants’ vulnerability to abiotic stress through companion plants that raise water holding capacity or improve soil aeration (2). Along these stress
gradients, BCAs contribute to pest suppression, receive plant-based food rewards, and are variably guided by DAMPs or repellents. The above SPPs
can be deployed along three dimensions, that is, time, space, and genes [18••]. Both empirical and observational assays can account for these stress
gradients and diversification dimensions.

From pesticide-based control to tritrophic defenses Wyckhuys et al. 5

www.sciencedirect.com Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 58 (2022) 101208



which constitutes the basis of crop rotation or multi-
cropping. Many of these processes are vulnerable to
external disturbance: tillage-intensive systems experi-
ence higher herbivore numbers and lowered BCA di-
versity [47], while pesticide-coated seeds harm
beneficial organisms such as earthworms and mycorrhizal
fungi [20⨪,48]. On the other hand, SPPs such as the
addition of organic matter and animal manure (when
correctly applied) promote plant vigor, raise crop im-
munity, and strengthen top-down control by supporting
resident BCA communities. While organic amendments
and mulches have been well-researched, much remains
to be learned about the impacts and mechanisms of
conservation tillage and cover crops [49]. Across farm
and field scales, the added cobenefits of many of the
above SPPs and ecological infrastructures (Figure 2)
routinely propel their diffusion [34•].

Individual seeds or plants
At the lowest level, plant seeds (or plants) are a key pillar
of sustainable pest or disease management. A plant itself
(or the plant–microbe holobiome) harbors both con-
stitutive and inducible defenses against a broad suite of
crop antagonists. These defenses are moldable and
plastic, adapted to specific biophysical conditions, and
attuned to the prevailing antagonists [50]. However, for
many crops, domestication has directly selected against
physical or chemical plant defenses, diluted their titers
(e.g. by selecting for larger organs or under yield x de-
fense trade-offs), or lowered their inducibility [1]. Plants’
defense traits are often misinterpreted, with seed com-
panies even deliberately breeding for nectariless vari-
eties [51] and thus removing a critical energy source for
foraging BCAs. To mitigate this, rewilding constitutes a
lucrative new paradigm for plant breeding and entails
the reintroduction of natural resistance (e.g. trichomes or
nectaries) from a crop’s wild relatives [3]. As such, one
can diversify breeders’ targets without compromising
superior yield or abiotic stress tolerance. Classical
breeding, marker-assisted selection, and genetic en-
gineering all offer suitable avenues to acquire resistance
or tolerance to high-profile antagonists. While the latter
approach has attained successes with Bt insecticidal
crops or virus-resistant papaya clones [30], transgenics
are not a silver bullet, resistance development remains
an issue, and societal acceptance is not guaranteed.

In addition, inducible defenses can be customized to aid
BCA foraging and host location (e.g. through localized
emission of volatile attractants) or to increase BCA fit-
ness (e.g. through heightened nectar secretion) [3].
Considering how damage-associated molecular patterns
(DAMPs, triggered through herbivore attack) mediate

the plant immune response [25••], marker-assisted
breeding can be advanced by pinpointing the relevant
signaling systems and metabolic pathways. Defenses can
equally be switched on or ‘primed’ through exogenous
sprays of elicitors or by DAMP-releasing microbes, for
example, in the rhizosphere [52]. A plant’s priming
status can further be inherited to its offspring over
multiple generations. Another notable advantage of such
defense priming is its applicability across farmer-pre-
ferred and locally adapted cultivars.

Engineering plants’ microbial partners and the plant x
microbe interplay carries a lot of promise, and molecular
genetics serves as an invaluable compass in such en-
deavors. Plant roots and the rhizosphere are sites of
complex interactions for which the (organismal) actors
and chemical signals — even for the world’s main food
crops — are shrouded in mystery [20•]. Though some
microbiota have been inserted into plant tissues, success
rates remain low due to a deficient understanding of
colonization mechanisms [60]. Nevertheless, coating
seeds with plant-beneficial microbes — without ne-
cessarily pursuing endophytic establishment — can
concurrently boost plant fitness, provide biologically
derived nitrogen, and infer broad tolerance to (a-)biotic
stressors, including weeds [53]. Brazilian research has
elegantly shown how cereal seeds coated with the mi-
crosclerotia of Metarhizium spp. fungi can simultaneously
favor biological control, promote plant growth, and lower
pesticide use [54]. As such, manipulating plants’ micro-
bial companions can alleviate input dependencies,
achieve ecologically sound crop protection, and reduce
the carbon footprint of global agriculture [55].

Concluding remarks
The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has spotlighted the causal
linkages between unsustainable land use, biodiversity
loss, and animal–human disease spillover. Pesticide-in-
tensive crop protection contributes to these dynamics by
weakening ESs, upsetting ecological equilibria, and
lowering the immune response of disease-reservoir
hosts. Yet, there are myriad other avenues to meet food-
security needs without jeopardizing human or environ-
mental health. In this Synthesis paper, we have spot-
lighted practicable solutions to avert pest-induced losses
and resolve the social–environmental externalities of
present-day crop protection. The ‘tritrophic defense’
concept helps to identify ways to mobilize biodiversity
for crop protection across disciplinary boundaries, orga-
nizational levels, and spatiotemporal scales. Tritrophic
defenses can be provided by multiple (plant, animal, and
microbial) actors and science is steadily uncovering the
processes that act as (fast, slow, large, and small)

6 Emerging pests and pathogens
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revolving cogs in its intricate clockwork. Service-pro-
viding protocols (as tailored to seeds, farmland soils,
standing crops, or landscapes) are continually being de-
signed, trialed, and refined. In some of the world’s main
cropping systems, best-bet solutions simply wait to be
bundled and taken to scale. In principle, a reconstituted
agro-ecological balance can generate win–win outcomes
for farmers, the economy, and overall societal well-being
[32,40•56••], although this could be thwarted through
climate-induced regime shifts, species extinction, or
food-web collapse [57]. Though this paper centers on its
ecological aspects, the social dimensions of sustainable
pest management cannot be overlooked [16••]. Many of
the solutions are knowledge-intensive and require
technical support, economic incentives that align bene-
fits and costs, risk-mitigation schemes (e.g. insurance),
and insights into stakeholder behavior. Farms are routi-
nely operated as individual entities and it will require
effort to attain critical mass at relevant spatial scales.
This however can be supported through targeted in-
vestment, as in the new US Department of Agriculture
Food System Transformation framework. Also, in de-
graded (agro-)ecosystems, longer time horizons may be
needed for tritrophic defenses to build up to desirable
levels and this may stifle adoption rates [58]. Adaptive
management and concerted action at all levels of influ-
ence are thus crucial to tap the potential of tritrophic
defenses. In order to generate impact at scale, dis-
ciplinary silos need to be opened up and connected to
one another, reductionist visions abandoned, and sys-
tems' thinking embraced [59]. By harnessing the full
power of biodiversity, low-carbon, climate-resilient, and
health-giving farming systems can become a reality.

Author contributions
Kris Wyckhuys: Conceptualization, Methodology,
Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing.Wei
Zhang: Conceptualization, Writing – original draft.
Elisabeth Simelton: Visualization, Writing – review &
editing. Yelitza Colmenarez:Writing – review & editing.
Bjorn Sander: Writing – review & editing. Yanhui Lu:
Writing – review & editing.

Declaration of Competing Interest
KAGW is the Chief Executive officer of Chrysalis
Consulting, an enterprise that promotes nature-based
solutions to crop protection.

Acknowledgements
This paper is dedicated to the living memory of Stephen D. Wratten, a
tireless advocate of conservation biological control and biodiversity-friendly
forms of pest management. The development of this work was enabled
through funding from the CGIAR Research Program on Water, Land and
Ecosystems (CRP-WLE). We wish to acknowledge the One-CGIAR

Initiative “Mitigate+: research for low-emission food systems” for sup-
porting the time and contribution of Wei Zhang.

References and recommended reading
Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review, have
been highlighted as:

•• of special interest.
•• of outstanding interest.

1. Bernal JS, Medina RF: Agriculture sows pests: how crop
domestication, host shifts, and agricultural intensification can
create insect pests from herbivores. Curr Opin Insect Sci 2018,
26:76-81.

2. Sharma S, Schulthess AW, Bassi FM, Badaeva ED, Neumann K,
Graner A, Özkan H, Werner P, Knüpffer H, Kilian B: Introducing
beneficial alleles from plant genetic resources into the wheat
germplasm. Biology 2021, 10:982.

3. Pappas ML, Broekgaarden C, Broufas GD, Kant MR, Messelink GJ,
Steppuhn A, Wäckers F, Van Dam NM: Induced plant defences in
biological control of arthropod pests: a double-edged sword.
Pest Manag Sci 2017, 73:1780-1788.

4. Preece C, Peñuelas J: A return to the wild: root exudates and
food security. Trends Plant Sci 2020, 25:14-21.

5.
•

Savary S, Willocquet L, Pethybridge SJ, Esker P, McRoberts N,
Nelson A: The global burden of pathogens and pests on major
food crops. Nat Ecol Evol 2019, 3:430-439.

Study that quantitatively assesses the impact of 137 pathogens and
pests on primary productivity in the world’s wheat, rice, maize, potato
and soybean crops. Yield losses range between 17% (potato) and 30%
(rice), with the highest losses projected to occur in food-deficit regions
with fast-growing human populations.

6. Xing Y, Hernandez Nopsa JF, Andersen KF, Andrade-Piedra JL,
Beed FD, Blomme G, Carvajal-Yepes M, Coyne DL, Cuellar WJ,
Forbes GA, Kreuze JF: Global cropland connectivity: a risk factor
for invasion and saturation by emerging pathogens and pests.
BioScience 2020, 70:744-758.

7.
•

Lawler OK, Allan HL, Baxter PW, Castagnino R, Tor MC, Dann LE,
Hungerford J, Karmacharya D, Lloyd TJ, López-Jara MJ, et al.: The
COVID-19 pandemic is intricately linked to biodiversity loss and
ecosystem health. Lancet Planet Health 2021, 5:e840-e850.

Opinion piece that outlines how the COVID-19 pandemic is closely tied
to biodiversity loss and ecosystem mismanagement. The authors stress
that zoonotic disease emergence (and its wide-ranging societal impacts)
can be averted by purposely conserving biodiversity and ecosystem
functioning. Mitigation action ideally is to be taken under a One Health
umbrella.

8. Kleijn D, Bommarco R, Fijen TP, Garibaldi LA, Potts SG, Van Der
Putten WH: Ecological intensification: bridging the gap between
science and practice. Trends Ecol Evol 2019, 34:154-166.

9. Hunter MC, Smith RG, Schipanski ME, Atwood LW, Mortensen DA:
Agriculture in 2050: recalibrating targets for sustainable
intensification. Bioscience 2017, 67:386-391.

10. Stenberg JA, Heil M, Åhman I, Björkman C: Optimizing crops for
biocontrol of pests and disease. Trends Plant Sci 2015,
20:698-712.

11. Han P, Lavoir AV, Rodriguez-Saona C, Desneux N: Bottom-up
forces in agroecosystems and their potential impact on
arthropod pest management. Annu Rev Entomol 2022,
67:239-259.

12. Dainese M, Martin EA, Aizen MA, Albrecht M, Bartomeus I,
Bommarco R, Carvalheiro LG, Chaplin-Kramer R, Gagic V,
Garibaldi LA, et al.: A global synthesis reveals biodiversity-
mediated benefits for crop production. Sci Adv 2019,
5:eaax0121.

From pesticide-based control to tritrophic defenses Wyckhuys et al. 7

www.sciencedirect.com Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 58 (2022) 101208

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref12


13. In Biological Control: Global Impacts, Challenges and Future
Directions of Pest Management. Edited by Mason PG. CRC Press;
2021.

14.
•

Díaz-Siefer P, Olmos-Moya N, Fontúrbel FE, Lavandero B, Pozo
RA, Celis-Diez JL: Bird-mediated effects of pest control services
on crop productivity: a global synthesis. Journal of Pest Science
(2) 2022, 95:567-576.

Review paper that rekindles the interest in economic ornithology.
Drawing on 179 case studies, the authors document how wild birds
reduce pest abundance and enhance crop yield. Insectivorous birds
assume a major role as biological control agents on conventional farms.
Bird conservation should thus be a central element of ecological in-
tensification schemes.

15. Janssen A, van Rijn PC: Pesticides do not significantly reduce
arthropod pest densities in the presence of natural enemies.
Ecol Lett 2021, 24:2010-2024.

16.
••

González-Chang M, Wratten SD, Shields MW, Costanza R, Dainese
M, Gurr GM, Johnson J, Karp DS, Ketelaar JW, Nboyine J, et al.:
Understanding the pathways from biodiversity to agro-
ecological outcomes: a new, interactive approach. Agric
Ecosyst Environ 2020, 301:107053.

Description of a (web-based) interactive pathway that outlines the
successive steps from an initial discovery and description of biodi-
versity, a characterization of ecosystem functions to its ultimate social-
ecological outcomes. The toolkit helps to harness biodiversity for sus-
tainable pest management and increases the odds of attaining desirable
‘real-world outcomes’.

17. Wan NF, Zheng XR, Fu LW, Kiær LP, Zhang Z, Chaplin-Kramer R,
Dainese M, Tan J, Qiu SY, Hu YQ, et al.: Global synthesis of
effects of plant species diversity on trophic groups and
interactions. Nat Plants 2020, 6:503-510.

18.
••

Ditzler L, Van Apeldoorn DF, Schulte RP, Tittonell P, Rossing WA:
Redefining the field to mobilize three-dimensional diversity and
ecosystem services on the arable farm. Eur J Agron 2021,
122:126197.

The authors present a three-dimensional conceptual framework that
facilitates the optimization of crop diversification measures. By thus
accounting for spatial, temporal, and genetic dimensions of field-level
diversification, farming systems can be redesigned that optimally exploit
opportunities for EI.

19. De Heij SE, Willenborg CJ: Connected carabids: network
interactions and their impact on biocontrol by carabid beetles.
BioScience 2020, 70:490-500.

20.
•

Samaddar S, Karp DS, Schmidt R, Devarajan N, McGarvey JA,
Pires AF, Scow K: Role of soil in the regulation of human and
plant pathogens: soils' contributions to people. Philos Trans R
Soc B 2021, 376:20200179.

Comprehensive review outlining the multiple, intricate ways in which soil
microbial communities regulate soil-borne pathogens. The authors
emphasize how sound agricultural management can counteract (human,
plant) disease emergence, and call for a far-reaching integration of soil,
plant, animal and human health under a ‘One Health’ framework.

21.
•

Yang F, Liu B, Zhu Y, Wyckhuys KAG, van der Werf W, Lu Y:
Species diversity and food web structure jointly shape natural
biological control in agricultural landscapes. Commun Biol
2021, 4:1-11.

Ground-breaking study that illuminates the extent to which (on-farm)
biodiversity and trophic networks mediate landscape-level influences on
insect biological control. The authors’ food-web approach allows for a
complete accounting of how farm management, e.g., insecticide use
either bolsters or degrades ecosystem functionality.

22. Blaix C, Moonen AC, Dostatny DF, Izquierdo J, Le Corff J, Morrison
J, Von Redwitz C, Schumacher M, Westerman PR: Quantification
of regulating ecosystem services provided by weeds in annual
cropping systems using a systematic map approach.Weed Res
2018, 58:151-164.

23.
••

Brooker RW, George TS, Homulle Z, Karley AJ, Newton AC,
Pakeman RJ, Schöb C: Facilitation and biodiversity–ecosystem

function relationships in crop production systems and their
role in sustainable farming. J Ecol 2021, 109:2054-2067.

Review paper that elegantly describes how biodiversity–ecosystem
function effects, and specifically plant–plant mutualisms, can be
exploited to advance sustainable agriculture. The authors underline how
a mechanistic understanding of (field- or farm-level) ecological interac-
tions can inform breeding efforts and guide future diversification stra-
tegies.

24. Ripoche A, Autfray P, Rabary B, Randriamanantsoa R, Blanchart E,
Trap J, Sauvadet M, Becquer T, Letourmy P: Increasing plant
diversity promotes ecosystem functions in rainfed rice based
short rotations in Malagasy highlands. Agric Ecosyst Environ
2021, 320:107576.

25.
••

Tanaka K, Heil M: Damage-associated molecular patterns
(DAMPs) in plant innate immunity: applying the danger model
and evolutionary perspectives. Annu Rev Phytopathol 2021,
59:53-75.

Review paper that outlines how DAMPs can enhance plant resistance
against a spectrum of pests and pathogens. It provides clear pointers on
how marker-associated breeding can account for DAMP signaling or
how DAMPs can be externally applied to boost plant immunity.

26. Karp DS, Chaplin-Kramer R, Meehan TD, Martin EA, DeClerck F,
Grab H, Gratton C, Hunt L, Larsen AE, Martínez-Salinas A, et al.:
Crop pests and predators exhibit inconsistent responses to
surrounding landscape composition. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2018,
115:E7863-E7870.

27. Redhead JW, Oliver TH, Woodcock BA, Pywell RF: The influence
of landscape composition and configuration on crop yield
resilience. J Appl Ecol 2020, 57:2180-2190.

28.
•

Feit B, Blüthgen N, Daouti E, Straub C, Traugott M, Jonsson M:
Landscape complexity promotes resilience of biological pest
control to climate change. Proc R Soc B 2021, 288:20210547.

Study that generates a thermal resilience index of (insect) biological
control. Building upon elegant field assays, the study shows how het-
erogeneous farming landscapes are more likely to contain climate-
adapted predator communities and thus confer resilience to climate
change.

29. Papaïx J, Rimbaud L, Burdon JJ, Zhan J, Thrall PH: Differential
impact of landscape-scale strategies for crop cultivar
deployment on disease dynamics, resistance durability and
long-term evolutionary control. Evolut Appl 2018, 11:705-717.

30. Lu Y, Wyckhuys KAG, Yang L, Liu B, Zeng J, Jiang Y, Desneux N,
Zhang W, Wu K: Bt cotton area contraction drives regional pest
resurgence, crop loss, and pesticide use. Plant Biotechnol J
2021, 20:390-398.

31. Tscharntke T, Grass I, Wanger TC, Westphal C, Batáry P: Beyond
organic farming–harnessing biodiversity-friendly landscapes.
Trends Ecol Evol 2021, 36:919-930.

32. Wyckhuys KAG, Lu Y, Zhou W, Cock MJ, Naranjo SE, Fereti A,
Williams FE, Furlong MJ: Ecological pest control fortifies
agricultural growth in Asia–Pacific economies. Nat Ecol Evol
2020, 4:1522-1530.

33. Tabashnik BE, Liesner LR, Ellsworth PC, Unnithan GC, Fabrick JA,
Naranjo SE, Li X, Dennehy TJ, Antilla L, Staten RT, Carrière Y:
Transgenic cotton and sterile insect releases synergize
eradication of pink bollworm a century after it invaded the
United States. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2021, 118:e2019115118.

34.
•

Tooker JF, O'Neal ME, Rodriguez-Saona C: Balancing
disturbance and conservation in agroecosystems to improve
biological control. Annu Rev Entomol 2020, 65:81-100.

Important review paper that captures how different types of dis-
turbances in agricultural landscapes affect biological pest control and
how their impacts can be attenuated through conservation practices.

35. Montgomery I, Caruso T, Reid N: Hedgerows as ecosystems:
service delivery, management, and restoration. Annu Rev Ecol
Evol Syst 2020, 51:81-102.

8 Emerging pests and pathogens

www.sciencedirect.comCurrent Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 58 (2022) 101208

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(22)00060-4/sbref35


36. Albrecht M, Kleijn D, Williams NM, Tschumi M, Blaauw BR,
Bommarco R, Campbell AJ, Dainese M, Drummond FA, Entling
MH, et al.: The effectiveness of flower strips and hedgerows on
pest control, pollination services and crop yield: a quantitative
synthesis. Ecol Lett 2020, 23:1488-1498.

37. Yan S, Yu J, Han M, Michaud JP, Guo LL, Li Z, Zeng B, Zhang QW,
Liu XX: Intercrops can mitigate pollen-mediated gene flow from
transgenic cotton while simultaneously reducing pest
densities. Sci Total Environ 2020, 711:134855.

38.
•

Calvo-Agudo M, González-Cabrera J, Picó Y, Calatayud-Vernich P,
Urbaneja A, Dicke M, Tena A: Neonicotinoids in excretion
product of phloem-feeding insects kill beneficial insects. Proc
Natl Acad Sci 2019, 116:16817-16822.

Eye-opening study that exposes a new exposure route of beneficial
insects (pollinators, biological control agents) to systemic insecticides.
The authors show how insecticides contaminate the honeydew of
phloem-feeding hemipteran insects, thereby affecting a diverse range of
beneficial insects even in agricultural crops that bear no flowers.

39. Couëdel A, Kirkegaard J, Alletto L, Justes E: Crucifer-legume
cover crop mixtures for biocontrol: toward a new multi-service
paradigm. Adv Agron 2019, 157:55-139.

40.
•

Tamburini G, Bommarco R, Wanger TC, Kremen C, van der Heijden
MG, Liebman M, Hallin S: Agricultural diversification promotes
multiple ecosystem services without compromising yield. Sci
Adv 2020, 6:eaba1715.

Meta-analysis that unveils the extent to which agricultural diversification
consistently benefits biodiversity, various insect-mediated ecosystems
services, soil fertility and water regulation while sustaining (or even en-
hancing) crop yields.

41. Garland G, Edlinger A, Banerjee S, Degrune F, García-Palacios P,
Pescador DS, Herzog C, Romdhane S, Saghai A, Spor A, et al.:
Crop cover is more important than rotational diversity for soil
multifunctionality and cereal yields in European cropping
systems. Nat Food 2021, 2:28-37.

42. Boinot S, Mézière D, Poulmarc'h J, Saintilan A, Lauri PE, Sarthou
JP: Promoting generalist predators of crop pests in alley
cropping agroforestry fields: farming system matters. Ecol Eng
2020, 158:106041.

43. Wuest SE, Peter R, Niklaus PA: Ecological and evolutionary
approaches to improving crop variety mixtures. Nat Ecol Evol
2021, 5:1068-1077.

44.
•

Pineda A, Kaplan I, Hannula SE, Ghanem W, Bezemer TM:
Conditioning the soil microbiome through plant–soil feedbacks
suppresses an aboveground insect pest. New Phytol 2020,
226:595-608.

Study confirming how plant–soil feedbacks can be used to steer soil
microbiomes and thus induce (above-ground) resistance in cultivated
crops against insect herbivores.

45. Wyckhuys KAG, Nguyen H, Fonte SJ: Artefactual depiction of
predator–prey trophic linkages in global soils. Sci Rep 2021,
11:1-13.

46. Dalling JW, Davis AS, Arnold AE, Sarmiento C, Zalamea PC:
Extending plant defense theory to seeds. Annu Rev Ecol Evol
Syst 2020, 51:123-141.

47. Rowen E, Tooker JF, Blubaugh CK:Managing fertility with animal
waste to promote arthropod pest suppression. Biol Control
2019, 134:130-140.

48. Lamichhane JR, You MP, Laudinot V, Barbetti MJ, Aubertot JN:
Revisiting sustainability of fungicide seed treatments for field
crops. Plant Dis 2020, 104:610-623.

49. Alyokhin A, Nault B, Brown B: Soil conservation practices for
insect pest management in highly disturbed agroecosystems
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