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Arthropod food web structure and the biocontrol services
of natural enemies in agro-ecosystems
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Abstract: Classical arthropod community studies mainly focus on species richness, community struc-
ture and their dynamic changes, but few studies have sufficiently evaluated the mechanisms that drive
species interactions and ecological functions. Arthropod food web mainly describes and evaluates spe-
cies interactions belonging to different trophic levels. Food web structure analysis is helpful for disen-
tangling the mechanisms that drive the biological pest control of natural enemies. The studies of the
composition and evaluation approaches of arthropod food web structure were summarized, especially
the relationships between network feature and ecosystem services of biocontrol agents. The effects of
species interaction and environmental changes on food web structure and function were also discussed.
This provides an insight into ecosystem functionality mediated by arthropod food web structure, and
helps optimize the biological pest control strategy in agro-ecosystems.
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HUIRERTFCHE R HEAT T R GMBE, N4 T 'Y
P BEA G5 Ky e AN TR1 2R TR £ ) W PP 5 3k, A T
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TR I AR PR 25 A 5 TR sh ) By W by S A
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AW AR TR IRFEAL , R AL KB R
H R A R I B

1 HEMBYMER R TN TTE

1.1 BYINEGEHMEEFRLR

BV AL T AR E SRR P R A
Ti) P8 B 32 ¢ 2 i 4H 3% ( Allesina et al., 2008) , AS[d]4)
i o BUEE G REHER A B T — RSB
HE , 22~ B W Ak i ] A B R T2 AR T
2= B W M (Banasek-Richter et al.,2009) ., &4
BTN E S SO E TP/ PSS NI (=5 T )
FEUEZHE” CEFRION) B anz” (RE =) 2
207 (BB RE T, sAH BAE AR ) 4%

WS EY MR YA R AE TR
o B A SO O . R AR
ARG W EHE S YA TR EFR)ZI M E R
SR AT EAL T RRE FRE I, KR HE
AR A AE R F A R RAEY A Y BG D he
) FERME . TR EEN R, R #H
XA Y IR R AR 5 45 Holling 4 %1 (Hol-
ling, 1959) . Y4540 % B2 AR, il 3K AR
PR, 3R FH AR B S P R i R TS, AR A KK
XPAE Y4 ] LU, L SRR LUK B TR
AL TATRE IR o YR8 G 3 5 K
-, RS R R e E R
BB BN — A KAE, M5 R 3 FE AW (1
PRI EEHC WM. 556, h FREIR /N
LR I 25 5 KRR M AR T
RSO R, BN RS BRI SRS
o e I ), R B M e A v DA S 3 s S T R
% A 3] (Raymond et al., 2015) , 324 3
Tl B 25 3 g B 25 5 b ST R X (Montoya et al.,
2006) . 17 A5 (Bl ) BER A BT b A — A=
SO ECEFREHAINE e (RS TN Z
8] 52 5+ 5 Z MR (Kiivan, 2014) , 5 2 25 & A (Fpa]
oy Fh N ) 4E B N 4l &2 (intra-guild predation, IGP)
(Vance-Chalcraft et al., 2007 ; Novak,2013) . X2
At A B UM 2 R A, R e R
& WK RN 2 — . 4% SR A BB ERE K EL

BT ORI, R T 15 R B R % 7%
P, SRS ARES BT

Br T MTE SR 40, B M b AN [R5 5+
JZ D RPIRIAAEAE H A2 2 (Duchenne et al.,2021) .
I, A H A= 25 Z 8 Hhlgg doRs iz [ i e 43
W i AT DL i AR S SR o TS TR AR ) B
T B ICA 7453 3l AT DL TP 5 5 2 ) SRR
1o il (Depa et al.,2020) . 44b T EFIRIZ M —L88

R R ) B2 i), ml DR B 2 4 ) 3

FIZHIHTE  ENZ B B R R — L)%
PER R S A 22 I e FR L 2L,
AR R T J A e A PR T R ECK A
i, 33 S TR R AT D IBRCEE Ay (B3 o) SR 4
H BB K, AR T UK 41 XU (Tylianakis et
al.,2010) , 4 R THERFE W N R TS IR 1 .
1.2 BEYREMIIEN &

BV Ak AT 3 e PE R E i 2
FE T B P 2 AR R S o 28 56 A DTy s B P A )
MVEROCR AT Ll &3 1T 2/ 008, %
REUE A A YR I A B X R EE. 1
SRR RPN A2 BURE R S R A i
IR/ IN )2 532 1 40 U TR A 38 R B P I 2 iR
7% (Bana$ek-Richter et al.,2004) .

E ) AR T B 2 X e ) B £ (A
W AR AR B A ELVE R A A
JE A ansaE o R R B X AN R K 8
B - R Sk 51 9, AT LA o 2 K A
Y2 %5 B (Wirta et al., 2014 ; Toju & Baba,
2018) , & T+ & ¥ W 4H 2 19 K5 B (Derocles et al.,
2018) . Eitzinger et al.(2019) X} 75 AL A% B % = %
S PR ARG AS R4 A &5 T L R AE 20 A 668 SkAb i
ARYk Pardosa glacialis K 1718 W17 DNA 7346
W, A A RS AR Tz, ek i 13 B 518
172 PS8 10 e B 22 B AE 45 A b (s BT A
RN 74%) A3 8RR T XEH H . Derocles
et al. (2012) F| /| DNA §" H§ R, & & 7 5E T 16S
rRNA 27 AL R 55 LWRhAZ R 4 7k, B4 %
IgF HOE AL Aphidiinae YRR S5 1), X 00 SO0 1Y
Hz AT I F 80% LA L (Bt 75 Ffrof d e > rprm L
ot 61 ), BEAEAT R X 53 FH 1% 8 (14T 285 0L 325 xfE
LRI ) 3 i, B v 70 e - 25 A e W I )
YIRh o BE RN UMER TR , A R T HERR P4 H ) 27 A A
M. Derocles et al.(2014) F1| HIAH R R AAG I T 1E4)
FEAEVEY A B v A0 ORI 0 75 A i i i T
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Uof A~ A A e I A 27 Al U 61
PR ar A= W , 2% 0 7 Pl sl A FH B 25 e, 25
WG A7 A W HAT B i R AE B A DN

FAEE W LR ANZEFRFAE A8 bR — B T 43y
2 K Wy Jm v s 42 JE P (Martinez, 1991) . iX
)RS TN, Wi H T E Y
W b v E A Y W R R (R

B FRIZH) JEFEH SR YIECE A L3 (25 %
L) 45 s B Im S B W B A G
VESB A 1 T B 1 S B DR A
B R AR H) S (FR ), A Lt
BN SRS G A D RE S UIAH G, inTUAR T
BRI REFRRL Ok 17 SRR 4 R
ZE (Bersier et al., 2002 ; Dormann et al.,2009) .
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Table 1 General metrics for describing the structural characteristics of arthropod food web

YIRS E ZHA 225 3k
Food web metrics Description Reference
R B SEPRE FR R Z Bersier et al., 2002;

Links The total realistic interactions in food web
Uiy FEA PPN R ) SA A

Linkage density The average links for each species

Dormann et al., 2009
Bersier et al., 2002

IFAR ELAE IR S REEE , K SO ME AR, AR R R RELE ] ELA R 72 S BB Alatalo, 1981; Miiller et

The evenness of interaction in food web: low evenness depicts a high variation in in- al., 1999; Bliithgen, 2010

Martinez, 1992; Dunne et
al., 2002a; Gilbert, 2009

Bersier et al., 2002

Bersier et al., 2002

HAER S

Interaction

evenness teraction frequencies between different species pairs
EEIETE W S PR T AT R RE R Lt
Connectance Realized proportion of all possible links

3t BRI FER T AR P R

Generality Mean number of prey species per consumer

VEintes BERIA Y IS AR T R

Vulnerability Mean number of consumer species per prey

TRe HAME

Complementary £ HAb 7 IR AEFERPTE

b [ — 7 S R YRR G A T SRR TR] 24— R s HA FT LIl T B Bliithgen & Klein, 2011;

Peralta et al., 2014; Rou-

Species in the same trophic level have different resource requirements, and when binet et al., 2018
one resource is reduced, they can maintain the population by eating other resources

3 3t A 27 G RE AT B R it 4 R GEHER ) A R iR S PR , BB Almeida-Neto et al., 2008;

Tylianakis et al., 2010

Ph — UK Ze i 2 SRR A 40 T AR, I RGeS MR 2k ORRE M L (B, Memmott et al., 2004;

ek

Nestedness NV P&
A measure of departure from systematic arrangement of species by niche width.
Higher nestedness means lower probability of extinction

stiidas

Robustness VLI R G

Burgos et al., 2007

The area under the secondary extinction curve measures the system stability to spe-
cies disappearance: higher robustness indicates higher stability

FRS R H, SRR A AR B, (0~1) , B, R, F AR pokkai | B S &t a8 Bliithgen et al., 2006;

B R

Specialization
degree H,’

2008

H,” indicates the degree of specialization H,” (0-1) in food web: higher H,” means

higher specialization, which represents more oligophagous or monophagous species

— BRI, B I £ 37 A s, R ) A A
18 F 8 20, & W) ) 25 44 45 £2 %F (Dunne et al.,
2002b; van Altena et al.,2016) . X & K N 24
P — R el — R R A 2,
M T AL JE P R B — D R B R B I I
oAt iR A ] P IBCE B A A Y R DA i)
o, G R T 4R VR 0932 2 P (Gilbert, 2009 ; Tyli-
anakis et al.,2010) . 38 MR = B Y A LT
ST PLRE ) B i, A F T HBT AN R P A AR
(Smith-Ramesh et al.,2017) ;{H—H AfZ a3, JLH:

SETEROIR GO P B AR, T AR E S22 Z R
GRIRALNE , B KA A5 T I 55 , A —LEAS Hh )
T i UK 48 4 XS (Romanuk et al.,2017) . 33

PR EZERY] TR AR 5 i P e ey, U R gD
RO R RGPS ESE . By L AR A Mo ik
N7 FATH B S0 (B R , U X R i B Y
THPH U 2 | X 5 B R 2 PR O 283 ) Al
W AR M SRR R, G0 R Fl T e e RS ) A D
DI RZ I T E T AEARE N, SRS R R AR
eSS , Fa e PEFE AR (Bersier et al., 2002) . fE/EZS
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Rauh, BT IR AN EA AR R A S DI RE ) P Fh
TUAR R A F5 AR 28 R G 1 AR RN A2 1k 1) 51 ZE AL
(Dainese et al.,2017) , i &35 (19 B AMEFTCA AT
DLk 2 il B A i 55 B AR P (Peralta et al.,
2014),

2 TGRS SN X R

BG5S e T R A EAE I OC R,
F B[] 422 5 o) AR S RE I 09 S5 R RS E 1 L B g
(Montoya et al., 2006; Poisot et al., 2013; I 45 17,
2017) . RECH D FEAE S By e v 2
FFFIE AT B2 VIR G
2.1 HEBRB-EHEYN

JURE AR R T AT 2 AR B
6 24 ELAG R ) EAMAE VA B W I 455 ) 1 S
TR YA R B R TR P R BRI R
1 = W (11 Sl o1 L s A £ R RO
Baumgartner et al. (2020 )3 iz 77 | AR BEDL 2 2k
[7] 7K 4 f1%) #52 #Y (dependent random-search coextinc-
tion model, DCM) , 41 43 1 —FP AL UL £ 1 ) v 4
WG R 4 Jm Ry Ji ik . 76 DCM HY, i ) Fh e
IR 4 J vl LA o 2 FhHEA AR LS, RIS i 5 5
A A AE B R B CRMEERAON ), 5508 1S I 1Y)
A EAE MR S A7 A IZ AR T AL B 2 Fh
FHEAEFR S b K45 R fEtERE
— B AMARE K IEFEY HIAE 1 AR, X TE A
AE I LU, A JCAS Bk B8 DA M 08 Dy H 2
M ECEE Y A BRSSO OC Tl vk
K- R W B9 22 LIAR B8 g sl 28 596 25 it
TTREPEVE N F o IAESE , BEE Rl H AR Y
SRR SEEL T ME A EE S A K -
HoE WM, AT DU A AT RS 3 B a1
HAEKRR A B TARYE ) AN [R5 55 2 0] i %
I35 e R A FH 7 s R R A S LR Sl Lt

AR, TR B R & - Y R
ZEFRRFIE SR AR B R & J (Eitzinger et al.
2019) o U A G g5 2 A D 2 A L ol IEG 92 W o 4k
5 (enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay, ELISA ) 55
A LRSI £ 1 5C 2 Ckly 2245, 1996) , i X1 RS 07 45
(2002) JH ELISA XUHTAR S LM 5T 1 A A o AL
FRART B PR R B3 i Mok R 2 [ R ¢
FE TR EE ISR, AR 19
HEET, M EHE Al Sogatella furcifera Flt &
M\ Nilaparvata lugens {53545 15 FRAT 1T F, EZELL

RS A £ BRI E M IE Cnaphalocrocis medi-
nalis # A 7 F0 3 EHEI Chironomus sp. I/ 13
B, A 3 PPk XS AE IS Oxya sp. # B 555 A 4
%, A DNA Z- TRl B AR 1) & e , i 44 Ry
S5 | 4 e TR v A R K ST AR TE N B P A
Z, MZE PCREA, 528 T AR L RRAS 1 Ffs
Vsl [Rl A B 22 A0 0 5 0, i 1 ARG TA]
R MR = T A8 RS 3% X6 T B AN
TR EYI R RN S A B M 45
HA B L (ZEYLE,2010) . 140 Roubinet et al.
(2018) FHH 3 rh ks I AN 1 K27 H T 181
WEH LEE R, R 8 Fli &t K& b (5 Fh
A 3R ) AT 36% B TR T A 15 R
Yy, A 35% MR b EUR I 1 RS A 29% YA
e iy 1 VAR TR R R Y
254 (IR S P KF Al D Be TR ) B AR
Y AR AL A B M RS A [ 2215 FEAE Rl i
HAME(THEETUAR) , I A I TAEAEYAS A A= 04
il R EA N FE

TEABMEE T, — MR IE R AT e 5] K —
RO G R AT ([F— 5 FR)2 90 Fak By 1]
T ORFIEFRIZG) ZREE AR (R )M 2
Pl oK 4 o RES T T e ma A= 8T fg . XORECAEY)
I R AR R B T BRI A I AR GO AL
Dunne et al.(2004) A WA & & S5 AH i 29 ™
T3 PR R, AR A R , A AR O 5
1) G5 3K 55007 T SO Ath A o — R 2K 48 1) M 2380 L 32
i, M & B FRERGHEE) Wi heE T
1Y 45 4 A H A 25 31 B (Lazzaro et al., 2009; Ru-
dolf,2012) . Donohue et al.(2017) A K £ 4 ¥ v 4.
MHEFE YR EE R AR TOHADI & A R
SFE F SRS a5 | K A 3500, 3G A
YRR R, ik, RS RGN 2
FEME B8 3% 6 R BI04 P (Kawatsu et al.,
2021) , X THERFAE S RGARE FRARPIFR I L KUK |
PR R B R R A SRS DIRe R LE K,
22 HHEMXB-FEHEYN

M TR EE IR, Y- FEWC
FRZE Ly WL AN Ak, 38 1 B Rl B AR, nl LA
VAN AN [R5 5% 2 G 8] (0 A T RN G300
fE R A ] ARG R 5 AR TR AL s i A2 AN HL I
(de Sassi et al.,2012) . Ul Gagic et al.(2011)4RiE T
INFZBF -2 A e B I A R 5 AR R T I OC
F R TR = 1 £ 0 DX 7 ) A R
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%, A AR 5, (02 A R A A R A Rl AR
YEY) Le A5 B 38 i AH R 9870 .- Sanders et al. (2013)
A Y ERMEY) LA d - A e M, R I
TR PR R A () IR AR MR B S SRR
A AEMEI RIS AL TARE TR E G Ay
Bl 5 B SRR QA A MR Y R R 2k s B T
AR RRPHE 5 2 F I A A R SE A
T SR AR I B AP R ACR T B R I
VS e FL 27 A e At n i 2 A 0 R A 10 IR
B 1A HH X SE R AR 2 T Wb A PR R B 1Y
BEAG, 1155 T3 E-FF YA B AR RSREE , 52 1
HEBRG R E SR IZ PR FRE M T 6E (Ke-
hoe et al.,2016; Sanders et al.,2018a) .

Goémez-Marco et al.(2015) F| FH DNA 43— K5
FeARA T T MR LS5 435 F Aphis spiraecola M H:
A AN T B NS5 R , FER RN i) 880 S AR
RINA 86% M (R A IR I H3 2870 1 3k 25 A g, I
WA 583 S AR R T R — R R A e
249 XUJRE 4 8 Binodoxys angelicae , YLK HY 6 F
405 3k T FF AR 0, W ioF 0 Bk /N 9% Syrphophagus
aphidivorus (% A>T A LEMERIEIY 43%; T3 A1, T 9T
B A A M A8 2o 5 e ) 2 A AR e ) M L T A
TLHFP RS, 350 AT R 1 BV A A A 0 () 2
A R FEELR A . Yang et al. (2021) 3 4 431
R A2 AR A3 T 2R F 25 AN [a] S50O08 T oA FH A% A
UoF — 25 AR W T I FER Y 4B 2 503 Sk A A
WA R AT AR A 3 (1 5693k ), AL Fh
hy K U5F 30 5 % Binodoxys communis , 5 ¥ 9% 3 A4 1
VIR 919 ; T 27 A WA 7 R (934 3k ), P b if
g Bk /)N 1 Syrphophagus spp., i B 2 A2 W) FhRY
40% ; 1 9 3F A= 96 R ER 2 A 06 43 ) o A A AR M 1Y
63% M 37%. ZMTFEHER T 3 FEAEL XA [ 550
B B N Y A A W 3 A s ) D RE A HT
BLI, [R] A A HH ) i o0 st P A e 2 ek
Iof vh -2 A e T W) N S5 4G 5 A2 S D RE IRIAE 7R B 0 1Y
PR, AF A SR AT AL e i) Z R Y
DR 4y P S A DG OG R T A AR R S B M Yy
Sy R IEAOCC R o XAl e R A AR R 2%
ST AR, IO 2 E | %54
RS . A RPN AR — i R Az 0
TSR SZ I, WA B R ARV E Y AR B L ek ey, B4R
AR, /N R AR ARG T 2P A%

3 TRERYIM S SR E R
R P IS PN e R L e L

MEAER, B, NS B, MU BB 52 P R Al
HAE R = HA T RES I ) S5, I8 it 9
RO, B s ) 4 AR R R S e
3.1 MR EMER
3.1 AR R

e F AR A S HEE T YRR RN IR U= K
A 2538 P A B 45 2R Wi ok A ) 1 Y Ak
i s AR A S R G T A EAE N BB
[ ) 45 #4) #0375 (Schneider et al., 2016; Brose et al.,
2017) o RTINS PARIE B L AR R AR B
A, DA T T I 2 5 = A B XU o Brose et al.
(2006) TA J 4 £ 5 AHXT TAS 0 AR UK, B I
) A B 22 A P RS E I R T o Gibert & De-
Long (2017) i i B A A RUBL T Py Fp 2 0 (R A K
AN AR B W I SR K 2, e IR AR S
K, HEA B X 3230 P LR ) B R R i ey
3.1.2 At S AR

YyhoRT B P 0 28548 5 ) S AL T IR AN
SRR WD Z FE VR SR 2 H 55 B I B AR E
P4 (Schneider et al.,2016) , & I £ 47 X 19 45 ¥4 Al A=
ARG IRE (ZEWF5E, 2008; Gray et al., 2021) . Ul
Estrada (2007) 73041 1297 9% ) Fbefid 2k 1) g o A
FE, e R R ) A A 0 A (A5 B W I R 2%
5y 2 BN YR RS20, 4045 X 500 B ek
B X Fh b 2K I IRHTRE 7] i . Dunne et al.
(2013) 48 £ 4 9 v 23 A W Rl S 3G sk, 4 1
R A e VB R R AR 2 E SR
Gt P E B A A W54 . Lundgren &
Fausti (2015) i 5% 2 W 15 il sl Wy 1 b Z2 6 i 38 fin
PEE T EY O, BT FOK I R g Pe-
droso et al.(2021) #fiif T —FpAl &Pk d 5H A7 4E
YVIEY NS MIGEZ MO FR , BRI — 27 A4 i
YiRh G O 25 5 S B Y M S5 H 0 52 e MR 2y AR
RN, A i A AR A DU B A8 A A% il A
BRAAE.
3.1.3 APl AR ZAR A 69 3R L

Y R A EAE 2 DL B Y
2 HIZN (top-down effect) A 4, [e it 3k, T )29 Fh
g B Yk )Z WA, HFR A bottom-up
effecte | ffixX 2 4~ 1d B XS F48 78 Az A I 45 44 A
Dhnedk s % B (BUAF AR FRE AT et T
Yy (B 75 ) Ak T S0P IS & B2 R AIG, D e 52
i) =5 B2, KK A AT e 2 i AR HE 2 45 (Tack et al.,
2011 ; Chailleux et al.,2014) .
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TR R G D, YA [F — M AR Y Z 18]
A SAEETE R KR . Y R 3
I ARSI B R E SRR HAR R A A A
o 2538 i, DT T B 2 X665 4 D) v At 5 4 1 4
il AE |, 33X Fh 55 438 5 7K < BUSAR 5E 4 (apparent
competition) ” (Holt, 1977) . Frost et al.(2016) it i
ANFFEEER AT EZ MBI ISR e Frsg i 13 HE
NI REAEEH e TR E-FEEEY
ROZEFE . A PRI T AR, KRR 2 (A ey
TR IR AT R Se 4, AT e s R AR AT IN
AT 52 M £ ) ) 45 4 R A 4 3 R (Vance-Chal -
craft et al., 2007; Rondoni et al.,2018) . {H Wang et
al.(2019) AR INF R HIIEE T 5B IR 2R
FfvE TR SR IR, SO s T
HFSE AR Z A

B AN R R 52 7 -2 A B
G5K ek 20 T P LA IR RE O/ 2F S s R H A
HEWESE R ELIIR 2% . Vorburger(2014) Fil Vorburger &
Perlman (2018 ) i 552 85F 144 A — 26 7 A0 14 Jo 114 H A
PR IE 2o B et A% R S Re S R A I - T A e
Z A R R AL, P i s AR R e v, DR AP i et sz
A AR AR T 25 2R PR B R HOr i )
A HIER . Ye et al.(2018) & BU e PE Py HL A &
FEANSE M) 75 A W 7 B AT Ay, (H 2 BRI 7 A e
A FEAE K G Sitobion avenae N I AETE 2, 15
W R S AR B, B R T T -
Al A AR I 2 TR AR B
3.2 YFSMBIMERE R
320 AMEEA

AR IR PR 2 i B R O IR A A R
] LA b Z2 B AR BAE H (Tylianakis & Mor-
ris,2017) . AL 2l s AT Pk R R
AR K /N (Awmack et al., 2004) A1 AR i 3 %
(Petchey et al., 2010) 9 5 HAE K & & MRS K
(Bale et al.,2002) . Chidawanyika et al.(2019) 5 /4
TR R R A SRS H P B E L
T BYAE R, DTS2 i A ) — 27 32— 73 A 0 3 9B 7
JZHEME R . A SO AT Ry, B2 s B E e
T A ERIE AR KA B TR A A e AR I A
R TR AEVER . Yacine et al.(2021) PFAH T 4Bk
ARWETS 50 N PRI LI XA ) AR R 5
SERRFENR , J2 BRIV Rh A B AR, S I 1Y)
SR AIN RS AR 2318 52 BRBHR

BRIGEESN , N TP Ao I S5t 255 ma 4 b 2

HEE A 25 31 fiE (Gaston et al., 2013 ; Knop et al.,
2017) . Sanders et al. (2018b) #ff 5% T & i A T 18
5ER 5 ) R T RIOR Z b f o — 2 A e ) T S
IR AP 5 BE A N TG B 1 i - A e
PR R AR P T A AR KT
UF H %R T e e Y RIS T AR
322 REFW

A HSOUAS R HE AR 2 RE v SSOWLZE R AR
LRSS . P 2P0 3R, W s Y 2Rk
KA R G0y fig S 2% 9% UIAHOC (Ebeling
et al.,2018;Gardarin et al.,2018) . THYIHEE ZFEM:
ARG B PR R s i s T LSRR
A3 £ (Scherber et al.,2010) , ¥ = B Y ZAEME
R BB Wy A A T RO R RN A S, b B TR
(Haddad et al.,2011) , AR B 28R S 8B Y
D e P 22 A PR D | R 2 S R AN B Fh O 4
(Valladares et al.,2012) . Giling et al.(2019) A A B
FAHY) AR B3 0, A -t Bk R A - R
TR W 5 2 Mt ZEBG T, d A P TR 45 T
TR E R 2 Y R R A A BAE . Wan et al.
(2020) 381 7F B REE 15007 & BUAE ) Z2 e MR
5 A ENEREN EIL ES Y S E W Sl E4
e, 61 a0 A4 £ F (Ouyang et al., 2020) 5% 78 4% H
SRR A2 T AR P A5 Ry KB R e P it T A Y
JEAF R A YRR, BN T AT 3 B R A
PER M R BB, K T AL T4 2 R )
TR AR FRREE BRI T VB FRREY
ST X R AR R R A SRR A
HET B 2 TH SR

SO A AE BERE R AL RE % LR B Rl R Y
JEsh Wi TE 2 Pt 5 2h 7S (Batary et al., 2011 ; Veres
et al., 2013) W) F A AR T B £ 400 1) 2 80 45
(Massol & Petit,2013) )% H A= #1575 (Tylianakis &
Binzer,2014) ., YEY)J&F H 32 58 MG h 3 Br
AR EY A= S5 et o KR AR A DA S Ak
¥y ALY, R KRR R A RS S A B
JIEP T, Fabian et al.(2013) #RIEAEVEY 55 WVEY)
Ji1 300 () EY AR A ) St 23 S e M R R R B RN
R, DLCAF - e B N S 5 s
T T rh R EAE R 2R BRIR T 5
PP s R AR AT , ) I A R 8
L . Grass et al. (2018) A& B A: 550 B AL 7E JRy e

SOULJZ L B B2 e Py b 2 BRI T 4544, 330

A BRSO (A 27 B0 BA SR
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BB ) L BRAR T 7 E-F Y S W R AR
R LRV B9 A2 € M . Haussler et al. (2020) 1A
SR HE B R CANAE B8 3 28 T e A ) 2 K 4 1) ¢
BEIKEN N 2, {H Liao et al.(2017a,b) A &9 W
PR an RAETE W] 0 55 4 OC 2R, 345 B 1Y AR B AR AL
PA R TR M BERE

Al AL LAk b T A FH SOUL A BB R
I T SO S Bt G R 3 ] i 2 s AR E Y A=
B A0 BEAR T B REE R A
FE4E (Tscharntke et al., 2005) , E B BN R G010
HE (Thies et al.,2011; Zhao et al.,2015) . Jonsson et
al.(2012) 5T R BHAN S LR IR Bl T4k FH 5 XS 2
F2 A A W 2 A B OC SRR B R 520, [
1T I H (Y ) 9% A AR RN A AR R DL R SR
Plutella xylostella [N R 277 A= 5%, X SE52 ) J LT 56 42
2 PR AR 5 AR SRRl P R B 0 i A R 3
WAESE T B A 1 A1) 5 B 38, an s — AR K
TR RRURS 35 IR R R Bt 35, A5 5 e 5 R )=
1) 47 o G 2 A WA S0 X S I 1) R Bt AR AR T
Gossner et al.(2016) 73 #7 T [ 3 > Hb X i 150 B
T A A i RN AE ) 22 R PR, A M AR
Al G R T 2 F Y R IR ST B
BRI FTAL, AR T o 5 B s PR 75 1
a-Z Pk
323 A

AKNEAE PR A B R ZR AR B R 20 il
b KRS AT DA R A 3 SRR S A, AR A
YA B o 3 R R R AMEERE T, OF
STIPUES S Y=k GIEDS Al h w7/ AT I PNEE RN
fiE. N Riggi & Bommarco (2019) % ¥ jifi F A HLAE
REME S AR ) A S, I [ 2 A -5 B sh i &
Yy BRI T ) FHSR B 5 76 R F R AFAER, it
A HUIE A 0 A=y i e 8 1k 21 5 it FH JCHLACRLAHE
R A 7K AR HE T ) 3 RSO 35 B A g il A
JHo Vollhardt et al. (2019 ) 3H it I B i 2 1 /)N
2 PR A TR, BRI - A A e ) I Y
3 PR S . B AR B AR S A R T R
PAERRE , RN T 7R e niE 5 B 0 i TF
HORE G R HOR T T A AR 0 DR A AR s A Y
BN —E 2 T B A R I (Garratt et al.,
2011) o AHGRA KA, 7E4a il 5 A Rp e 9 [A]sf
o A R TR KSR A, I e H A AR
AR T BB R & A= (Main et al.,2018) . Tooker &
Pearsons (2021 ) % 18 H7 KA A% B3] A9 K A 5 |

A TR E R BN AR, 8 T 15 e Bh
YIEYMNEEH . Sio0, AR FIEAR TR YRR
JFa8 B N R IO, S EOE S R R
P (Kl EL B #i2% (Douglas & Tooker,2016) .

gl A7 L, A PR RE S A R AR
REREAIAE 274 25 B9 4 FH (Larsen et al., 2021) , 32458
1 K1 A ) 2 AP (Galloway et al., 2021) , #2 7
FE LB IR 7K F (Muneret et al., 2018) . Ul [ P45
(2004) iz iE S1E 5tz By i A AR L, A ALRS B
R R B, B I A BT A 2 TR
7E . Macfadyen et al.(2009)/F5¥ T 5 [E 74 me 5 20 4~
AL FUE G A3 i 193 Fp 27 A0 Fn 370 e
TR EASNEWMN, kARG h A R
YR B B TR GeAe S , 7 18 Y A 2 i L
KeGh i YN EE TR E . Bowers et al. (2021)
I AR B ARV T4k HE 55 P il 2 1k
K= W IS5 A8 R 520, A A 207 i T PR
& M AR Y RE S LR AR AR AL WA B R
E P AR AR P A8 b, A PR 2 T T ) A
W R P s P A B RN e v, T R EE Y
B 4 PN 8 A 2 A7 T S P B Al L v, S S 7
PRGN A R R A 2R A R TR L
B E s E

e B D B HE T P A 4 T A 3 LA [
B, AT g BB R i SRR AR 9 s i A
IRt YR AE R RS YIEE. W von Burg
et al.(2011) B 4 FE BT /N2 X E AR B 1R
e UgF A AR W R ) X %) 5 i /N A2 R AR AL
X W —H0) 2 2 A W W I S B TS W ek s e, (B
I FE RN ZE b 0 2 — o B A e ) I 1 3
JE L T X B &R o Szénasi et al. (2014) 38 5% 5
PRI TR H B FOK 58 L EOKAH L, RS &
VI 2548 AR , B A 34 58 P TR W R A8k
Palinkas et al.(2017) & BLIGIE 2 7 771 5 (1) Bt 2 3
AL AL BEAR AT P F K S R Bh )
B A S5, Bt FE PR T K R B R K T v g
J 3140 57 B A B R Y AR — 3. Yang
et al. (2022) K L5 * MUARAEMLL , 5 CrylAc+CpTI
FEIARAEIT B B2 e i o P A R R
K FA Wy 25k A AR S D, W 7 A Sl I
W25
324 ANIZ
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YERT, It s s A P A AR S R S
()22 A PR e M B vty (Snyder & Evans, 2006;
Fletcher et al.,2019) . 41 Michalko et al.(2021) % i&
— bR AF A LN F1 35 %) B 5% 7 Hymenoscy-
phus fraxineus NM=ZWI 1855, BEAR T A< ik Sz
HARY 2 S W B S VR RE B AME . X4k
R, 51 ASMKRAYI PG A M H R Z 2557
FEA RN, FRAEXT A S R R E AR E
PERIRENE o THBRIMSE AAZ DR BT AR 2
R MEY N AR (Calizza et al.,2021) .
4 RE

KT EY M, Bl E2EHEY
Fih Z A B PR IR X B ) I 54 g s me) L, %k
BYMEEF B A R BT REITE A i b ok
K] DA S 8L LA

— BRI AR EAE RS )
Fofr p T BRI D] At PR 255 e S BRI 285 FE A A1
SR LI AR GOSN 5 [R]— AR AR R ge b H
AT ()47 1 3 B OR T  H VR R 48 7 RS o
I, 75 BSOS TE Y N AR SRS SR OE R
A AE Ak, AR 1] FH 5 e e b v T R 1Y
SEMA 5 5380 N REZ AL E Y rh ) — S Y AR
Hean s B s A R B R B R i
LEERAS (LI S 9 91 2R B K 466t A T B2 4y
S HE T S N G4, 1 A A — R a1y
2 = R v £ g e N B2 3 0 R 228 S 7/ A 2
FEH, BE Y HIAE AR LA = W R 43 2 i U
TR EEFERAYE S XA R R B A IR 2T 3T
AR YIFPOC R AR, s A B ) I R AR A X 2
PRI RESE A BSHURISY . 7E R B Y )
B8 [RIF, 7 i %k 4y o [] 2 AT N 2 S 4 B
KRBT, RASEAT R0 BIAH B HDS S R 235
Fa RIS SRV e 1 S A A8 e ey SRS -

BRSO AR AR TR AR P SO
FIHEAE ] 3 4 () A8 A0 6T B W I 285 48 R 52 e, e )
FEA R ZS [ R AR S BT 9
ARG 32 2 S TR TR 3R S AN, , B 2 R 25
B RFEAR AL, Qs A Jmy XSRS L AR ek
K R A O, i = (R DA ) F s (R RS [k
TTERB IS, IR H AR 28 2R e HLAT Bl s [i) 1 25 ]
JRUE AN W 728 RN R AR R AR, 9IRS 25 P B — PR 2 )
AJ B2 75— R 2R TS EAE A e

“IRLRAE RN RIRR Y M52 Ax

HEBRG RIS FPEEALE] . MEEEAREYA
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I, % R AT Ak 1 I 20 S RPN B AR AR 2R L iz
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TEZF E-AF LMW L, BEE 54 DR 1 ik
o EVEIN AR - B R R AR S T
I~ 32 A1 A f# (Derocles et al., 2018; Clare et al.,
2019) o EFXTAN R H IS RY 6 UE ) Fh 22 A P
% 5 HURIRE b (7 7 S R A R B B 3R G
FAEAR R )R o BRI T | RS ) T R SRR )
(RECR R ZHE R RER 2210, A7 B TR 45
5 ) R OR 4 B R . INANEBERE AW YR
YL S 23 S 2 AR LR G PN 1T S 2 N
() e iash a3, S8 m Wil Z e 4R AR S
Ramyfae e Rk KR R A E A E Y )
fEo BLAh, ANREZA A FEHEA YA IE b & R T
FEFEAC RN, XA 5 1 8K 3 3 H A A 45 ) 2 A
E Bl BURS PO I b e &l LI UE RS 9o ) e Ny
Y0 R AT Bl T 010 B R I A A I A v K T
i A (Montserrat et al.,2021) .

AR, B AE TR PR A5 R IR, - b A 7
At kA TIRKAAL, — 2ot )7 RO AL LU FEBEAN
Wrhng , FHE 5 0 AR VR AR B L B FR S b o ik
FH SOULAK Jm el AR s 1 5 RS W eV S5 A Fn 2
FEE (Liu et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2019) K4S R 450
Tiae , i R B Hon 5 sy AR s il (Lin
etal,2016), B TARMAAB RGN E AN, ARIE
Yras A SR CF AR A 52 b5 ISsh W ie s 2061 F
SRR 22 AR, BT X G AR Ry A AR AL
ENR B R 1 IR R R AR S 45
XA R G Y RE R 5 PR AL B AR E LR
e S S I 1

Zi b R ST 4E R Y 2 AR RS
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A4k B BiE (Moreno-Mateos et al., 2020) &2 &
R HE (2B H AR Z [ A BEAERD (Pil-
lai et al.,2011) , B EAESRETHEWMCR, H
I as G AR LA R AR iy O RR )
RE KER A SRS IR0 R /A TS
Ryl #E R A JE i # (The Quintessence
Consortium, 2016; Carpentier et al., 2021 ; Kortsch et
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