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HIGHLIGHTS

o In-depth information is absent for most invertebrate or microbial natural enemies.
e Research progress is hampered by organismal, geographic and methodological biases.

o ‘Snap-shot’ natural enemy censuses dominate over robust mortality assessments.
e Egg and pupal predation, nocturnal taxa and conservation tactics are overlooked.
o Standardized methodologies and metrics, and networked field trials are needed.
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ABSTRACT

Since 2016, the fall armyworm (FAW) Spodoptera frugiperda has spread over extensive areas of the tropics and
subtropics, imperiling food security, economic progress and the livelihoods of millions of cereal farmers.
Although FAW has received long-standing scientific attention in its home range in the Americas, chemical inputs
feature prominently in its mitigation and biological control uptake is globally lagging. Here, building upon a
quantitative review of the global literature, we methodically dissect FAW biological control science. Of the
known entomopathogens (46), parasitoids (304) and predators (215) of FAW, approx. 40% have been subject to
laboratory- or field-level scrutiny. Laboratory-level performance has partially been assessed for 14-18% of the
above invertebrate taxa. Yet, organismal, geographic, methodological and thematic biases hamper efforts to
relate in-field biodiversity to actual ecosystem service delivery. Often, single-guild ‘snapshot’ surveys are
preferred over comprehensive bio-inventories or population dynamics appraisals, trophic interactions are
wrongly inferred from co-occurrence, standard pest infestation metrics are lacking and natural enemy censuses
are performed arbitrarily. Diurnal biota receive inordinate attention, while egg and pupal predation - the main
biotic sources of mortality - are routinely overlooked. Multiple microbial and invertebrate biota are investigated
with a view towards mass-rearing and augmentative release, but the basis for agent selection is often unclear.
Lastly, conservation biological control receives marginal attention and cross-disciplinary engagement with the
agroecology domain is lagging. We lay out several steps, including standardized methodologies, smart use of
biodemographic toolkits, networked field trials and a fortification of its ecological underpinnings, to sharpen the
science of (FAW) biological control and urge further momentum in its global implementation.

1. Introduction

damage have triggered the over-use of chemical pesticides, including
highly hazardous and banned compounds (Tambo et al., 2020; Yang

The fall armyworm (FAW) Spodoptera frugiperda (J.E. Smith) (Lepi-
doptera: Noctuidae) is a highly mobile, migratory herbivorous moth
native to the Americas (Luginbill, 1928; Andrews, 1980; Kenis et al.,
2022), where it feeds on a range of plants, e.g., maize, rice and sorghum.
FAW was first detected in West Africa in 2016, subsequently spread
across the African continent and invaded extensive areas of the Middle
East, Asia and the Pacific. Over a span of 6-7 years, S. frugiperda has
reached more than 80 countries and poses an immediate threat to
southern Europe’s farming sector. During the initial stages of its inva-
sion, FAW reportedly inflicted yield losses of $9.4 billion per year in
Africa alone (Eschen et al., 2021). Aside from placing a major drag on
national economies, the pest has impacted rural livelihoods in some of
the world’s most underprivileged and food-insecure settings (Tambo
et al., 2021). Further, its voracious feeding and highly visible foliar

1 The views and opinions expressed in this paper are those of the authors and
should not be attributed to IFAD, its Member States, or their representatives to
its Executive Board.

et al,, 2021). For instance, in China’s Yunnan province, pesticide
application rates have risen three-fold since the FAW invasion (Yang
et al., 2021). In disregard of the founding principles of integrated pest
management (IPM), insecticidal seed treatment has taken root as a ‘first
line of defense’ against FAW in multiple countries. Though FAW
sporadically acts as a cutworm, prophylactic seed treatment appears
unwarranted to avert the minor (if not non-existent) yield implications
of early-season defoliation (Tooker et al., 2017; Hruska, 2019; Blanco
et al., 2022; Chisonga et al., 2023). In the meantime, its extensive usage
generates environmental, socio-economic and health impacts (Abro
et al.,, 2021) and drives a steady dismantlement of IPM programs in
several developing countries (Thorburn, 2015; Shattuck et al., 2023).
Because many FAW host crops are staple foods, reducing losses from
pests in an economically sound and environmentally responsible
manner can ensure global food security, uphold human wellbeing and
preserve nature. In this regard, a conscientious prioritization of agro-
ecological and biodiversity based measures can bolster ecosystem
resilience and reduce any need for chemical intervention (Deguine et al.,
2023). Biodiversity is central to the sound functioning of natural and
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man-made ecosystems alike. As the central pivot of biological pest
control in agroecosystems, diverse communities of natural enemies keep
pests at bay (Vidal and Murphy, 2018) and ensure a continuous flow of
ecosystem benefits to human society (Dainese et al., 2019; Eisenhauer
et al., 2019). Maize fields in temperate areas sustain complex ecological
networks and harbor up to 600 arthropod species, many of which prey
upon S. frugiperda (Pimentel et al., 1992; Lundgren and Fausti, 2015; Hu
et al., 2023). Such numbers may be substantially higher in the tropics. In
the presence of natural enemies, pesticide use does not provide any
advantage for long-term pest management (Janssen and Van Rijn,
2021). Opportunities to harness this farm-level biodiversity appear
limitless: different strategies are available to conserve resident natural
enemies, augment their field populations with laboratory-reared in-
dividuals, or judiciously translocate biological control agents (BCAs)
from the pest’s region of origin (Bale et al., 2008; Van Lenteren et al.,
2018). Their exact identity, community composition and overall effec-
tiveness varies with farming context and geographical region, and ex-
hibits dynamic changes over space and time. So far, FAW-associated
BCAs have been covered in species inventories of varying taxonomic or
geographic coverage and in qualitative reviews (Molina-Ochoa et al.,
2003; Bahena et al., 2015; Ahissou et al., 2021; Abbas et al., 2022; Kenis
et al., 2022). Yet, a globe-spanning quantitative review has not been
performed.

Insect-killing viruses, bacteria, fungi, nematodes and microsporidia
contribute to the natural regulation of herbivore populations and act as
desirable alternatives to chemical pesticides (Lacey et al., 2015). Several
entomopathogen taxa have proven highly effective against S. frugiperda
under laboratory, screenhouse and field conditions. Some of these are
commercially available as biopesticides (Bateman et al., 2018; Guo
et al., 2020; Kenis et al., 2022) or cause natural epizootics (Guo et al.,
2020). Furthermore, a diverse complex of egg, larval and pupal para-
sitoids is associated with S. frugiperda in its native range, especially in
Latin America (Molina-Ochoa et al., 2003; Virgen et al., 2013; Hruska,
2019), but also in southern parts of the USA (Pair et al., 1986; Meagher
et al., 2016). In its invasive range, locally-occurring parasitoids have
switched from local lepidopteran hosts to attack S. frugiperda (Fiaboe
et al., 2017; Abang et al., 2021). In addition, researchers have listed a
broad set of invertebrate predators which often inflict high levels of
mortality (Pair and Gross, 1989; Varella et al., 2015; Wyckhuys et al.,
2023b). Given that all the above natural enemy guilds contribute to
agroecosystem functioning and societal wellbeing, they deserve far
greater consideration and scientific study (Eisenhauer et al., 2019;
Basset and Lamarre, 2019).

Through bold policy initiatives in Europe, China and the USA or the
Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, biological control
currently finds itself in the global limelight (Schebesta and Candel,
2020; Wang et al., 2022). Its scientific base has also been steadily firmed
up in both affluent and developing nations (Wyckhuys et al., 2022). Yet,
the global proliferation of chemical control underscores how biological
control science struggles to translate into practice. As its farm-level
uptake encounters various socio-technical obstacles (Lacey et al.,
2015; Barratt et al., 2018; Van Lenteren et al., 2018), the scientific un-
derpinnings and core knowledge domains of biological control need to
be carefully reconsidered. To date, no critical, in-depth analysis of the
biological control scientific enterprise has been performed for any
particular pest or crop. Also, BCAs are routinely studied through mon-
odisciplinary lenses and with restricted views on particular guilds or
application modes (Brodeur et al., 2018), which puts a drag on biolog-
ical control science and practice. Instead, an integrated, cross-
disciplinary assessment of BCA abundance, diversity, ecology, and per-
formance can clarify their contribution to sustainable crop protection.
Such knowledge is critical to guide further scientific inquiry and
investment.

Here, we present a quantitative review of biological control science
concerning S. frugiperda in maize crops throughout its native and inva-
sive range. Following a near-exhaustive screening of published
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laboratory and field studies on microbial and invertebrate FAW bio-
logical control, we log the nature of scientific inquiry and prevailing
organismal foci, and offer an inventory of potential natural enemies. We
hereby consider FAW entomopathogens, their endotoxins or crystal
proteins, and invertebrates. Because of a relative scarcity of research
effort, vertebrate predators are excluded. Next, for each natural enemy
guild, we rank biota in terms of research intensity, laboratory perfor-
mance and field-level abundance or prevalence. For a subset of BCAs, we
further relate species-level impact under natural or augmentative bio-
logical control arrangements to laboratory-derived performance met-
rics. Our work offers an unprecedented global, integrated view on FAW
biological control science. This can help to steer future research and
policy endeavors towards more desirable social-environmental
outcomes.

2. Methodological approach

We used a systematic literature review to collect laboratory- and
field-derived data on invertebrate and microbial biological control of
FAW across its native and invaded range. Specifically, a stepwise process
was followed for literature screening, data extraction and categoriza-
tion, and statistical analysis (Suppl. Table 1).

First, we used Web of Science (WoS) to build an initial literature
corpus. Literature searches were defined to access all publications that
addressed FAW biological control and that covered entomopathogens,
parasitoids or invertebrate predators. Topic searches were conducted
using three different WoS search strings. For entomopathogens, the
following search string was used: ALL=(((Spodoptera frugiperda) OR (fall
armyworm)) AND ((biological control) OR (biocontrol) OR (IPM) OR
(management) OR (biopestic*) OR (pest)) AND ((entomopathog*) OR
(virus*) OR (fung*) OR (nematod*) OR (bacteri*) OR (microbia*))).
Meanwhile, we adopted the following strings for parasitoids and pred-
ators respectively: TS=(((Spodoptera frugiperda) OR (fall armyworm))
AND ((biological control) OR (biocontrol) OR (IPM) OR (management)
OR (pest)) AND ((parasitoid) OR (parasitic) OR (parasit*))); and TS=
(((Spodoptera frugiperda) OR (fall armyworm)) AND ((biological con-
trol) OR (biocontrol) OR (IPM) OR (management) OR (pest)) AND
((predator) OR (prey*) OR (predat*))). In the above process, the WoS
Core Collection database (1900-2022) was queried using a University of
Queensland staff subscription on March 3, 2023. All publications, from
across the global distributional range of FAW, were taken into consid-
eration. The initial literature corpus thus consisted of 710, 320 and 215
publications for entomopathogens, parasitoids and predators respec-
tively. We further expanded the search by adding relevant citations in
the original publications.

For each organismal guild (entomopathogens, parasitoids, preda-
tors), publications within the initial literature corpus were categorized
as field or laboratory studies and individually screened for relevance.
Publications were only retained when reporting one or more perfor-
mance metrics (laboratory studies) or plant-level abundance (field
studies) for the biological control organisms subject to study. For field
studies, only entomopathogens isolated from FAW larvae or eggs and
canopy-foraging arthropods on maize were taken into consideration,
omitting publications that surveyed predators using soil-deployed baits
(e.g., ants), pitfall traps (e.g., ground beetles) or trap nests (e.g., social
wasps). Publications that provided detailed abundance or prevalence
data for foliage-level biological control on other FAW host crops e.g.,
sorghum, rice or cotton were not considered. Lastly, any duplicate
publications were removed. This process yielded a smaller final litera-
ture corpus i.e., a respective total of 127, 86 and 64 publications
addressing laboratory studies and 35, 102 and 26 publications covering
field studies of the natural enemies, which were then subject to further
data extraction and statistical analysis (Suppl. Fig. 1).

Following an in-depth screening of each publication, a number of
observations were extracted. The scientific name of the investigated
biological control agents (BCA) was recorded at the finest taxonomic



K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

resolution. As BCAs were regularly listed at the genus level, especially
for field studies, we refer to them as ‘taxa’. For field studies, we recorded
the study country, maize variety and field characteristics such as field or
plot size, presence and type of inter- or cover crops, tillage regime,
chemical or organic fertilizer usage, presence of ecological in-
frastructures e.g., flower strips (Landis et al., 2000) and extent and type
of pesticide use. Further, we logged whether the published work per-
tained to natural control by resident biota or to any of the three pre-
vailing forms of biological control i.e., conservation, augmentation or
classical biological control (Bale et al., 2008). Next, we logged canopy-
level occurrence and prevalence (%; entomopathogens), absolute per-
plant abundance (predators) or parasitism rate (%; parasitoids) as
recorded by the study authors during one or more maize phenological
stages. Predator counts were converted to a per plant basis, assuming
optimum planting densities of seven maize plants per m2. Further, we
recorded the associated FAW infestation level either as prevalence (%)
or plant-level abundance of particular developmental stages i.e., eggs or
larvae. Lastly, when pathogen-induced FAW mortality was not sepa-
rately recorded but successive recordings were made of FAW larval
infestation level, we inferred larval mortality by calculating the %
reduction in infestation pressure over time. Findings from field studies
were interpreted separately for the FAW native range and invasive
ranges. For laboratory studies, we consistently recorded the exposed
FAW developmental stage and experimental conditions. For entomo-
pathogens, data were extracted regarding the source of isolation (soil,
plant or insect cadaver), isolate feature (toxin, conidia or formulation),
isolate status (lab-cultured, endemic or introduced), type of bio-assay
(contact, immersion or indirect), and three distinct performance met-
rics: mortality (%) of the exposed FAW stage, lethal concentration
(LC50) and lethal time (LT50). Per study and exposed FAW develop-
mental stage, we exclusively listed the best metrics e.g., highest mor-
tality % or shortest LT50, across pathogen strains, formulation types,
delivery modes or other experimental conditions. Irrespective of its
eventual shortcomings, we thus solely considered best-case scenarios.
For parasitoids, we recorded any of the following seven performance
metrics: functional response type (Holling, 1966), attack rate (lifetime
or daily number of parasitized hosts or parasitism %), sex ratio (i.e.,
female/male ratio), longevity, fecundity, handling time and emergence

\
Oy
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rate. For predators, we logged any of eight performance metrics: func-
tional response type, fecundity, attack rate (i.e., lifetime, stage-specific
or daily number of prey items consumed), handling time, adult
longevity, development time, emergence rate and sex ratio. Because a
given study often compared BCA performance for different life stages (e.
g., adult, immature) between one or more FAW larval stages, or under
varying climatic conditions, we exclusively listed the best performance
metrics, e.g., highest attack rate or shortest development time across
BCA developmental stages and experimental conditions. As above, we
thus only addressed best-case scenarios. Given that one single field or
laboratory study often covered multiple microbial or arthropod BCA
taxa, research effort and BCA performance was analyzed per taxon-level
record rather than per scientific study.

3. Entomopathogens
3.1. Global patterns

Field or laboratory based performance was determined for 34 FAW
entomopathogen species or genera, ~72 % of known taxa associated
with this herbivore globally (Figs. 1, 2; Suppl. Table 1). Specifically, 33
of these taxa were addressed in 127 laboratory studies (159 taxon-level
records), and nine taxa (19.6 %) were evaluated under field conditions
in 35 publications or 49 taxon-level records. Field studies primarily were
conducted in the FAW native range (71.4 %) compared to Africa (12.2
%) and Asia (16.3 %). Laboratory research has primarily focused on a
small complement of known pathogens (Fig. 1; Supplementary Fig. 2),
with five taxa accounting for 79.9 % of all records; Beauveria bassiana
(Balsamo) Vuillemin, Bacillus thuringiensis Berliner, Metarhizium aniso-
pliae (Metschnikoff), Metarhizium rileyi (Farlow), and S. frugiperda mul-
ticaspid or multiple nucleopolyhedrovirus (SfMNPV). For several
pathogens e.g., Nosema spp. or Vairomorpha spp. (Suppl. Table 1), per-
formance has not been evaluated either under field or laboratory
conditions.

Two laboratory studies investigated the possible combination of two
entomopathogens, SEIMNPV + M. rileyi and SfMNPV + Anticarsia gem-
matalis multiple nucleopolyhedrosisvirus (AgMNPV). Field research has
covered a more restricted set of pathogens: out of the 33 pathogen taxa

4 ™\
Globally kr!own 46 taxa 304 taxa / 229 species 215 taxa / 155 species
FAW-associated BCAs

- ]

a ™
BCAs with f|eld-lev.el 9 taxa 119 taxa 56 taxa
performance metrics

- ¥

4 N
BCAs with Iaboratt?ry-level 33 taxa e 39 taxa
performance metrics

\_ )

Ve ~N
BCAs with critical Field: 5 taxa Field: 58 taxa Field: 14 taxa
research attention Laboratory: 8 taxa Laboratory: 18 taxa Laboratory: 16 taxa

N Y,

Fig. 1. Comparative scientific attention to the three main natural enemy guilds across the FAW global distributional range. Per guild of biological control agents
(BCAs), we contrast the share of known taxa for which field- or laboratory-level performance has been assessed. We equally list the number of taxa that have received
critical research attention i.e., for which its performance is reported in more than one single peer-reviewed scientific publication.



K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.
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Host mortality

M. pingshaense -/-

1/1

Photorhabdus sp. 1/-
SfNPV + M. rileyi ; -

B. thuringiensis 5/-
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Fig. 2. Laboratory-based performance of entomopathogenic fungi, bacteria and viruses against FAW eggs or larvae. Performance metrics include host mortality
(right panel; %) or lethal time LT50 (left panel; days) of exposed individuals. Per pathogen and exposed FAW developmental stage, maximum host mortality and
minimum LT50 are averaged across studies. Data are shown for the 20 best performing organisms, out of a respective 25 and 17 taxa for which mortality or LT50 was
assessed. Data are drawn from a total of 127 published laboratory studies from the FAW native and invasive range. Organisms are ranked by decreasing host
mortality. In both panels, values on top of each bar represent sample size i.e., the number of studies across which given metrics are averaged. Full species names are

provided in Suppl. Table 1.

screened in laboratory set-ups, only B. bassiana, M. rileyi and SfNPV
featured in more than five field studies. Field studies covered an equal
share of natural control (49.0 %) and augmentation biological control
(51.0 %), but omitting other forms of biological control. Further, two of
the 35 field studies explicitly evaluated FAW entomopathogen perfor-
mance under no-till arrangements (Barros et al., 2021; Faria et al., 2022)
and one study assessed augmentative applications of B. bassiana in
push-pull systems and maize-cowpea intercrops in Tanzania (Ngan-
gambe and Mwatawala, 2020), but no studies covered maize fields with
organic matter addition or ecological infrastructures e.g., hedgerows or
grass barriers.

Laboratory assays were performed with isolates that were either
sourced from insect cadavers (62.3 % of records), soil (18.0 %), plant
parts (1.6 %), or that were commercially available (9.8 %). Research
primarily focused on the evaluation of conidial suspensions (56.7 % of
records), viral or polyhedral occlusions (20.6 %), and spores, crystal
proteins or endotoxins (18.4 %). Trials were run either with the com-
mercial isolates directly (4.5 %) or with isolates that were cultured
(94.6 %) or engineered (0.9 %) under laboratory conditions. Where
reported, isolates either comprised endemic (82.6 %) or introduced
biota (17.4 %). Lastly, contact applications e.g., spray (39.7 %), droplet,
leaf or artificial diet feeding (33.1 %) and immersion (19.9 %) bioassays
were most common. Experimental conditions were variable across
studies, with pathogen performance evaluated at an average 26.4 + 0.3
°C (n = 113 taxon-level records; mean + SE) and 67.3 +11.4 % RH (n =
65).

Pathogen performance was predominantly assessed against FAW
larvae and eggs. Only one published study evaluated fungal pathogens
against FAW adult stages (Gutierez-Cardenas et al., 2019; but see Akutse
et al., 2020), whereby M. anisopliae and B. bassiana caused 95.8 % and
100.0 % mortality. Two studies in the FAW invasive range evaluated the
effect of B. bassiana, M. rileyi and M. anisopliae on prepupae and pupae
(Montecalvo and Navasero, 2021; Montecalvo et al., 2022), finding low
levels of pupal mortality but that the fungi hampered pupation rates,

adult emergence and/or development. Nine pathogen taxa were evalu-
ated against eggs and 33 against larvae (Fig. 3). For eggs, pathogen
performance was expressed as LC50 (4 taxa), LT50 (3) and host mor-
tality (8). Meanwhile, for larvae, the above performance metrics were
tested for 16, 17 and 25 taxa, respectively. When assessed against FAW
eggs, a total of four pathogen taxa attained 100 % embryo mortality in at
least one study; B. bassiana (1 of 3 studies reporting this metric), Cor-
dyceps (Isaria) sp. (1/1), M. anisopliae (1/4) and Metarhizium robertsii J.F.
Bisch., S.A. Rehner & Humber (1/1) (Lezama-Gutiérrez et al., 1996;
Cruz-Avalos et al., 2019). When assessed against FAW larvae of varying
developmental stage, seven pathogen taxa caused 100 % mortality in at
least one study; B. thuringiensis (3/15 studies), B. bassiana (3/20), Cor-
dyceps sp. (1/1), M. anisopliae (3/15), M. rileyi (2/10), M. robertsii (1/2)
and SfMNPV (3/12). The fastest speed of kill against FAW eggs or
(neonate) larvae was reported for specific strains of M. anisopliae, an
LT50 of 1.3 days for both developmental stages at 9.8 x 10° conidia/mL
and 1.5x10* conidia/mL, respectively (Lezama-Gutiérrez et al., 1996).
For several other pathogens that cause high rates of FAW egg or larval
mortality, key performance metrics await determination (Fig. 3).

Field assays have assessed the prevalence of four naturally-occurring
pathogen taxa in the FAW native range and three in the invasive range
(Table 1). In both geographies, M. rileyi attains the highest prevalence
levels, up to 92 % in Brazil (Tigano-Milani et al., 1995) and 42.0 % in
India (Firake and Behere, 2020). Undoubtedly, this fungus stands as the
primary naturally occurring pathogen of FAW in maize. In addition, 13
studies have examined augmentative applications of entomopathogens
in the FAW native range and four in its invasive range. Among a set of
five taxa, B. thuringiensis and SfMNPV exhibit the best performance
under field conditions in the native range, with the former causing 100
% larval mortality over 25 days at 3-5 g/L at unknown application rates
in Ecuador (Ezeta-Leon et al., 2018). Meanwhile, SESMNPV causes 100 %
larval mortality with repeated applications of 1.235 x 10'° occlusion
bodies per ha over a span of three weeks, as assessed in whorl-stage
maize in South Carolina, USA (Farrar et al., 2009). Additionally,
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Fig. 3. Relative completeness of laboratory-based performance assessments for FAW biological control agents globally. Patterns are shown for all entomopathogens
(n = 33), parasitoids (n = 24) and predators (n = 39) for which performance has been evaluated under laboratory conditions against FAW eggs or larvae. Lethality is
expressed as the laboratory-derived maximum mortality rate (%), parasitism rate (%) or life-time predation rate as averaged across studies. Per guild, organisms are
ranked by declining lethality. Performance is regularly expressed by either of three, seven or eight performance metrics (listed in the main text) for the respective
guilds. Per BCA taxon, the number of known performance metrics (length of bar) is contrasted with its lethality (line), where available.

different isolates of SfMNPV have been evaluated in the field using advantage of their different modes of action. By combining M. rileyi and
application doses between 8x10'! and 1.5x10'2 OB/ha, which keep SfMNPV, one obtains an additive effect at half the recommended dose
FAW below a 30 % economic loss threshold (Gomez et al., 2013; Barrera (Gomez et al., 2022). Strategies for mixtures of two virus genera,
et al., 2017). Multiple pathogens are occasionally combined, taking including nucleopolyhedroviruses and granuloviruses, have been
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Table 1

Field-level prevalence and (inferred) larval mortality by naturally-occurring or
released entomopathogens across the global FAW distributional range. Preva-
lence data are shown for naturally occurring pathogens, while mortality rates
exclusively refer to experimental evaluations of augmentative spray applications
of biopesticides. Averages (mean + SE) and maxima are provided for each
species and geography i.e., FAW native or invasive range. Per entomopathogen
species or genus, maximum prevalence or mortality rates are averaged across
studies and sub-species or strains. The number of original studies is reported
between brackets.

Species Prevalence Mortality
(natural BC; %) (augmentation BC; %)
Native Invasive Native Invasive
range range range range
Akanthomyces - - - 82.2 + 0.0
lecanii 1)
Bacillus - 16.4 + 0.0 61.9 +£20.3 -
thuringiensis (€8] 3)
Max: 100.0
Beauveria bassiana 3.0£0.9 - 77.6 = 0.0 78.4 + 6.9
3 @ (2)
Max: 4.2 Max: 85.2
Cordyceps - - - 80.3 + 0.0
fumosoroseus m
Entomophthora sp. 1.1 £0.0 - - -
(€)]
Hirsutella sp. 0.6 £ 0.0
@
Metarhizium - - 91.8 +£ 0.0 82.6 + 1.0
anisopliae 1) 2
Max: 83.6
Metarhizium rileyi 24.3+10.0 32.0+5.2 - 62.9 + 0.0
(©)] 5) @
Max: 92.0 Max: 42.0
Metarhizium - - 92.0 + 0.0 -
robertsii )
SINPV - 23.6 £ 0.6 68.2 + 8.6 -
2) (10)
Max: 24.0 Max: 100.0

reported, whereby SfGV acts as an enhancer for SSMNPV. A low GV:NPV
ratio (97.5 % of SfMNPV and 2.5 % of SfGV) produces the maximum
enhancer potential by increasing the pathogenicity nearly 10-fold
(Cuartas et al., 2019).

Among a set of five taxa, B. bassiana and M. anisopliae exhibit the best
field performance in the invasive range. The former causes larval mor-
tality rates of up to 85.2 % over 7 days, when applied at 5 x 10° spores/L,
though at unreported application rates in Egypt (Mansy et al., 2023).
Meanwhile, field applications of an oil-based formulation of
M. anisopliae at 1 x 10® conidia/mL result in 83.6 % larval mortality at 7
days post-treatment in Kenya (Munywoki et al., 2022).

Overall, detailed information on FAW dynamics throughout the

Table 2

Comparative extent to which FAW infestation data are reported in biological
control field studies globally. Per natural enemy guild, the percentage of studies
is shown that either report FAW infestation data based upon a single ‘snapshot’
survey restricted to a given maize growth stage i.e., pre-whorl, whorl or
reproductive stage from tasseling onwards, multiple successive surveys across
growth stages or those that present no infestation data.

Natural enemy Attention to in-field FAW dynamics

guild (% studies)
Snapshot Season-long FAW infestation data
survey dynamics not reported
Entomopathogen 28.6 5.7 65.7
(N =35)
Parasitoid (N = 23.5 2.9 73.5
102)
Predator (N = 26) 34.6 38.5 26.9
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maize growing cycle is routinely lacking in field studies (Table 2).
Globally, 94.2 % of field studies that cover natural control or pathogen
augmentation do not present data on season-long FAW dynamics.
Further, FAW infestation is often expressed using different currencies,
such as foliar damage, larval incidence, plant-level larval abundance or
egg mass density. This thwarts further efforts to quantitatively relate
field-level prevalence of (natural, applied) entomopathogens to subse-
quent FAW population suppression across BCA taxa, geographies or
years.

3.2. Overlooked taxa

Entomopathogenic nematodes (EPN) are user-friendly, effective and
environmentally-sound pathogens to manage soil-dwelling biota and
above-ground pests such as caterpillars, leaf miners, thrips and beetle
larvae (Tomar et al., 2022; Wakil et al., 2023). EPN applications prove as
effective as chemical insecticides against the tomato leaf miner Tuta
absoluta (Meyrick) and the lesser peachtree borer Synanthedon pictipes
(Grote & Robinson). In these cases, the EPN are applied by foliar sprays
or directly onto bark wounds (Shapiro-Ilan et al., 2016; El Aimani et al.,
2021). As soil organisms, EPN are sensitive to environmental exposure,
including desiccation, heat and UV radiation (Kaya and Gaugler, 1993).
By overcoming those challenges via anti-desiccant and UV protectant
formulations, the range of target pests could be broadened.

Several EPN strains are effective against FAW larvae (Fuxa et al.,
1988; Andalo et al., 2010; Acharya et al., 2020; Fallet et al., 2022b).
Philippine isolates of Heterorhabditis indica Poinar, Karunakar & David
and Steinernema abbasi Elawad, Ahmad & Reid were pathogenic to FAW
larvae in laboratory tests (Duza et al., 2023). Additionally, the
compatibility of EPN with other biological control agents (Imperiali
et al., 2017; Saenz-Aponte et al., 2020) and many synthetic insecticides
presents opportunities for synergistic pest management (Li et al., 2021).
First attempts to use EPN against FAW explored the possibility of
spraying EPN with water, or in combination with adjuvants, onto the
leaves of maize plants. These trials resulted in inconsistent or low effi-
cacy, mainly due to rapid desiccation of the nematodes, their incapacity
to establish on the plants or the absence of substrate allowing them to
move towards the caterpillars (Richter and Fuxa, 1990; Garcia et al.,
2008; Negrisoli et al., 2010; Fallet et al., 2022a; Patil et al., 2022). To
overcome these limitations, a cellulose-based gel was recently tested and
has yielded promising results (Fallet et al., 2022a). Applied in the whorl,
the cellulose gel ensured that nematodes remained on the plants and
hydrated, and facilitated FAW larval infection. In preliminary field trials
in Rwanda, the EPN-gel formulation was as effective as the chemical
insecticide cypermethrin in preventing plant damage and reducing FAW
infestation (Fallet et al., 2022a). Follow-up trials with repeated appli-
cations have also shown positive yield effects. Costs of an EPN-based
strategy may be lower than commonly assumed because of the high
vulnerability of FAW larvae to EPN (Acharya et al., 2020; Fallet et al.,
2022b). Precise and targeted application further allows the use of dos-
ages that are far lower than those commonly used against belowground
pests and provides opportunities for a cost-effective use of EPN.

3.3. Next steps

By making effective use of locally occurring or laboratory-grown
entomopathogens, conservation and augmentation biological control
(CBC; ABC) carry ample promise. CBC offers a powerful and cost-
effective FAW mitigation strategy, especially in diversified smallholder
systems (Pell et al., 2012; Naranjo et al., 2015). Still, even though
several pathogen taxa attain high prevalence in maize fields and exert
significant epizootic activity against FAW (Fronza et al., 2017; Devi and
Prasad, 2000), little research effort is specifically geared towards CBC.
One of these agents, M. rileyi, contributes notably to the natural control
of lepidopteran pests in soybean in the Americas (Moscardi and Sosa-
Gomez, 2007; Sosa-Gomez, 2017). When advancing entomopathogen
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CBC, M. rileyi could thus be a suitable first control agent. It could prove
rewarding to advance CBC along the following five avenues. 1) Reduce
fungicide applications that are directed towards plant pathogenic fungi
and are often used prophylactically. These treatments can reduce
germination rates and delay infection by beneficial fungi by at least 2-3
weeks (Johnson et al., 1976; Horton et al., 1980; Mietkiewski et al.,
1997; Sosa-Gomez et al., 2003; Fronza et al., 2017). Equally, chemical
insecticide use interferes with SfMNPV propagation by killing FAW
parasitoids and predators that disseminate or transmit the virus in a
standing crop (Castillejos et al., 2001; Abbas, 2020; Zhang et al., 2020).
Future research can examine how biological alternatives, selective
compounds or improved agronomy can bolster CBC. 2) Deploy com-
mercial honeybee hives to disseminate conidia of beneficial fungi. Up to
14 % of honeybees that forage within spring-time crops collect sugar-
rich guttation fluids (Schmolke et al., 2018) and can raise fungal inci-
dence rates. A similar strategy could be followed with augmentatively
released parasitic wasps or mites (Gonzalez et al., 2016). 3) Assess soil
type, organic matter addition, altered plant nutrition or (cover) crop
sequence to determine variable effects on fungal inoculum quantity and
viability (Quesada-Moraga et al., 2007; St. Leger and Wang, 2020).
Because the soil constitutes the main repository for fungi such as
M. rileyi, holistic assessments of how soil- and crop management vari-
ables affect fungal incidence, FAW infestation and ultimately crop yield
are sorely needed. 4) Gauge the spatio-temporal interactions with sus-
ceptible (pest, non-pest) hosts and communities of co-occurring patho-
gens through a farming systems lens. Though the host range of M. rileyi is
more restricted than for B. bassiana or M. anisopliae, it infects at least 60
(Iepidopterous) host species including several major crop pests (Fronza
et al., 2017). Novel ways to induce epizootics, such as through banker
plant systems (Pljnakker et al., 2020) wait to be identified. 5) Unravel
the environmental determinants of fungal epizootics that in the case of
M. rileyi can affect up to 92 % of FAW larvae. Climate-based prediction
systems can be developed, allowing farmers to delay fungicide or
insecticide spray applications and take full advantage of natural epizo-
otics for pest control (Steinkraus, 2007; Pell et al., 2010).

Over the past 20 years, biopesticides based on fungi, virus, bacteria
and EPN have been developed in several FAW-affected countries.
Indeed, major biological control programs are in place and numerous
products are commercially available in the Americas, Africa, and Asia
(Faria and Wraight, 2007; Williams et al., 2013; Haase et al., 2015;
Bateman et al., 2018; van Lenteren et al., 2018; Mascarin et al., 2019;
Arthurs and Dara, 2019; Fisher et al., 2023). More recently, on-farm
production of microbials has been operational in Brazil (Faria et al.,
2023). Our study shows that multiple FAW pathogens have been studied
under laboratory conditions, mostly focusing on pathogenicity towards
the target host, but only a subset of these pathogens have been evaluated
in the field. Commercial biopesticides are not only defined by patho-
genicity but also by other technical aspects, such as shelf-life, product
stability, sporulation rate and/or microbe adhesion rate, and these ele-
ments should all be properly tested in vitro, in vivo and in ecolo. For
example, M. rileyi possesses a major advantage in epizootic ability but
unstable virulence limits the number of products for field application.
Ideally, the underlying biological and technical aspects to be studied
include composition of the cultivation medium, formulation, fungus-
virus interactions and host-pathogen immune interactions. Also, prod-
uct cost can be a limiting factor especially for low-value commodities
such as maize that are routinely grown by cash-strapped smallholders.
However, next-generation bioreactors produce biopesticides at prices
that are competitive with chemical pesticides (Mascarin and Jaronski,
2016; Reid et al., 2023).

For successful use of microbial control against FAW, research and
development (R&D) should focus on the following considerations. The
cryptic feeding behavior of FAW larvae within maize whorls (Pannuti
et al., 2016) poses an obstacle for several biopesticides because viral
occlusion bodies, Bt spore-crystals and other infective propagules must
either be directly ingested or come into contact with the larval cuticle to
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initiate the infection process. Timing of biopesticide application is also
important; early-instar larvae typically are more susceptible to micro-
bial infection. Novel application technologies can circumvent several of
these obstacles e.g., with drones delivering microorganisms directly into
the whorls. Innovative, user-friendly delivery strategies such as micro-
bial seed coating reduce FAW survival and improve plant growth (De
Lira et al., 2020). Spores of Beauveria and Metarhizium spp. are hori-
zontally transferred among FAW adults and could be delivered at low
volumes inside pheromone traps using ‘lure-and-infect’ approaches
(Akutse et al., 2020). Parasitic wasps and the highly-abundant earwig
D. taeniatum vector entomopathogens (Patel and Habib, 1984 in
Andrews, 1988; Castillejos et al., 2001), and augmentatively-released
parasitoids such as Trichogramma spp. could serve as vehicles for mi-
crobial biological control (Zang et al., 2021). Overhead EPN spray ap-
plications are often constrained by environmental factors but can be
countered, at least partially, through subsequent crop irrigation (Ebssa
et al., 2004). In addition, EPN delivery through drip irrigation, gelatin
capsules or cellulose gel offer innovative ways forward (Fallet et al.,
2022a; Ulu and Erdogan, 2023). Research in the FAW native and inva-
sive ranges has revealed how several beneficial fungi can colonize maize
plants and impact FAW larval development as endophytes (Ramos et al.,
2020; Herlinda et al., 2021). Though endophytic control carries ad-
vantages over standard spray application (Akello et al., 2007), much
remains unknown about colonization mechanisms, plant responses and
the ensuing impacts on (co-occurring) crop antagonists (Vega, 2018).
Further, the often complex interplay with abiotic factors and down-
stream effects, such as lowered EPN virulence or parasitoid recruitment
to endophyte-exposed larvae needs to be considered (Richmond et al.,
2004; Miranda-Fuentes et al., 2021).

When evaluating pathogens, virulence is a key defining parameter
but sublethal effects should also be considered (Polanczyk and Alves,
2005). It is crucial to identify agents that are tolerant to prevailing agro-
climatic conditions — which requires extensive laboratory and field-level
screening and testing. Entomophthorales, a group of pathogenic fungi
that has not been extensively explored for FAW (as compared to gypsy
moth), definitely deserves more attention. If and where possible, local
strains should be prioritized to avoid introduction of non-native or-
ganisms and associated regulatory procedures while providing advan-
tages in terms of adaptability to local environmental conditions. Where
one single agent proves to be inadequate, agents with different modes of
action can be combined e.g., SESMNPV and M. rileyi (Gomez-Valderrama
et al., 2022). Lastly, biotechnological tools and genomic approaches
could improve entomopathogen performance; for example increasing
virulence could lower application rates and enhance economic sustain-
ability (Leung et al., 2020).

To ensure ease of use and optimum field performance, the develop-
ment of effective, practicable formulations is essential. Formulations
protect fungal conidia from abiotic stress, including interference from
chemical pesticides (Moore et al., 1993; Lopes et al., 2011; Oliveira
et al., 2018), and increase shelf life and field-level persistence and effi-
cacy (Brar et al.,, 2006; Haase et al., 2015). For example, micro-
encapsulating purified NPV occlusion bodies with a methacrylic acid
polymer provided UV protection, and the formulated product achieved
100 % laboratory-level mortality and held FAW infestation pressure
below a 30 % economic threshold in field trials (Villamizar et al., 2010;
Gomez et al., 2013). Recently tested gel-based formulations keep EPN on
the plants post-application and provide sufficient humidity to ensure
motility and effective larval host infection by infective juveniles (Fallet
et al., 2022a). Antidesiccants or adjuvants could further be added to
enhance EPN survival and persistence on sun-exposed leaves especially
in tropical or subtropical settings. In this regard, recent advances using
titanium dioxide or silica nanoparticles hold great promise (Kotliarevski
et al., 2022; Ramakrishnan et al., 2023). Once proper microbial solu-
tions have been formulated and commercialized, the recycling of field-
applied virus inoculum would constitute a cost-saving solution for
resource-poor smallholders (Mweke et al., 2023).
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4. Parasitoids
4.1. Global patterns

Globally, field or laboratory-based performance has been assessed
for a total of 129 parasitoid taxa including 93 different species. This
represents 42.4 % of the 304 known genus- and species-level taxa (40.6
% of the 229 individual parasitoid species) associated with this herbi-
vore globally (Fig. 1; Supplementary Fig. 2; Suppl. Table 2). Specifically,
44 taxa (14.5 %) were evaluated through 86 laboratory studies ac-
counting for 126 taxon-level records. Meanwhile, 119 taxa (39.1 %)
were evaluated in the field, reported in 102 publications, representing
429 taxon-level records as many field studies reported multiple species.
Field studies primarily originated in the FAW native range (67.6 % of
records) as compared to Africa (20.0 %) and Asia (12.4 %). Many species
of the sacrophagid, chalcid or ichneumonid complex have not been
investigated (Suppl. Table 2) but braconids and trichogrammatids have
received much laboratory research attention. Laboratory research has

Table 3
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emphasized a relatively small set of species, with Telenomus remus
Nixon, Trichogramma pretiosum Riley, Cotesia marginiventris (Cresson)
and Trichogramma dendrolimi Matsumura accounting for 24.6 %, 8.7 %,
6.3 % and 6.3 % of records, respectively. Few (or no) laboratory studies
have addressed the remaining taxa. Field research also has been geared
towards a small subset of species (Fig. 1; Supplementary Fig. 2); only
nine taxa featuring in more than 10 studies. These include Chelonus
insularis Cresson, Co. marginiventris, Archytas marmoratus (Townsend),
Te. remus, Ophion flavidus Brullé, Pristomerus spinator (Fabricius), Cam-
poletis sonorensis (Cameron), Aleoides laphygmae (Viereck) and Cotesia
icipe (Wilkinson) (ranked by greatest to least research coverage). Field
performance of these taxa, except for Te. remus and Co. icipe, has been
assessed solely in the FAW native range. Field studies primarily
addressed natural control (82.4 % of studies) and augmentation bio-
logical control (12.7 %), while only 2.9 % of studies addressed CBC. CBC
studies included an experimental evaluation of FAW parasitism in
maize-bean intercrops and natural weed complexes in Colombia and
Florida, USA (Altieri, 1980), maize-bean intercrops in Nicaragua (Van

Laboratory-based performance of egg, larval and pupal parasitoids as assessed across the global distribution range of fall armyworm. For the five most commonly
recorded performance metrics, we average the highest values across studies and experimental regimes i.e., study temperature. Averages are shown as means =+ SE. For
studies in which the (life-time) number of exposed host individuals is specified, parasitism percentage data are converted to absolute numbers. Per taxon, performance
metrics are those assessed under the specific experimental conditions as in the published work. Per FAW host stage, parasitoid species are ranked by declining

parasitism rate.

FAW stage Species Performance metric
Max. parasitism (%) Max. number of hosts attacked Max. sex ratio® Max. emergence rate (%) Max. longevity (days)

Egg Chelonus bifoveolatus 96.0 + 0.0 - 0.9 + 0.0 86.0 + 0.0 -
Trichogramma confusum 73.0 + 0.0 - - - -
Telenomus remus* 71.3+7.4 72.7 £9.0 3.5+ 0.4 79.6 + 5.3 10.8 + 1.4
Trichogramma pretiosum 62.3 +£10.9 65.3 + 38.3 11.4 £9.7 96.5+ 1.3 89+1.9
Trichogramma embryophagum 61.7 + 0.0 - - - -
Trichogramma chilonis 45.7 +£29.9 - 3.2+1.9 56.3 + 43.3 -
Trichogramma ostriniae 38.4 £ 36.1 4.4 +27 4.2+ 0.0 98.3 £ 0.0 -
Trichogramma dendrolimi 36.7 £ 7.0 73.4 + 53.3 7.1+1.0 97.7 £ 0.3 -

Chelonus formosanus 33.4+ 0.0 - - 57.5 + 0.0 7.0 £ 0.0
Trichogramma japonicum 31.1 £26.5 34+16 1.5+0.3 95.1 + 3.9 -
Trichogramma atopovirilia 28.8 +£ 0.0 137.2 +£123.7 4.3 +£0.0 82.7 +£12.6 8.0 £0.0
Trichogrammatoidea sp. 25.0 + 0.0 25.0 + 0.0 2.0 +£0.0 25.0 + 0.0 11.3 £ 0.0
Trichogramma exiguum 12.8 +£ 0.0 49.2 £+ 46.0 - 95.9 £+ 0.0 -
Trichogramma mwanzai 11.4 £ 0.0 12.5 £ 0.0 5.7 £ 0.0 98.0 + 0.0 -
Trichogramma leucaniae 8.2+ 0.0 7.4+1.6 3.9+0.8 96.3 + 0.7 -
Trichogrammatoidea lutea 8.2+ 0.0 16.5 + 0.0 81+1.1 99.2 + 0.6 -

Chelonus insularis - - 1.6 £ 0.4 59.0 + 15.0 39.0 £ 9.0
Trichogramma bilingensis - 9.6 + 0.0 - - -

Larva Campoletis flavicincta* 67.1 + 0.0 67.1 + 0.0 - - 13.9 £ 0.0
Campoletis sonorensis* 66.0 £13.2 23.3+6.7 - - 11.2 £ 0.0
Cotesia icipe 66.0 = 10.1 - 2.2+ 0.0 60.0 £+ 0.0 16.1 + 0.0
Lespesia aletiae 65.0 + 0.0 65.0 + 0.0 1.1 £0.0 81 +0.0 -

Cotesia marginiventris* 64.7 £11.3 15.1 £ 4.8 2.2+0.0 76.2 +17.7 7.7 £0.0
Cotesia ruficrus 34.0 £ 0.0 190.4 + 0.0 - - 20.0 £0.0
Coccygidium luteum 30.3 + 0.0 - - - 7.5+ 0.0
Chetogena scutellaris 29.5 + 0.0 90.0 + 0.0 - - -
Euplectrus plathypenae* 20.5+17.5 81+71 - 90.0 + 0.0 -

Charops sp. 8.7 £ 0.0 - - - 13.0 + 0.0
Aleiodes laphygmae 4.0 £ 0.0 2.4+0.0 - - -

Archytas marmoratus - - - 60.8 + 0.0 61.4+11.4
Campoletis chlorideae - - 3.2+0.0 - -

Cotesia flavipes - - - 0.0 + 0.0 -

Cotesia sesamiae - - - 0.0 £ 0.0 -
Habrobracon hebetor - - - 70.0 + 0.0 24.0 £ 0.0
Hyposoter sp. - - - 70.0 + 0.0 -
Megaselia scalaris - - - - 7.0 £0.0
Megaselia sp. - - 10.0 £ 0.0 98.0 + 0.0 -
Meteorus laphygmae - - - 100.0 + 0.0 20.0 + 0.0
Meteorus pulchricornis - - - 93.0 + 0.0 -
Microplitis manilae - - 2.0 £ 0.0 - 7.0 £0.0
Ophion flavidus - - - 84.7 £ 0.0 -

Pupa Brachymeria ovata - - 6.4 £ 0.0 67.0 = 0.0 -
Diapetimorpha introita - - - 30.2 £ 0.0

* Functional response type defined.
$ Female/male ratio.
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Huis, 1981), and Tanzanian push-pull systems and maize-cowpea in-
tercrops (Ngangambe and Mwatawala, 2020). One study investigated
parasitoid augmentation in Brazilian organic maize systems (Figueiredo
et al., 2015).

Under laboratory conditions, a total of 18, 23 and 2 parasitoid taxa
were evaluated against FAW eggs, larvae and pupae, respectively
(Table 3). Most taxa were identified at the species level, except for Tri-
chogrammatoidea sp. (egg), Charops sp., Hyposoter sp. and Megaselia sp.
(larva). Overall, per study, an average of 1.8 + 0.1, 1.8 + 0.2 and 1.5 +
0.5 metrics were reported for egg, larval and pupal parasitoids,
respectively. Out of seven performance metrics, attack rate, emergence
rate, sex ratio and longevity are commonly assessed for egg parasitoids
and were determined for a respective 17, 15, 13 and 6 taxa (Table 3;
Fig. 3). For parasitoids of FAW larvae, emergence rate, longevity, attack
rate and fecundity prove the most popular metrics and were assessed for
a respective 13, 12, 11 and 8 taxa. Lastly, for the two pupal parasitoids,
one single study recorded longevity of Diapetimorpha introita (Cresson)
while a second one determined the emergence rate and sex ratio for
Brachymeria ovata (Say). Per taxon of egg, larval or pupal parasitoid, an
average of 3.1 + 0.3, 2.5 + 0.3, and 1.5 + 0.5 performance metrics were
recorded. Further, only two species, Te. remus and Co. marginiventris,
were evaluated using a complete set of seven metrics. For top-
performing species such as Trichogramma confusum Viggiani or Tr.
embryophagum (Hartig), only attack rate was determined and other
metrics remained unspecified (Fig. 3). In the studies, egg, larval or pupal
parasitoid performance was evaluated under variable temperature and
relative humidity regimes: a respective 25.5 + 0.3 °C, 25.9 + 0.3 °C and
23.5 £ 3.5 °C, and 71.6 + 15.1 %, 68.2 £+ 2.5 and 40.0 + 30.0 % RH
across studies (n = 101, 34 and 2 taxon-level records). Given the frag-
mentary evaluation of a myriad of performance metrics under wide-
ranging experimental conditions, a more targeted, systematic
approach may be warranted to gauge the potential of individual BCAs
and to pinpoint the most promising species for ABC or CBC.

In laboratory studies, a Zambian strain of the egg-larval parasitoid
Ch. bifoveolatus Szepligeti and a Brazilian strain of the larval parasitoid
Campoletis flavicincta (Ashmead) attained the highest relative parasitism
rate within their respective guilds, respectively 96.0 % and 67.1 %
(Table 3; Shen et al., 2023; Zanuncio et al., 2013). For egg parasitoids,
the greatest absolute attack rate, sex ratio, emergence rate and longevity
were recorded for Tr. atopovirilia Oatman & Platner, Tr. pretiosum, Tri-
chogrammatoidea lutea Girault and Ch. insularis, respectively. For the
same metrics, the larval parasitoids, Co. ruficrus (Haliday), Meteorus
laphygmae Viereck, Megaselia sp., and A. marmoratus performed best. For
pupal parasitoids, research effort has been insufficient to reliably rank
taxa in terms of performance.

Field assays covered both natural and augmentative biological con-
trol throughout the FAW native and invasive range. In terms of natural
control, field-level performance (i.e., maximum or average parasitism
rates) were determined for 70 taxa in the native range and 52 taxa in the
invasive range. In the native range, Te. remus, Ca. grioti (Blanchard), Tr.
pretiosum and Ch. insularis reach the highest maximum parasitism rates
at 98-100 % across sites (Fig. 4). Of these, 13 parasitoid taxa surpass
local thresholds for effective biological control, producing 32 %
maximum parasitism (Hawkins and Cornell, 1994). Meanwhile, in the
invasive range, Te. remus, Tr. chilonis Ishii and Ch. bifoveolatus attain the
highest maximum parasitism rates ranging from 87.3 to 100 % (Fig. 4).
Nine taxa surpass the 33-36 % parasitism threshold for effective bio-
logical control, including Te. remus and Tr. chilonis in Cameroon (100
%), Telenomus sp. in Niger (87.3 %), Ch. bifoveolatus and Coccygidium
luteum Brullé in Ghana (87.3 %; 49.4 %), Co. icipe and Drino imberbis
(Wiedemann) in Ethiopia (45.3 %; 35 %), and Chelonus sp. and Ch.
formosanus Sonan in India (70.9 %; 33.3 %) (Amadou et al., 2018; Sisay
et al.,, 2019; Abang et al., 2021; Sagar et al., 2022; Agboyi et al., 2023).
In addition to natural control, augmentative releases have been con-
ducted for four parasitoid species in the native range and six in the
invasive range (Table 4). In the native range, highest parasitism maxima
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were recorded for the egg parasitoids Te. remus and Tr. pretiosum in
Brazil (Figueiredo et al., 2002, 2015) and the larval parasitoid O. flavidus
under screen-cage conditions in the USA (Gross & Pair, 1991).

Though the number of laboratory studies per taxon related to
maximum field parasitism rate (Spearman Rank, p = 0.315, p < 0.001, n
= 123), logistic regression only provided a weak fit between the field
parasitism rate of a given taxon and its actual inclusion in laboratory
studies (Fig. 5). Well-performing parasitoids are thus not systematically
evaluated under laboratory conditions. For example, taxa that attained
high field parasitism, such as Telenomus sp. in Niger (87.3 %; Amadou
et al., 2018) and Euplectrus sp. in Mexico (84.6 %; Avila-Rodriguez et al.,
2023) still await laboratory-level scrutiny. Conversely, parasitoids such
as Hyposoter sp., Co. flavipes (Cameron), Megaselia sp. and Co. sesamiae
Cameron were assessed under laboratory conditions even though they
merely reach 0.1-0.5 % parasitism maxima in the field. Also, it remains
unclear whether and how field abundance relates to laboratory-derived
performance metrics. Under natural control, maximum field parasitism
rate of a given taxon did not significantly correlate with laboratory-
derived maxima for parasitism rate (Spearman Rank, p = 0.399, p =
0.09), number of hosts attacked (p = -0.430, p = 0.10), sex ratio (p =
-0.039, p = 0.89) or emergence rate (p = 270, p = 0.25). However, field
parasitism rate for studied taxa showed positive regression against
laboratory-level maximum longevity (ANOVA; Fy;7 = 10.687, p =
0.005, R% = 0.380). As with entomopathogens, detailed information on
FAW dynamics throughout the maize growing cycle was routinely
lacking in field studies (Table 2). Indeed, 97.1 % of field studies on FAW
parasitoids globally did not present data on season-long FAW dynamics.
This, again, thwarts further efforts to link parasitism levels to FAW
population suppression across studies, years or geographies.

4.2. Overlooked taxa

Pupal parasitoids are critically overlooked in the FAW native and
invasive ranges alike. This is a potentially serious oversight, as D. introita
and Cryptus albitarsis (Cresson) jointly cause pupal parasitism rates up to
44.4 % in Georgia, USA (Pair and Gross, 1989). Life history parameters
of D. introita have been assessed in the laboratory with a primary aim
towards mass-rearing (Pair, 1995) and artificial diets have even been
developed (Carpenter and Greany, 1998; Ferkovich et al., 1999).
Further, D. introita populations have been effectively monitored in the
field using wing traps baited with live females (Jewett and Carpenter,
2001), which could progress to attract-and-reward approaches with
synthetic lures. For other species, such as B. ovata, laboratory-level
performance on freeze-killed pupae has been assessed with a view to
mass-rearing (Grant and Shepard, 1987), but field-level abundance is
unknown. Notwithstanding the exciting progress with D. introita in the
USA, pupal parasitoids have been neglected in other parts of the
Americas. Equally, though larval-pupal parasitoids such as Meteoridea
sp., Meteorus sp. or Metopius discolor Tosquinet have been reported in the
invasive range in Ghana, Benin, Uganda or Zambia (Agboyi et al., 2020;
Durocher-Granger et al., 2021; Otim et al., 2021) and Exorista xanthaspis
(Wiedemann) in India (Navik et al., 2020), pupal parasitoids sensu strictu
remain virtually un-investigated.

4.3. Next steps

Parasitoid-mediated biological control of FAW can be promoted
through both conservation and augmentation tactics. Though naturally-
occurring egg and larval parasitoids sporadically attain (aggregate)
parasitism levels of 80-90 %, their on-farm conservation has largely
been overlooked. To move CBC forward, an essential first step is to
identify the species of parasitic wasps that exert the greatest impact on
FAW populations and to then study their field ecology. Nearly all studies
in our review report parasitoid species richness and numerical abun-
dance based on one or few ‘snapshot’ surveys. Though this information
is valuable (Heraty, 2017), such metrics do not reveal the extent to
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Fig. 4. Field-level parasitism rates (%) of the 20 best performing parasitoids in the FAW native (top) and invasive (bottom) range. Maximum and average (mean +
SE) parasitism levels are plotted for each species based upon the actual availability of the respective metrics in the original studies. FAW parasitism rates are either
assessed during one single ‘snap shot’ census or at multiple instances during the maize cropping cycle. Threshold values for effective biological control are indicated
by the vertical dotted line and refer to 32 % or 33-36 % maximum parasitism in the native or invasive range, respectively (Hawkins and Cornell, 1994).
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Table 4
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Average and maximum parasitism rates (%) achieved through augmentative releases of different parasitoid species in the native or invasive range of fall armyworm.
Mean values (+SE) are computed by averaging data from multiple studies. In the original studies, FAW parasitism rates are either assessed during one single ‘snap shot’
census or at multiple instances during the maize cropping cycle, with the latter often restricted to the whorl stage. Reported values i.e., averages or maxima depend
upon those that were logged during the data extraction phase. Parasitoid species are listed alphabetically. Literature references are provided in full in Suppl. Table 5.

Parasitoid species Native range

Invasive range Literature refs.’

Average Maximum Average Maximum
Archytas marmoratus 35.6 + 15.2 76.4 - - 1-4
Habrobracon hebetor - - 16.0 + 0.0 22.0 5
Ophion flavidus - 88.9 - - 4
Telenomus remus 31.7 £ 4.2 88.3 15.9 + 4.9 100.0 6-10
Trichogramma chilonis - - - 75.0 11,12
Trichogramma confusum - - - 61.5 12
Trichogramma dendrolimi - - - 31.4 11
Trichogramma ostriniae - - - 87.5 12
Trichogramma pretiosum 56.6 + 11.9 79.2 - 76.9 10-13

- No data available in original studies.

$ Gross et al., 1985 [1]; Gross, 1988 [2]; Gross & Young, 1984 [3]; Gross & Pair, 1991 [4]; Ghosh et al., 2022 [5]; Pomari-Fernandes et al., 2018 [6]; Figueiredo et al.,
2002 [7]; Agboyi et al., 2021 [8]; Zhao et al., 2020 [9]; Zhu et al., 2020 [10]; Yang et al., 2022 [11]; Jin et al., 2021 [12]; Figueiredo et al., 2015 [13].

which one or more species contribute to FAW mortality. van Driesche
et al. (1991) compare this to attempting to assess the total inflow of
water (recruitment) into a sink (a population) by measuring the volume
of water within this sink at a given point in time. Indeed, in many
parasitoid-host systems, parasitoids are under ‘donor control’ and have
minimal effects on their hosts (Hawkins, 1992) or face skewed trophic
structures, such as in low-diversity systems that reduce their top-down
influence (Rosenheim, 1998; Duffy, 2002). Also, timing and consis-
tency of parasitoid-inflicted mortality between seasons is often more
important than its absolute magnitude (Macfadyen et al., 2015). As a
result, r-selected species attaining 90 % attack rates can still be inef-
fective biological control agents (Barrat et al., 2018) even while they
surpass thresholds for successful biological control on a particular host
(Hawkins and Cornell, 1994). To estimate their role as regulators of
FAW populations, one should determine whether they act in a positive
density-dependent manner and exhibit spatial heterogeneity in para-
sitism rate, abiding by the CV? > 1 rule (Pacala et al., 1990; Hawkins,
1992). Other ways to quantitatively assess how a given species con-
tributes to FAW mortality include stage-frequency analysis, direct
measurement of recruitment or death rate analysis (Van Driesche et al.,
1991), in which observational and manipulative studies (e.g., field
cages, barriers, sentinel prey or chemical exclusion assays) all play a role
(Macfadyen et al., 2015; Thancharoen et al., 2018; Jervis et al., 2023).
Season-long assessments, like those conducted for egg parasitoids in
Brazil (De Sa and Parra, 1994; Dequech et al., 2013), are rare, but
provide critical insights.

For none of 229 FAW parasitoid species listed in this review have we
learned to effectively increase numerical abundance, colonization rates
or biological control impact through on- or off-farm habitat manage-
ment (Landis et al., 2000). Even for prominent species, such as Ch.
insularis or Te. remus, laboratory and field trials have not been performed
to assess whether certain habitats or companion plants provide shelter,
nectar, alternative prey/hosts, and pollen (SNAP) (Landis et al., 2000;
Gurr et al.,, 2003). Only recently has preliminary information been
generated in Florida, USA and Peru on parasitoids associated with
flowering plants or weeds (Johanowicz et al., 2002; Meagher et al.,
2016; Quispe et al., 2017). Exploratory research shows how marigold
flower strips bordering maize fields raise the abundance of various egg
or larval parasitoids and lower FAW infestation pressure (Mendez,
2017). Yet, we remain far from identifying traits that relate to parasitoid
performance or from using such insights to guide CBC strategies (Fiedler
and Landis, 2007; Perovic et al., 2018). This does not only apply to the
comparatively well-studied scelionids or ichneumonids, but also to
dipterans such as A. marmoratus - species that use floral food rewards
and visual or chemical cues to guide foraging (Woodcock et al., 2014)
and that relies upon the presence of alternative hosts for early-season
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colonization (Gross et al., 1985a). Yet, on a positive note, the floral
host plants of tachinids such as Lespesia archippivora (Riley) have been
identified in the midwestern USA (Tooker et al., 2006). As L. archippivora
is the primary FAW parasitoid in Central America (Cave, 1993), such
floristic survey should be replicated in this part of the host range.
Similarly, though species, such as Ch. insularis, were already observed
feeding on extra-floral nectaries in the early 1900s (Luginbill, 1928),
nutritional requirements of parasitoids have primarily been investigated
with a view towards laboratory mass-rearing (Su et al., 2021) and not in-
field conservation. However, innovative field research has shown how
spray applications of table sugar raise abundance of BCAs such as
L. archippivora by 70 % in Honduras and double parasitism by Ca. fla-
vicincta and two tachinids in Brazil (Canas and O’Neil, 1998; Bortolotto
et al., 2014). Similar results were achieved with more costly malto-
dextrin in Africa (Babendreier et al., 2020). However, adult food alone is
not sufficient to raise parasitoid performance (Gillespie et al., 2016).
Parasitoid colonization dynamics are determined by the local
abundance of suitable, alternative hosts especially in areas where FAW
varies seasonally e.g., in its migratory range. In these areas, it is unwise
to count on the (often) arbitrary influx of BCAs from outside a focal agro-
ecosystem, but to improve such through habitat management. Baseline
knowledge needs to be generated on the use of alternative hosts for
parasitoids that are active in early-season, such as A. marmoratus and
D. introita in the USA (Gross et al., 1985b; Jewett and Carpenter, 2001)
or Co. icipe, Parapanteles sp., Euplectrus laphygmae and M. curvimaculatus
in Zambia (Durocher-Granger et al., 2021). These hosts should be
identified in local agro-ecosystems and evaluated under laboratory
conditions. However, laboratory-level evaluations of alternative host
suitability are routinely geared towards mass-rearing such as screening
Corcyra cephalonica (Stainton) eggs for Te. remus (Queiroz et al., 2017; Li
et al., 2023a). For a subset of parasitoids, for example, Ch. insularis, the
role of plant and host volatiles in foraging has been determined and
these insights possibly can guide CBC interventions (Roque-Romero
et al., 2020). Parasitoids often co-migrate with their host, either through
active or phoretic means (Huigens et al., 2009; Furey et al., 2018; Zhou
et al., 2023) and an improved understanding of their seasonal biology,
dynamics and dispersal capabilities can help to replicate successful
biological control along the migration front. Insecticide spray applica-
tions -even directed towards other pests- impact FAW parasitoids to a
substantial extent. Sprays of high-risk compounds such as chlorpyrifos
reduce Ca. grioti parasitism ten-fold (Berta et al., 2000) and the ‘low-risk’
flubendiamide nullifies the contribution of Ch. bifoveolatus or C. luteum
(Ngangambe and Mwatawala, 2020). Insecticide usage intensity, in
addition to timing of sampling, crop management and landscape
context, thus likely explains the large variability in species-level para-
sitism rates between locations (Molina-Ochoa et al., 2004). Clearly, to
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Fig. 5. Likelihood that arthropod natural enemies are evaluated under laboratory conditions based upon their field-level abundance across the FAW global dis-
tribution range. Data are shown for parasitoids (top) and predators (bottom). For either dataset, a logistic regression curve is plotted offering a moderate fit (Cox &
Snelling R? = 0.152 and 0.180, respectively). For parasitoids, threshold values for effective biological control in the native and invasive range are indicated by
vertical dotted lines (Hawkins and Cornell, 1994). Patterns are plotted for 123 (species- or genus-level) parasitoids and 57 predators.

gauge true parasitoid contribution to CBC, research should be carried
out in fields (or plots) where even low-risk insecticide usage is
suspended.

Our exercise found few studies that assessed parasitoid performance
under intercrop arrangements. Though these studies provide pointers
for CBC, this kind of research has not progressed beyond case-by-case
empiricism. Crop diversification often leads to higher parasitism and
lower FAW damage compared to monocropping (Ngangambe and
Mwatawala, 2020), although impacts were species-specific. For
example, Meteorus sp. and Ch. insularis attain a respective 40 % higher
and 91 % lower parasitism in weedy maize-bean systems compared to
maize monocrops (Altieri, 1980; Penagos et al., 2010). The role of
nectary-bearing legume intercrops or borders in meeting parasitoid
nutritional needs and bolstering FAW biological control is a field that
remains wide open (Wyckhuys et al., 2023a). The elevated tachinid
parasitism levels in maize-bean intercrops, as compared to those of
braconids (Van Huis, 1981), can either be ascribed to foraging efficiency
or the availability of nectar resources, but this needs to be tested more
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broadly. To create further momentum for ecological intensification
(Kleijn et al., 2019), parasitoid-mediated biological control evidently
should be studied more extensively under polyculture arrangements
(Altieri et al., 1978; Risch, 1981; Jaworski et al., 2019).

In addition to the above, lepidopteran pests such as S. frugiperda are
common targets of parasitoid augmentation programs (Stiling and
Cornelissen, 2005). ABC indeed poses a lucrative option, as scheduled
releases of parasitic wasps not only mitigate FAW infestation pressure
but also raise maize yields by 19.4 % (Figueiredo et al., 2015). In ABC,
the type of parasitoids, often r-selected egg parasitoids, differs markedly
from those that lend themselves to CBC. Simple criteria such as popu-
lation growth rate or climatic adaptability can help eliminate inefficient
species (Van Lenteren et al., 2018). Also, as parasitoid augmentation is
often a profit-oriented undertaking, its success not only depends on
proper agent selection (see above; Li et al., 2023a), but also on cost-
effectiveness and commercial viability of mass-rearing operations.
Ideally, ABC should be economically competitive with the prevailing
pesticide-based approaches.
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For top-performing parasitoids in the native range e.g., Ch. insularis,
Euplectrus plathypenae Howard, A. marmoratus and C. sonorensis, basic
biology, alternative host or artificial diet suitability and related fitness
parameters have been recorded in the laboratory (Gross, 1994; Hu and
Vinson, 1998; Hay-Roe et al., 2013; Barreto-Barriga et al., 2017; Padilla-
Cortes and Martinez-Martinez, 2022), but those studies only culminated
in full-fledged ABC programs in a few countries. This ‘translational gap’
is not necessarily due to poor performance of ABC programs but to socio-
political conditions (Wyckhuys et al., 2022). For example, in the USA,
innovative A. marmoratus rearing and release systems involved me-
chanical extraction of maggots from gravid females and their delivery
through overhead irrigation systems (Gross, 1994; Pyrah, 1985). How-
ever, this ABC program failed to take root due to its labor-intensive
nature and farmers’ preference of Bt corn. Nonetheless, it may prove
suitable in other farming contexts in the tropics. Meanwhile, parasitoids
that regularly occur at background levels such as Tr. pretiosum have
received extensive research and are successfully used for fall armyworm
ABC in Brazil (Parra and Zucchi, 2004). A broader suite of trichog-
rammatids is under study in China (Tao et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022; Li
et al.,, 2023a). Other egg parasitoids (e.g. Te. remus) are effectively
reared on eggs of the rice moth C. cephalonica in several countries (Li
et al., 2023a; Queiroz et al., 2017), but not in China, where the more
expensive Spodoptera spp. eggs are chosen as factitious hosts (Chen et al.,
2021; Li et al., 2023b). Larval parasitoids, such as Habrobracon hebetor
(Say), have also been deployed effectively in India (Ghosh et al., 2022)
and Co. icipe shows promise in East Africa (Mohamed et al., 2021). ABC
programs also can incorporate other locally abundant species e.g.,
Chelonus spp. in Africa or South Asia, though production costs may pose
a constraint for Ch. bifoveolatus (Shen et al., 2023). Drawing on dy-
namics in North America, we argue that targeted augmentation (or
conservation) in overwintering areas in Asia may be particularly
worthwhile. In overwintering areas of south Texas and Mexico, Ch.
insularis and A. marmoratus parasitize up to 61.7 % of small larvae and
66.7 % and medium-size larvae (Pair et al., 1986). Without accounting
for the added impact of resident entomopathogens, pupal or egg para-
sitoids and predators, ABC programs can raise the degree of FAW sup-
pression even further and permit non-chemical pest control.

Once suitable species and strains are identified for use in ABC pro-
grams, laboratory and field studies are needed to improve biological
control efficacy (Parra and Zucchi, 2004; Li et al., 2023a). In addition to
research on host acceptance or in vitro rearing for Te. remus and other
species (Colmenarez et al., 2022; Li et al., 2023a), reproductive biology
studies can resolve issues such as skewed sex ratios or loss of host-
finding ability that result from mass-rearing. Work is required on
insecticide sensitivity, foraging behavior, release systems and inter-
specific competition or complementarity. The last can resolve the
long-standing issue of low Trichogramma sp. parasitism on multi-layered
FAW egg masses (De Sa and Parra, 1994). FAW females deposit their
eggs in multiple layers and cover these with scales, which act as a
physical barrier to some parasitoid species (e.g., Tr. dendrolimi or Tr.
pretiosum but not Te. remus) (Beserra and Parra, 2005; Dong et al., 2021).
Hence, though Trichogramma spp. offer clear advantages in terms of
inexpensive mass-rearing, long-term storage, and release, they only act
effectively against S. frugiperda eggs of low or medium scale cover.
Tactically integrating them with Telenomus or Chelonus spp. constitutes
the next frontier in egg parasitoid augmentation (Li et al., 2023b).

5. Predators
5.1. Global patterns

A total of 82 canopy-foraging predator taxa, 21 of which were only
identified at the genus level, have been studied under field and/or lab-
oratory conditions. This represents 38.1 % of the 215 known genus- and
species-level taxa or 38.7 % of the 155 individual predator species
associated with this herbivore globally (Fig. 1; Supplementary Fig. 2;
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Suppl. Table 3). A small subset of 39 taxa (18.2 %) featured in 64 lab-
oratory studies, accounting for 70 taxon-level records. Meanwhile, 56
taxa (36.7 %) were evaluated under field conditions and reported in 26
publications, representing 93 taxon-level records. Field research in the
FAW native range addressed 51 taxa and accounted for 90.3 % of re-
cords, while just seven taxa (two of which were cosmopolitan i.e.,
Geocoris sp. and Doru sp.) were studied in the invasive range. The role of
most ants, vespids or soft-winged flower beetles in FAW biological
control has not been studied (Suppl. Table 3). On the other hand, lady
beetles, predatory stink bugs, earwigs and minute pirate bugs have
received comparatively more field and/or laboratory research attention.
The bulk of laboratory research was conducted on few taxa; only 3 out of
215 taxa were covered in more than three studies, the stink bugs Podisus
nigrispinus (Dallas) and Eocanthecona furcellata (Wolff), and the lady
beetle Harmonia axyridis (Pallas). Although field studies did cover a
broader range of taxa (Fig. 1; Supplementary Fig. 2), taxon-level
research attention proved equally limited. Only the pirate bug Orius
insidiosus (Say), the earwigs Doru taeniatum (Dohrm) and D. luteipes
(Scudder), the big-eyed bug Geocoris sp. and the lacewing Chrysoperla sp.
featured in more than three studies. Field research on these predators
was solely conducted in the FAW native range. Out of all field studies,
84.6 % addressed natural control, while the remaining four studies
evaluated CBC. These entailed an evaluation of weediness and pumpkin,
sesame, bean, or sunflower intercropping in Mexico (Penagos et al.,
2002; Garcia et al., 2013), maize-sorghum bicultures in Honduras (Jones
et al., 1989) or intercropping with groundnut, bean or soybean in India
(Udayakumar et al., 2021). Although other studies also assessed the
effects of weediness or polycultures, these centered on soil-dwelling ants
in Nicaragua or Benin (Perfecto and Sediles, 1992; Dassou et al., 2021)
or failed to report species-level impacts (Altieri, 1980). One Peruvian
study assessed FAW predators associated with a set of 15 flowering
plants (Quispe et al., 2017), with a view to defining habitat management
strategies. No studies specifically investigated the impacts of no-till ar-
rangements or organic matter addition on foliage-dwelling predator
communities.

Under laboratory conditions, a respective ten and 39 predator taxa
were evaluated against FAW eggs and larvae (Table 5) but no pupal
predators were studied. Per predator species, 3.0 + 0.3 metrics were
reported for egg predators and 2.9 + 0.2 metrics for larval predators.
Although other predators, such as the stink bug Supputius cincticeps
(Stél), were also studied (Silva et al., 2012), predation performance was
not assessed. Out of eight performance metrics, attack rate, handling
time and functional response type were routinely assessed for both egg
and larval predators (Table 5; Fig. 3). Specifically, attack rate was
assessed for 9 egg and 32 larval predators; handling time for 5 egg and
25 larval predators; and functional response type for 5 egg and 20 larval
predators. Across studies and FAW host stages, there are no predators for
which the full set of eight metrics have been reported. Species for which
the most complete repertoire of performance metrics is in place include
P. nigrispinus (7 metrics; larvae), D. luteipes (5; eggs, larvae) and the
assassin bug Rhynocoris marginatus (Fabricius) (5; larvae). Surprisingly,
only one metric was recorded for the egg predator with the highest
attack rate i.e., the earwig Euborellia annulipes (Lucas) (Fig. 3; da Silva
et al., 2009). Though unevenly logged or reported, experimental con-
ditions proved more consistent than for other BCA guilds at 25.3 + 0.3
°C and 61.3 + 1.3 % for egg predators, or 25.8 + 0.4 °C and 67.0 + 1.0
% RH for larval predators across studies (n = 4 and 31 taxon-level re-
cords). Nevertheless, a near-arbitrary selection of different performance
metrics likely precludes proper agent selection for ABC or CBC
endeavors.

Across laboratory studies, Brazilian strains of E. annulipes and
D. luteipes exhibited the highest lifetime predation of FAW eggs (da Silva
et al., 2009; 2022), while Brazilian strains of the lacewing Chrysoperla
externa (Hagen) and lady beetle Eriopis connexa (Germar) consume most
FAW larvae (Tavares et al., 2011; Silva et al., 2013; Table 5). Though not
included in our analyses, Romero-Sueldo and Virla (2009) showed how
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Table 5
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Laboratory-based performance of egg and larval predators as assessed across the FAW global distribution range. For five performance metrics, we average the highest
values across studies and experimental regimes i.e., study temperature. Immature development time refers to the duration between egg eclosion and adult emergence.
Per exposed FAW development stage, predators are ranked by declining life-time predation rate i.e., maximum number of prey consumed. Holling’s functional
response type is indicated by Roman numerals. For larval predators, the range of exposed FAW developmental instars is indicated between brackets.

FAW stage  Species Performance metric
Lifetime predation ~ Functional response type ~ Min. handling time (h)  Max. longevity (d)  Min. development time (d)
Egg Euborellia annulipes 1,481.2 + 0.0 - - - -
Doru luteipes 1,385.0 + 0.0 - - 29.8 + 14.8 24.5 + 6.4
Chrysoperla externa 250.2 + 0.0 - - - 19.3 £ 0.0
Propylaea japonica 204.6 + 0.0 I 0.1 +£0.0 - -
Chrysoperla sinica 192.3 £ 0.0 I 0.1 £0.0 - -
Eriopis connexa 100.0 £+ 0.0 - - - 16.3 £ 1.4
Mallada basalis 85.1 + 0.0 I 0.1 +£0.0 - -
Harmonia axyridis 25.6 £ 0.0 I 0.9+0.0 - -
Chrysoperla carnea - I 0.3+0.2 - -
Orius insidiosus - - - - 15.4 + 0.0
Larva Chrysoperla externa (1) 367.7 + 0.0 - - - 18.0 + 0.0
Eriopis connexa (1) 275.9 + 0.0 - - - 16.9 + 0.0
Doru luteipes * 272.6 + 0.0 - - 46.0 + 0.0 14.1 £ 0.0
Hippodamia variegata (1-2) 269.1 + 0.0 I 0.1 +£0.0 - -
Propylaea japonica (1-2) 265.5+ 0.0 I 0.1 £0.0 - -
Chlaenius bioculatus (1-6) 248.4 + 0.0 I 0.1 £0.0 — —
Coccinella septempunctata (1-2) 233.1 + 0.0 I 0.1 +£0.0 — —
Cheilomenes sexmaculata (1-2) 217.4 £ 0.0 I 0.1 +0.0 - -
Eocanthecona furcellata (1-6) 190.1 + 81.3 11, 111 0.3+0.1 20.0 £ 0.0 -
Rhynocoris marginatus (2-6) 184.9 + 0.0 - 1.9 +£0.0 - -
Harmonia axyridis (1-2) 180.1 + 101.5 I 0.3 +0.2 - -
Chrysoperla sinica (1-2) 166.7 + 0.0 I 0.1 +£0.0 - -
Chrysopa pallens (1-3) 90.5 + 76.2 I 0.9+0.8 - -
Euborellia annulipes (1-2) 89.2 + 0.0 - - - -
Mallada basalis (1-2) 72.1 £ 0.0 I 0.3 +£0.0 - -
Euborellia pallipes (2) 62.5 + 0.0 I 0.4+ 0.0 - -
Sphedanolestes impressicollis (1-3) 55.9 + 0.0 I 0.4 £ 0.0 - -
Sycanus fallen (3-5) 47.6 £ 0.0 I 0.5+ 0.0 - -
Picromerus lewisi (3-6) 32.8 +28.2 i 2.8 +2.4 - -
Labidura riparia (1) 31.5+ 0.0 - - 17.3 £ 0.0 -
Arma chinensis (3-6) 31.5 +28.2 I 4.0 £3.6 - -
Podisus nigrispinus (3) 21.0 + 8.9 1L, 111 0.9 £0.2 357 +7.2 18.2 + 0.0
Zelus longipes™ 20.0 + 0.0 - 2.4 +0.0 - -
Sycanus croceouittatus (3-5) 19.9 +£15.9 I 7.1£0.0 - -
Orius sauteri (1-2) 142 + 4.4 I 0.5+0.3 - -
Andralus spinidens (3-5) 12.2 + 0.0 I 2.0 £ 0.0 - -
Calosoma granulatum* - - - 5.0 £ 0.0 -
Chrysoperla rufilabris (2) - - 0.9 £0.0 - 24.0 £ 0.0
Coleomegilla maculata* - - - - 17.4 £ 0.0
Doru lineare* - I 0.0 + 0.0 - -
Doru taeniatum* - - 0.1 £0.0 - 30.0 £ 0.0
Euthyrhynchus floridanus (3-4) - - - - -
Geocoris punctipes (1) - — — — —
Geocoris uliginosus (1) - - - - -
Orius insidiosus (1) - - - - -
Podisus maculiventris (3—4) - - 0.1 £0.0 — —
Pyemotes zhonghuajia (2) - - 2.0 £0.0 - -
Supputius cincticeps™ - - - - -
Zelus renardii (1) - - - 34.5+ 0.0 34.3 £ 0.0

“ No information on the larval instar (or instar range) exposed to predation

D. lineare (Eschscholz) nymphs consume an average of 438.6 FAW eggs
until adult molting. Other predator species, however, performed better
on different metrics. For egg predators, Chinese strains of the lacewing
Mallada basalis (Walker) exhibit the shortest handling time while Bra-
zilian strains of E. connexa develop most quickly (Shi et al., 2022; Silva
et al., 2013). For larval predators, an Argentinian strain of the earwig D.
lineare exhibits the shortest handling time and a Brazilian strain of
D. luteipes has the greatest longevity and shortest development time
(Sueldo et al., 2010; da Silva et al., 2022).

Field-level performance (maximum or average abundance) has been
determined for 52 canopy-dwelling taxa in the native range and seven
taxa in the invasive range (Fig. 6). In the native range, the earwigs
D. taeniatum and D. luteipes attain by far the highest abundance across
sites. Specifically, up to 13.4 D. luteipes were recorded per maize plant in
Brazil (Zuim et al., 2023), while D. taeniatum adults and nymphs reach
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abundance maxima of 6.6 individuals per plant in Honduran maize
crops (Jones et al., 1989). Further, the pirate bug O. insidiosus reaches
the second-highest average abundance (1.4 + 0.5 individuals per plant)
across sites. Notably, highly abundant soil-dwellers, such as the fire ant
Solenopsis geminata (Fabricius), are only sporadically sighted at abun-
dance levels up to 0.3 individuals per plant (n = 2 studies). Data from the
invasive range are more limited, only covering seven different taxa. Of
these, Geocoris sp. (India) and Doru sp. (Indonesia) reach the highest
abundance levels of 3.4 and 2.4 individuals per plant, respectively
(Udayakumar et al., 2021; Tarigan et al., 2023).

Similar to FAW parasitoids, laboratory-based research attention to
canopy-dwelling predators was not entirely in accordance with their
field abundance. The number of laboratory studies per taxon did not
relate to its maximum field abundance (Spearman Rank, p = 0.373, p =
0.210, n = 13), and logistic regression provided a moderate fit between
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Fig. 6. Population levels of the 20 most abundant foliage-foraging arthropod
predators in maize fields within the FAW native (top) and invasive (bottom)
range. Maximum and average (mean + SE) abundance are plotted for each
species based upon the actual availability of the respective metrics in the
original studies. Predator abundance is either assessed during one single ‘snap
shot’ census or at multiple instances during the maize cropping cycle. Abun-
dance is expressed as the number of individuals per plant, combining all
developmental stages of a given species. In the invasive range, abundance data
are only available for seven canopy-dwelling predators. Full species names are
provided in Suppl. Table 3.

the field abundance of a given taxon and its actual coverage in labora-
tory studies (Fig. 5). Hence, highly-abundant taxa do not necessarily
receive laboratory-level scrutiny and vice versa. For example, highly
abundant predators such as Chrysoperla sp. in southern Mexico (3.4 in-
dividuals/plant; Penagos et al., 2003), Orius sp. in Brazil (3.2; Bortolotto
etal., 2014) and Doru sp. in Indonesia (2.4; Tarigan et al., 2023) have yet
to be studied in the laboratory. Conversely, predators that attain rela-
tively low field abundance such as Geocoris punctipes (Say) (one indi-
vidual per 114 plants in Peru) (Quispe et al., 2017) have been subject to
laboratory-based research. At the species level, these patterns are
exacerbated. Out of 24 predator species with known maximum field-
level abundance, per-capita FAW larval or egg predation has only
been determined for a respective seven (29.2 %) and three (12.5 %)
species (Table 5). Amongst the ten most abundant predator species, egg
predation has been recorded for three species, D. luteipes, Harmonia
axyridis, C. externa, and larval predation has been assessed for two
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species, Eocanthecona furcellata (Wolff) and Labidura riparia (Pallas). For
highly abundant species such as D. taeniatum, O. insidiosus or Coleome-
gilla maculata (DeGeer), predation rates have not been assessed. Hence,
whether or how field abundance and FAW biological control efficacy
relates to one or more laboratory-derived performance metrics is diffi-
cult to assess.

In contrast with other BCA guilds, insights into FAW population
dynamics throughout the maize growing cycle were reported in 38.5 %
of field studies and only a fraction of these studies did not present FAW
infestation data (Table 2). Yet, as FAW infestation pressure is expressed
using variable currencies, further efforts to quantitatively relate pred-
ator abundance to FAW population dynamics may be obstructed.

5.2. Overlooked taxa

Ants prey upon multiple pests in temperate and tropical crops (Per-
fecto and Snelling, 1995; Armbrecht and Perfecto, 2003) and are viewed
as efficient biological control agents because of their voracity, effective
scout-and-recruit foraging and omnivorous feeding habits (Risch and
Caroll, 1982b; Drummond and Choate, 2011; Anjos et al., 2022). Yet,
while ants are likely the most abundant and voracious invertebrate
predators in (sub-)tropical agro-ecosystems, their role as BCAs is criti-
cally overlooked. Even in the FAW native range, less than a handful of
studies cover ant predation. A sequence of groundbreaking studies
during the 1970 s-80 s however emphasized how ant conservation
should be a core component of FAW management especially in small-
holder maize systems (van Huis, 1981; Risch and Caroll, 1982,b; Cas-
tineiras et al., 1982; Castineiras and Castellanos, 1983; Carroll and
Risch, 1983). Our review, however, does not do fully cover these studies
given that they examined soil-foraging ants as compared to canopy-
dwelling ones.

In the early 1900s, US scientists recorded high levels of FAW egg
and/or larval predation by Iridomyrmex humilis (Mayr), Pogonomyrmex
barbatus (Smith) and the fire ant Solenopsis geminata (Luginbill, 1928). In
Mesoamerica, pioneering work by van Huis (1981) and Perfecto (1991)
pointed at the role of Ectatomma ruidum (Roger), Pheidole radowszkoskii
Mayr and S. geminata in suppressing FAW populations. Equally, 55
different ant morpho-species were recorded in Honduran maize fields,
with S. geminata the most abundant on tuna fish bait (Wyckhuys and
O’Neil, 2007). Due to its extensive foraging, role as pioneer species and
omnivorous feeding habits including weed seed granivory, S. geminata
acts as a keystone predator in tropical maize agroecosystems, where it
preys upon FAW, shapes community structure (Risch and Caroll, 1982b)
and ultimately underpins ecological resilience (Cabell and Oelofse,
2012). Equally, ants act as prominent predators of FAW in the Caribbean
(Wilson, 1923; Vazquez et al., 2005; Alfonso-Simonetti, 2017). In those
settings, S. geminata routinely attains the highest abundance or activity-
density followed by species such as Wasmannia auropunctata (Roger) or
Paratrechina longicornis (Latreille). In other countries such as Brazil,
Colombia or Argentina, there are no observational or experimental
studies on the role of ants in FAW biological control. The lack of infor-
mation from Mexico, the primary center of origin of maize and where
ants are widely studied (Dattilo et al., 2020) and FAW is a long-standing
issue (Blanco et al., 2014), is paradoxical.

In addition to predaceous ants, erythraeid mites (Balaustium sp.)
feature as the most abundant FAW egg predators in traditionally-
managed, weedy maize fields in Mexico (Jaraleno-Teniente et al.,
2020). Aside from one single anecdotal report of larval predation
(Luginbill, 1928), this constitutes the first observation of FAW x mite
associations and suggests that their occurrence and potential role in
FAW biological control has been systematically overlooked. In contrast,
in the FAW invasive range, predatory mites have received more atten-
tion. In China, researchers have explored the potential of Pyemotes
zhonghuajia Yu, Zhang & He (Acari: Pyemotidae) as a FAW biological
control agent (Liu et al., 2020). One single P. zhonghuajia female induces
mortality of young larvae, while a density of 40 mites/individual yields
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complete mortality of all FAW larval instars and prepupae. Aside from
inflicting direct mortality, mite inoculation negatively affect FAW
fitness, immune response and other life-history traits (Song et al., 2023).
Short periods of starvation (24 h) substantially improve efficacy (Tian
et al., 2020) and potentially can be used to precondition mites in
augmentative release programs. Experimental releases of P. zhonghuajia
in sorghum confirm its role as an efficacious FAW predator (Feng et al.,
2022), although its cost effectiveness needs to be scrutinized. In Nigeria,
the parasitic mite Trombidium sp. has been found infesting young larvae
in the field (Ogunfunmilayo et al., 2021). Ectoparasitic stages of Trom-
bidium sp. reduce larval feeding, development and movement while
mobile stages directly prey upon early-instar larvae. As mites are widely
used for biological control and can easily be mass-produced on inex-
pensive food sources (Vangansbeke et al., 2023), newly-recorded species
such as Balaustium sp., Trombidium sp. and P. zonghuajia might soon find
a place in augmentative biological control programs targeting FAW.

5.3. Next steps

Exophytic herbivores tend to suffer substantially higher mortality by
predators (and pathogens) than endophytic ones especially in tropical
settings (Hawkins et al., 1997). As only late-instar larvae are protected
inside the maize whorl, invertebrate predators often act as the main
mortality factor of FAW eggs, larvae and pupae (Pair and Gross, 1989;
Varella et al., 2015; Jaraleno-Teniente et al., 2020). Predation features
notably in the 90-100 % mortality of early FAW developmental stages in
Brazil (Varella et al., 2015) and Colombia (Murillo, 2014) and causes an
average 95.8 % pupal mortality in Georgia, USA (Pair and Gross, 1989),
thus slowing inter-generational population build-up. Even in
biodiversity-poor settings in the invasive range, ground-dwelling pred-
ators cause up to 100 % mortality of late-instar larvae and pupae
(Wyckhuys et al., 2023b), which could be ascribed to the ineffectiveness
of evolved FAW anti-predator responses (Culshaw-Maurer et al., 2020).
Further, prominent omnivores such as Diabrotica speciosa (Germar) or
cockroaches also engage in FAW control (Menezes-Netto et al., 2012;
Omoregie et al., 2023). However, nearly all published studies errone-
ously infer functional interactions i.e., predation from co-occurrence
(Blanchet et al., 2020). As all FAW predators are polyphagous and
likely either obligate or facultative omnivores, they tend to represent
‘lying-in-wait’ instead of ‘search-and-destroy’ agents (Murdoch et al.,
1985) and their efficacy can be modulated by altering prey/non-prey
resources, prey richness or competition (Katano et al., 2015; Capinera,
2017; Perier et al., 2022; Saha et al., 2023). If this is done effectively,
maize could be grown without any insecticide use (Carrillo-Sanchez,
1993).

Opportunities to expand predation may be limitless (Gross and Pair,
1986), but the potential of predator CBC remains critically underex-
plored and untapped. Overall, it seems rational to start exploring CBC
options for the most abundant and voracious predators (e.g., D. luteipes
and D. taeniatum), the latter attaining absolute maxima of 100 in-
dividuals per plant in late-season maize (Van Huis, 1981). Yet, beyond
baseline insights into their biology, foraging decisions, insecticide
sensitivity or behavioral ecology (Naranjo-Guevara et al., 2017; Pacheco
et al., 2021; Moreira et al., 2023), practical strategies to conserve or
enhance their field populations have yet to be devised. The ability of
D. taeniatum to develop and reproduce on pollen (Jones et al., 1988)
offers the prospect of (natural, artificial) pollen supplementation.
Equally, grass strips or residue retention in manually harvested systems
(Fonteyne et al., 2023) could carry earwig populations over between
cropping cycles, but this has not been investigated. Hence, except for
small-scale fields bordered by tall grasses (Wyckhuys and O’Neil, 2007),
the biological control capital that accrues over a cropping cycle is lost
due to combine harvesting or residue burning. The same lack of CBC
progress applies to the lady beetles, syrphids and erythraeid mites that
prey upon eggs (Menezes-Netto et al., 2012; Murillo, 2014; Varella et al.,
2015; Jiron-Pablo et al., 2018) or the carabids, staphylinds and ants that
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attack pupae (Pair and Gross, 1989; Wyckhuys et al., 2023b). For other
abundant taxa such as lacewings, minute pirate bugs or geocorids, in-
field dynamics and predation rates have yet to be assessed, and basic
ecological information is absent. There may however be myriad strate-
gies to enhance the resident populations of all these predators. Inventive
work in the 1980 s showed how foliar sprays of aqueous FAW larval
homogenates raise C. maculata and G. punctipes recruitment 11.4-fold
(Gross et al., 1985a), but this research has since not advanced.
Research intensity also differs markedly between countries in the native
range, with recent studies almost exclusively performed in Brazil and
Mexico. Context-specific research however is essential, as universal CBC
solutions are nearly impossible due to large spatio-temporal variation in
predator community composition in different environments. Mean-
while, in the invasive range, even rudimentary knowledge about FAW
predator identity, numerical abundance and seasonal dynamics is
lacking.

Many studies count with restricted sampling, are geared towards few
taxa and are not replicated over time; they therefore offer an incomplete
understanding of FAW predation. Direct observation, although time-
consuming, may clarify the contribution of certain taxa but can also
be misleading. Strikingly, all studies from the native range record
foliage-foraging predators through day-time censuses or direct obser-
vation (e.g., Hoballah et al., 2004; Wyckhuys and O’Neil, 2007) even
though the prevailing actors, such as earwigs and ants are mostly
nocturnal (Norasmah et al., 2006). As a result, social wasps are seen as
key predators in Mesoamerica (Gonzalez, 1993), while their role in FAW
biological control is likely marginal. Infra-red videography or molecular
gut content analysis can help to gauge the impact of nocturnal FAW
predation (Santos-Neto et al., 2010; Maggio et al., 2022). Lastly, surveys
routinely comprise one-time sampling ‘snapshots’ (Shylesha et al., 2018;
Sharanabasappa et al., 2019; Keerthi et al., 2020b), and thus preclude a
reliable assessment of the contribution of early-season predation by
agents such as ants, ballooning spiders or pirate bugs.

Crop diversification, conservation agriculture and landscape-level
heterogeneity raise predator abundance, but the evidence base is
weak. For example, weediness favors the two main ground-dwelling
predators in Nicaraguan maize fields, the carabid Galerita sp. and the
gelastocorid Nerthra fuscipes (Guérin-Méneville) (Van Huis, 1981), but
whether this translates into enhanced biological control is unknown.
Natural or semi-natural habitats provide nesting sites, shade, shelter and
other resources for predators, such as ants (Tscharntke et al., 2007;
Sobek et al., 2009) and facilitate their spillover into neighboring annual
crops (Tscharntke et al., 2005; Holzschuh et al., 2009). Proper crop
management is equally important; no-till systems favor soil-dwelling
predators (Pineda et al., 2012), residue retention enhances early-
season biological control (Rivers et al., 2016) and weediness favors
predator abundance (Penagos et al., 2003). Pioneering work in the 1980
s showed how maize x bean intercropping raises ant-mediated FAW
biological control (Perfecto and Sedilles, 1992), but follow-up studies
are needed. Indeed, legume integration carries ample potential (Wyck-
huys et al., 2023a) as their constitutive secretion of extra-floral nectar
fuels carnivores, such as lady beetles or S. geminata (Lanza et al., 1993;
Lundgren, 2009; Heil, 2015), but these interactions are seldom assessed.
Also, the potential of artificial nectaries to enable predator recruitment
in disturbed settings should be explored (Schifani et al., 2020). Lastly,
pesticide phasedown may promote FAW biological control more effec-
tively than crop diversification for predators, such as ants or carabids
(Perfecto, 1990; Perfecto and Sedilles, 1992; Armenta et al., 2003;
Dassou et al., 2021).

Almost 40 different larval predators have been evaluated under
laboratory conditions, with more than half of these studied in China or
India over the past 3-4 years. In the native range, laboratory-based
performance has routinely been investigated in the frame of non-
target impact assessments of insecticides (Tavares et al., 2010;
Hernandez-Juarez et al., 2016; Soares et al., 2019) or genetically-
modified GM crops (e.g., Dutra et al., 2012; Tian et al., 2012; Su



K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

et al.,, 2015), or geared towards laboratory mass-rearing without
considering in-field conservation. Thus, while per-capita predation rates
are known for multiple lacewings, stink bugs or lady beetles, their in-
field population dynamics and ecological interactions are unknown.
Hence, these data are of limited use to inform CBC. Additional insights
into foraging or nutritional ecology, climatic adaptability or insecticide
sensitivity have only been gained for a subset of taxa (Naranjo-Guevara
et al.,, 2017; Zeng et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2023; Zhu et al., 2023).
Meanwhile, ground-foraging predators such as ants, staphylinids or
ground beetles consistently attain high abundance or activity-density
(Fernandes et al., 2007), but laboratory studies that examine their
biology or feeding ecology are rare (but see Young, 2008 for the carabid
Calosoma sayi Dejean).

Compared to parasitoids or microbials, predators have received
minor attention from an ABC angle. In recent years however, laboratory-
based predation capacity and fitness parameters have been recorded for
at least 22 predator species in China or India, with a view to future
augmentative releases. These include stink bugs, assassin bugs, earwigs,
lady beetles, lacewings and the predatory mite P. zhonghuajia. Though
this work is praiseworthy, underlying criteria for organismal selection
are often unclear and the suitability of individual taxa for S. frugiperda
ABC likely varies: charismatic species such as E. furcellata and M. basalis
receive disproportionate degrees of research attention (Nyunt, 2008;
Sattayawong et al., 2016), but are may not necessarily be the best BCAs.
So far, most ABC work has been restricted to the laboratory, with only
limited (published) field-level evaluation of augmentative releases of
E. furcellata in India and China (Keerthi et al., 2020a; Kenis et al., 2022)
and P. zonghuajia in China on sorghum (Feng et al., 2022). Although
augmentative releases of large-bodied predators may bolster ecological
illiteracy of farmers and promote societal awareness of biological con-
trol (Wyckhuys et al., 2019), practicality and cost-effectiveness of these
endeavors needs to be scrutinized. In the end, these parameters will
determine whether predator-based ABC will prosper.

6. Overcoming the taxonomy challenge

Biological control science initiates from the foundational principle of
biodiversity (Gonzalez-Chang et al.,, 2020), and sound taxonomic
description is thus of fundamental importance to its overall success. Yet,
natural history work has been systematically geared towards temperate
regions and vertebrates, and a ‘full’ picture of insect biodiversity has
merely been gained for 0.5 % of the terrestrial surface (Garcia-Rosello
et al., 2023). While the megadiverse biomes of the tropics may harbor
large shares of the 4.5-7.5 million insect species and the one trillion
(10'%) microbiota on Earth (Locey and Lennon, 2016; Finn et al., 2023;
Srivathasan et al., 2023), most of it remains unknown to science.
Invertebrate biological control may be disproportionately more impor-
tant in the tropics (Roslin et al., 2017), yet only 43 % of tropical
biodiversity studies cover invertebrates (Titley et al., 2017) and taxo-
nomic neglect inversely correlates to organismal body size (Gaston,
1991). This is also evident in our analyses. Our listing of 46, 304 and 215
genus- and species-level taxa of FAW-associated entomopathogens,
parasitoids and foliage-foraging predators (Suppl. Table 1,2,3) likely
constitutes a small slice of the BCAs that operate in the world’s ~200
million ha maize crop. Hence, much ground still needs to be covered in
terms of BCA discovery and description.

Invertebrate and microbial taxonomy involves dedicated, pains-
taking work by (often under-funded) experts. The road towards attain-
ing accurate and reliable species-level identification of BCAs thus tends
to be long and circuitous. We illustrate this by clarifying the taxonomic
status of the scelionid wasp, Te. remus. The state of species-level tax-
onomy in Scelionidae is highly variable, and detailed studies are
restricted to species that affect high-profile invasive pests. The “deep
clean” that occurs with a well-executed taxonomic initiative often in-
volves examination of historical type specimens. In turn, this reveals
long-standing taxonomic issues, names that have languished in
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obscurity and a proliferation of confusing or misleading names and
synonyms. These issues could soon be resolved through fast-evolving
taxonomic intelligence services (Upham et al., 2021).

Taxonomic uncertainties are apparent in the FAW-associated species
of the genus Telenomus Haliday (Scelionidae): Telenomus heliothidis
Ashmead, Telenomus minitissimus Ashmead, Telenomus remus, and Tele-
nomus solitus Johnson (Arredondo-Bernal and Perales-Gutiérrez, 1998).
The authors also report Te. hawai, which likely is a misspelling of Tele-
nomus nawai Ashmead that was recorded from Spodoptera litura Fab.
eggs (Fukuda et al., 2007) and has in turn been misspelled as Te. hawaii
(Bahena and Cortez, 2016). As Te. heliothidis and Te. minitissumus have
not been treated taxonomically since their original descriptions, we limit
our discussion to Te. remus: an effective FAW parasitoid that has been
identified by comparing the holotype to reared specimens (Liao et al.,
2019). It has been properly described from specimens reared from
Spodoptera egg masses near Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia (Nixon, 1937), is
morphologically inseparable from Te. nawai from Gifu, Japan, and Tel-
enomus soudanensis (Risbec) from West Africa (Polaszek, 1998), and
widely distributed. Specifically, the H1 haplotype is shared by Te. remus
specimens from South and Central America, South Asia, southern China
and Africa (Wengrat et al., 2021). Such expansive geographical range is
also evident amongst other scelionids e.g., Psix striaticeps (Dodd) and
Gryon aetherium Talamas (Johnson and Masner, 1985; Talamas et al.,
2021), and likely relates to polyphagy and the broad distribution of its
spodopteran hosts including S. frugiperda (Wojcik et al., 1976). More-
over, prior to the FAW invasion, Te. remus already existed in Africa as a
possible conspecific of Te. soudanensis (Kenis et al., 2019).

A proper delineation of species is pivotal to biological control sci-
ence. Species or conspecifics have traditionally been separated based
upon morphological characters e.g., size, shape or position of setae and
sensilla. Yet, taxonomic uncertainties can now be resolved by cross-
breeding presumed species in the laboratory (Kenis et al., 2019; Tor-
torici et al., 2019; Hogg et al., 2021), examining host records, DNA-
barcoding or tactical use of simple molecular tools. Thus, images of
the holotype specimen of Te. remus and Te. nawai (Talamas et al., 2017;
Liao et al., 2019) must be interpreted through pluralistic, integrative
taxonomy thrusts.

In the superfamily Ichneumonoidea, the state of species-level tax-
onomy is also very variable. Several genera of Braconidae and Ichneu-
monidae are highly diverse and currently poorly understood. Taxonomic
keys are either lacking or outdated, and presence of cryptic species
complicates species-level identification. Braconid genera such as Alei-
odes, Chelonus and the related Microchelonus, Cotesia, Meteorus, and
Microplitis and Ichneumonidae genera such as Campoletis, Charops, Dia-
degma, Eiphosoma, Enicospilus, Netelia, Ophion and Temelucha are prob-
ably the most difficult. Any of them could potentially contain large
errors, and a tactical use of molecular tools can resolve those
uncertainties.

7. Rebooting biological control science

Without a doubt, considerable effort has gone into characterizing
FAW-associated natural enemies globally. More than 100 agents have
been evaluated under controlled laboratory settings and the global
knowledge of FAW biological control has, thus, been advanced. Fruit of
the painstaking work of countless scientists can only be applauded. Yet,
in light of the rapid proliferation of chemical control for FAW and
myriad other pests (Kenis et al., 2022; Shattuck et al., 2023; Tepa-Yotto,
2023), we fail to effectively harness what nature has provided (Gross
and Pair, 1986). First and foremost, we only possess rudimentary
knowledge of the full complement of BCAs in any particular setting
(Gross, 1987), especially, although not exclusively, in its invasive range.
Given that over 1,000 predator species exist in soybean fields in Florida,
USA (Whitcomb, 1974), the known BCAs are most certainly a tiny
proportion of the entire FAW natural enemy complex in the global maize
crop. Brazil, USA, Mexico, China and India are prime contributors to this
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knowledge stockpile, while scant progress is made in other geographies.
Serendipity features notably in our status of knowledge. For instance,
foundational knowledge on natural enemy biodiversity has often been
acquired through the mandatory bio-inventories within GM maize risk
assessments. The biodiversity discovery phase however cannot be
skipped and clear priorities need to be set (Soulée, 1990), especially at the
current pace of biodiversity loss (Eisenhauer et al., 2019). Next, as field
or laboratory performance has only been measured for approx. 40 % of
known BCAs, there is a critical void of information on countless biota.
Despite decennia of FAW research, it remains difficult to determine
whether and how certain biota actually contribute to FAW biological
control. All too often, critical research shortfalls leave us ill-informed
about their role as BCAs and how such is mediated by (biotic, abiotic)
aspects of the farming system. With a near-total inertia on CBC i.e.,
arguably the preferred option for open-field agriculture (Lewis et al.,
1997; Michaud, 2018), ecological intensification becomes a distant if
not unattainable goal (Vanbergen et al., 2020). Hence, to fully tap the
ecosystem service of biological control, a step-change is needed (Kre-
men, 2005) in which the following five elements can remediate critical
shortcomings.

Move beyond stamp collecting. Ernest Rutherford, ‘father’ of nuclear
physics, dismissed most scientific disciplines as mere ‘stamp collecting’.
Evidently, the science of biological control does not compare to
Victorian-era postage stamp collecting. But laymen may perceive it as
such and the most assiduous scientists suffer from such stigma. As
multiple studies solely offer single-guild ‘snap-shot’ surveys or inci-
dental parasitoid censuses without the accompanying pest incidence
records, they also feed this perception. Counting species or individuals is
easy, but understanding how these figure into FAW population dynamics
in real-world ecosystems is no small chore and hence regularly ignored
(Balvanera et al., 2014). The mere cataloging of biodiversity is still
warranted to remediate the taxonomic neglect on BCAs in multiple
countries (Srivathsan et al., 2023). Once biodiversity has been docu-
mented, this knowledge also needs to be properly synthesized. For
example, range modeling and machine learning could yield high-
resolution BCA distribution maps, as has been done for ants (Kass
et al., 2022). Meanwhile, the functional role of individual taxa or species
richness urgently needs to be ascertained (Rodriguez and Hawkins,
2000). We need to comprehend biostructure i.e., the network of inter-
organismal interactions and the ecological processes (and functions)
that sprout from them (McCann, 2007). This could be achieved by sys-
tematically gathering evidence through standardized methodologies i.
e., appropriate timing, sampling frequency and uniform abundance
metrics (Kenis et al., 2022) or manipulative assays. Comprehensive bio-
inventories (Lundgren and Fausti, 2015), eventually paired with
network analyses, fit seamlessly into such exercises. Also, proper follow-
up needs to be given to ‘loose’ functional ecology ends, such as the
asserted role of S. geminata and possibly Doru spp. as keystone species or
the critical importance of early-season (egg) predation.

Draw upon the biodemographic toolbox. Our understanding of the
ecological underpinnings of FAW biological control is inordinately
weak. Quantitative metrics of taxonomic specificity, robust ecological
theories or advanced modeling all underpin classical and augmentative
biological control (Knipling, 1977; Van Driesche et al., 2004; Plouvier
and Wajnberg, 2018; Abram et al., 2021). Yet, for FAW CBC, a mere
‘divining rod’ steers research effort towards the most promising agents.
In-field organismal abundance irregularly informs laboratory-level
scrutiny, where up to eight metrics may (or may not) shine light on
their actual efficacy. This decision-making process has to be sharpened
and trait-based approaches are often touted as a game-changer (Perovic
et al., 2018). While such tools are being developed, demographic ana-
lyses can clarify the impact of individual BCAs or gauge their (collective)
contribution to pest population regulation (Bellows et al., 1992; Carey,
2001). Life table analyses constitute the ‘gold standard’ in biological
control studies, yet are critically underused in FAW research (but see
Varella et al., 2015). Instead, to judge the respective role of predators or
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parasitoids, researchers tend to resort to direct observation (DO) or the
rearing of parasitoids from field-collected larvae and sentinel egg
masses. However, DO is impeded by species-specific activity patterns
(DeBach, 1964) and day-time recordings do not clarify the role of
crepuscular or nocturnal predators. These issues can be resolved partly
by employing other tactics such as Malaise trapping, sweep-netting,
time-laps or infrared videography, pitfall traps or leaf-litter sampling.
Pairing DO with exclusion cages or recordings of feeding duration and
patterns can help to quantify per capita consumption rates (Latham and
Mills, 2009) while serological analyses and molecular gut content assays
can complement or even supplant life table techniques (Furlong, 2015).
These tools should be used far more extensively across geographies and
farm contexts.

Head back to the field. FAW pest management programs need to be
anchored in pesticide-free diversified smallholder fields (Van Huis,
1981), such as Mesoamerican maize polycultures or ‘milpas’ and maize-
legume intercrops in Asia and Africa. In these systems, BCA communities
are consistently more abundant, speciose and afford superior levels of
FAW biological control (Perfecto and Sedilles, 1992; Dassou and Tixier,
2016; Meagher et al., 2016; Ngangambe and Mwatawala, 2020; Fon-
teyne et al., 2023). By examining how BCA numbers and biological
control service indices (sensu Gardiner et al., 2009) vary along an
intensification gradient (Duffy, 2002), effective CBC options could be
identified. In such endeavor, an ecological ‘systems perspective’ i.e.,
looking beyond single taxa or guilds and accounting for spatial and
temporal heterogeneity (Tylianakis et al., 2008) helps to comprehend
biodiversity-ecosystem function relationships. Field trials ideally are
replicated across sites and years, as to capture the environmental de-
terminants and spatio-temporal response scales of individual organisms
and overall FAW biological control (Kremen, 2005). Agro-climatic,
edaphic, crop management and landscape parameters all shape FAW
biological control outcomes (Noma et al., 2010; Karp et al., 2018; Moya-
Raygoza and Figueroa-Bautista, 2021), and their respective roles need to
be carefully disentangled. In the end, such multivariate assessments will
be instrumental in amending the prevailing belief that one single ‘silver
bullet” BCA, instead of a complex of interacting invertebrate and mi-
crobial agents, provides effective biological control. Lastly, field work
with realistic controls and decision-relevant endpoints (i.e., yield, profit)
is indispensable -though rarely performed- when evaluating augmen-
tatively released or naturally occurring BCAs.

Integrate or perish. Disciplinary fragmentation constitutes a formi-
dable hurdle for biological control science and practice (Brodeur et al.,
2018). Scientists that cover particular BCA guilds often act in isolation
and irregularly engage with other agriculture-related disciplines, such as
plant breeding, soil science or agronomy. Silo attitudes are both coun-
terproductive and counterintuitive. Through enhanced functional or
response diversity and regardless of eventual intraguild predation (Polis
and Holt, 1992; Rosenheim et al., 1995), diverse natural enemy com-
munities indeed provide improved, temporally stable pest control
(Letourneau et al., 2009; Northfield et al., 2014; Dainese et al., 2019;
Sanchez-Hernandez et al., 2021). Further, entomopathogen applications
often have no or ephemeral adverse impacts on invertebrate BCAs
(Escribano et al., 2000; Barros et al., 2020; Avery et al., 2022; Faria
etal., 2022), and the latter routinely vector beneficial microbiota. Under
cross-guild biological control, the modes of action and lethal and sub-
lethal effects on specific FAW developmental stages of naturally-
occurring and released BCAs are matched in order to enhance their
aggregate biological control impact. For example, resident parasitoids
and anthocorid or coccinellid predators can reduce egg hatchability
while entomopathogens kill FAW neonates that emerge from the
remaining eggs. Equally, CBC or ABC approaches need to be methodi-
cally integrated with behavior-modifying chemicals or defense priming,
agroecological practices such as spatial/temporal crop diversification,
manuring or mulching and crop varietal resistance or tolerance (Peter-
son et al., 2018; Harrison et al., 2019; Kenis et al., 2022). Using the
‘tritrophic defense’ concept (Stenberg et al., 2015; Wyckhuys et al.,
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2022), biological control scientists can team up with plant breeders, soil
microbiologists and landscape ecologists to jointly put in place ecolog-
ically sustainable FAW management.

Muster broad stakeholder support. Deficient stakeholder engagement,
scant financial support and an overall lack of enabling policies constitute
key obstacles in the global diffusion of biological control (Barratt et al.,
2018). All these issues directly relate to the way biological control sci-
ence is performed. Biological control carries resounding societal bene-
fits, but scientists routinely fail to properly measure or communicate
them to decision makers, farmers and myriad other stakeholders
including consumers. Broad societal awareness is essential to leverage
financial support, especially in developing countries where governments
routinely invest a very small sliver of GDP in (agricultural) research
(Ciocca and Delgado, 2017; Galina et al., 2023). In addition, global
funding for biological control research represents less than 1 % of the
budgetary resources that are allotted to chemical control (Van Lenteren,
2012). Steadfast public support can generate critical momentum for
biological control, as evidenced by the decade-long Farmer Field School
(FFS) program in Asia and Latin America (Waddington et al., 2014). Yet,
since the 1990 s, financial shortfalls have caused an erosion of core
technoscientific capacity for biological control in many countries
(Warner et al., 2011; Thorburn, 2015; Arredondo-Bernal and Gonzalez-
Cabrera, 2020). Clearly, without revived support for nature-friendly
farming, meeting the ambitious goals of the Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework may become a difficult predicament. A major
funding boost, coupled with a phase-out of harmful subsidies, can
reconstitute critical capacity and put (FAW) biological control back on
the rails.

8. Final considerations

Throughout the tropics and subtropics, the fall armyworm is
impacting food security, jeopardizing farmer livelihoods and triggering
pesticide overuse. Agroecological and biodiversity-based measures such
as biological control constitute safe, cost-effective and environmentally-
sound alternatives to pesticidal control and offer ‘best-bet’ solutions for
millions of (smallholder) cereal growers. Our review shows a robust,
fast-expanding scientific foundation for FAW biological control. Hun-
dreds of BCAs have been discovered, described and subject to labora-
tory- or field-level scrutiny. Across the FAW native and invasive range,
tens of predator and parasitoid species occur at elevated field abundance
while entomopathogens inflict high rates of egg or larval mortality.
Given this vast knowledge stockpile and the mere existence of numerous
high-performing BCAs, biological control scientists find themselves at
the brink of exciting new opportunities and solutions. However, to
effectively harness this biodiversity for sustainable FAW management,
the scientific enterprise faces several shortcomings: 1) Organismal dis-
covery and description, the very foundation of biological control, en-
counters critical geographic and taxonomic biases; 2) Simple BCA
inventories or abundance ‘snapshots’ far outweigh the number of
methodical assessments of population dynamics; 3) BCA numerical
abundance is irregularly recorded in concert with (standard) pest
infestation metrics; 4) Large-bodied, day-active BCAs receive uneven
attention, while nocturnal or pupal predators are disregarded; 5) A
critical mismatch exists between laboratory and field research attention
with field- or laboratory-level evaluations pending for numerous top-
performing BCAs; 6) While many biota are evaluated for augmenta-
tion purposes, conservation biological control receives insufficient
attention. In addition to remediating these deficiencies, it is crucial to
fortify the ecological underpinnings of FAW biological control and to
methodically link species abundance to ecosystem-service provision. We
are hopeful that our guidelines can improve the measurement, analysis
and management of the ecosystem service of biological control and put it
into practice for FAW mitigation globally.

20

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460
CRediT authorship contribution statement

Kris A.G. Wyckhuys: . Komivi S. Akutse: Writing — review &
editing, Data curation. Divina M. Amalin: Writing - review & editing,
Data curation. Salah-Eddin Araj: Writing — review & editing, Data
curation. Gloria Barrera: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
Marie Joy B. Beltran: . Ibtissem Ben Fekih: Writing — review & edit-
ing, Data curation. Paul-André Calatayud: Writing — review & editing,
Data curation. Lizette Cicero: Writing — review & editing, Data cura-
tion. Marcellin C. Cokola: Data curation. Yelitza C. Colmenarez:
Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Kenza Dessauvages: Writing
- review & editing, Data curation. Thomas Dubois: Writing — review &
editing, Data curation. Léna Durocher-Granger: Writing — review &
editing, Data curation. Carlos Espinel: Writing — review & editing, Data
curation. Patrick Fallet: Writing - review & editing, Data curation. José
L. Fernandez-Triana: . Frederic Francis: Writing — review & editing,
Data curation. Juliana Gomez: Writing — review & editing, Data cura-
tion. Khalid Haddi: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Rhett D.
Harrison: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Muhammad
Haseeb: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Natasha S.A.
Iwanicki: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Lara R. Jaber:
Writing - review & editing, Data curation. Fathiya M. Khamis: Writing
- review & editing, Data curation. Jesusa C. Legaspi: Writing — review
& editing, Data curation. Refugio J. Lomeli-Flores: Writing — review &
editing, Data curation. Rogerio B. Lopes: Writing — review & editing,
Data curation. Baogian Lyu: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
James Montoya-Lerma: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
Melissa P. Montecalvo: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
Andrew Polaszek: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Tung D.
Nguyen: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Ihsan Nurkomar:
Writing - review & editing, Data curation. James E. O’Hara: Writing —
review & editing, Data curation. Jermaine D. Perier: Writing — review
& editing, Data curation. Ricardo Ramirez-Romero: Writing — review
& editing, Data curation. Francisco J. Sanchez-Garcia: Writing — re-
view & editing, Data curation. Ann M. Robinson-Baker: Data curation.
Luis C. Silveira: Writing — review & editing. Larisner Simeon: Data
curation. Leellen F. Solter: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
Oscar F. Santos-Amaya: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
Elijah J. Talamas: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Wagner
de Souza Tavares: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Rogelio
Trabanino: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Ted C.J. Turl-
ings: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Fernando H. Vali-
cente: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Carlos Vasquez:
Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Zhenying Wang: Writing —
review & editing, Data curation. Ana P.G.S. Wengrat: Writing — review
& editing. Lian-Sheng Zang: Writing — review & editing, Data curation.
Wei Zhang: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Kennedy J.
Zimba: Writing — review & editing, Data curation. Kongming Wu:
Writing — review & editing. Maged Elkahky: Writing — review & edit-
ing. Buyung A.R. Hadi: Supervision, Funding acquisition.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgements

This work was funded by the European Commission through project
GCP/GLO/220/EC and executed by the United Nations Food and Agri-
culture Organization (FAO). We are grateful to Robert Meagher for
pointing us towards valuable background literature. Drawings of the
various FAW natural enemies were generated by Visuals in Science LAB.



K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2024.105460.

References

Abang, A.F., Nanga, S.N., Fotso Kuate, A., Kouebou, C., Suh, C., Masso, C., Saethre, M.-
G., Fiaboe, K.K.M., 2021. Natural enemies of fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in different agro-Ecologies. Insects 12, 509.

Abbas, M.S.T., 2020. Interactions between baculoviruses and entomophagous insects.
Egypt J. Biol. Pest Control 30, 107.

Abbas, A., Ullah, F., Hafeez, M., Han, X., Dara, M.Z.N., Gul, H., Zhao, C.R., 2022.
Biological control of fall armyworm, Spodoptera Frugiperda. Agronomy 12 (11), 2704.

Abram, P.K., Labbe, R.M., Mason, P.G., 2021. Ranking the host range of biological
control agents with quantitative metrics of taxonomic specificity. Biol. Control 152,
104427.

Abro, Z., Kimathi, E., De Groote, H., Tefera, T., Sevgan, S., Niassy, S., Kassie, M., 2021.
Socioeconomic and health impacts of fall armyworm in Ethiopia. PLoSOne 16,
e0257736.

Acharya, R., Hwang, H., Mostafiz, M.M., Yu, Y., Lee, K.-Y., 2020. Susceptibility of
Various Developmental Stages of the Fall Armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda, to
Entomopathogenic Nematodes. Insects 11 (12), 868.

Agboyi, L.K., Goergen, G., Beseh, P., Mensah, S.A., Clottey, V.A., Glikpo, R., Buddie, A.,
Cafa, G., Offord, L., Day, R., Rwomushana, 1., Kenis, M., 2020. Parasitoid complex of
fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda, in Ghana and Benin. Insects 11 (2), 68.

Agboyi, L.K., Nboyine, J.A., Asamani, E., Beseh, P., Badii, B.K., Kenis, M.,

Babendreier, D., 2023. Comparative effects of biopesticides on fall armyworm
management and larval parasitism rates in northern Ghana. J. Pest Sci. 1-12.

Ahissou, B.R., Sawadogo, W.M., Bokonon-Ganta, A., Somda, I., Verheggen, F., 2021.
Integrated pest management options for the fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda in
West Africa: Challenges and opportunities. A review. Biotechnol. Agron. Soc.
Environ. 25.

Akello, J., Dubois, T., Gold, C.S., Coyne, D., Nakavuma, J., Paparu, P., 2007. Beauveria
bassiana (Balsamo) Vuillemin as an endophyte in tissue culture banana (Musa spp.).
J. Invertebr. Pathol. 96 (1), 34-42.

Akutse, K.S., Khamis, F.M., Ambele, F.C., Kimemia, J.W., Ekesi, S., Subramanian, S.,
2020. Combining insect pathogenic fungi and a pheromone trap for sustainable
management of the fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae).
J. Invertebr. Pathol. 177, 107477.

Alfonso-Simonetti, J., 2017. Composicion y estructura de las hormigas (Hymenoptera:
Formicidae) en diferentes sistemas de cultivo de la agricultura urbana en La Habana,
Cuba. Universidad de La Habana, Cuba. MSc Thesis.

Altieri, M.A., 1980. Diversification of corn agroecosystems as a means of regulating fall
armyworm populations. Fl. Entomol. 450-456.

Altieri, M.A., Francis, C.A., Van Schoonhoven, A., Doll, J.D., 1978. A review of insect
prevalence in maize (Zea mays L.) and bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) polycultural
systems. Field Crops Res. 1, 33-49.

Amadou, L., Baoua, I., Ba, M.N., Karimoune, L., Muniappan, R., 2018. Native parasitoids
recruited by the invaded fall army worm in Niger. Indian J. Entomol. 1253-1254.

Andalo, V., Santos, V., Moreira, G.F., Moreira, C.C., Moino Junior, A., 2010. Evaluation
of entomopathogenic nematodes under laboratory and greenhouses conditions for
the control of Spodoptera frugiperda. Ci. Rur. 40 (9), 1860-1866.

Andrews, K.L., 1988. Latin American research on Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae). Fla. Entomol. 71, 630-653.

Anjos, D.V., Tena, A., Viana-Junior, A.B., Carvalho, R.L., Torezan-Silingardi, H., Del-
Claro, K., Perfecto, 1., 2022. The effects of ants on pest control: a meta-analysis. Proc.
R. Soc. B 289 (1981), 20221316.

Armbrecht, 1., Perfecto, I., 2003. Litter-twig dwelling ant species richness and predation
potential within a forest fragment and neighboring coffee plantations of contrasting
habitat quality in Mexico. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 97, 107-115.

Armenta, R., Martinez, A.M., Chapman, J.W., Magallanes, R., Goulson, D., Caballero, P.,
Cave, R.D., Cisneros, J., Valle, J., Castillejos, V., Penagos, D.I., 2003. Impact of a
nucleopolyhedrovirus bioinsecticide and selected synthetic insecticides on the
abundance of insect natural enemies on maize in southern Mexico. J. Econ. Entomol.
96 (3), 649-661.

Arredondo-Bernal, H.C., Gonzalez-Cabrera, J., 2020. El Comercio del Control Bioldgico
en México. In: Fundamento y Practica del Control Bioldgico de Plagas y
Enfermedades. Arredondo-Bernal HC, Tamayo-Mejia F and Rodriguez del Bosque LA
(Eds.) Biblioteca Basica de Agricultura, México.

Arredondo-Bernal, H.C., Perales-Gutiérrez, M.A., 1998. Sistema de produccién del
gusano cogollero (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) y su parasitoide Chelonus insularis
(Hymenoptera: Braconidae). Centro Nacional de Referencia de Control Bioldgico.
Direccion General de Sanidad Vegetal, Comision Nacional de Sanidad Agropecuaria.
Ficha Técnica CB-17, 4 p.

Arthurs, S., Dara, S.K., 2019. Microbial biopesticides for invertebrate pests and their
markets in the United States. J. Invertebr. Pathol. 165, 13-21.

Avery, P.B., George, J., Markle, L., Martini, X., Rowley, A.L., Meagher, R.L., Barger, R.E.,
Duren, E.B., Dawson, J.S., Cave, R.D., 2022. Choice behavior of the generalist
pentatomid predator Podisus maculiventris when offered lepidopteran larvae infected
with an entomopathogenic fungus. BioControl 67, 201-211.

Avila-Rodriguez, V., Nava-Camberos, U., Czaja, A., Estrada-Rodriguez, J.L., Garcfa-de la
Pena, M.C., Arreola, A.L.H., Zamarripa, A.D.R., Aguillon, D.R., Reyes-Munoz, J.L.,

21

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

2023. Diversidad de insectos en maiz en la Comarca Lagunera, México. Southwest.
Entomol. 48 (1), 203-212.

Babendreier, D., Koku Agboyi, L., Beseh, P., Osae, M., Nboyine, J., Ofori, S.E.,
Frimpong, J.O., Attuquaye Clottey, V., Kenis, M., 2020. The efficacy of alternative,
environmentally friendly plant protection measures for control of fall armyworm,
Spodoptera frugiperda, in maize. Insects 11 (4), 240.

Bahena, J.F., Cortez, M.E., 2016. Gusano cogollero del maiz, Spodoptera frugiperda
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) In: Arredondo, B.H.C., editor. Casos de Control Biol6gico
en México 2. 1st ed. Volume 2. Biblioteca Basica de Agricultura; Guadalajara,
Jalisco, México. pp. 181-250.

Bahena, J.F., Cortez, M.E., Arredondo, B.H.C., 2015. Gusano cogollero del maiz,
Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Casos De Control Biologico En
Meéxico 2, 181-250.

Bale, J.S., Van Lenteren, J.C., Bigler, F., 2008. Biological control and sustainable food
production. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond., B, Biol. Sci. 363 (1492), 761-776.

Balvanera, P., Siddique, I., Dee, L., Paquette, A., Isbell, F., Gonzalez, A., Byrnes, J.,
O’Connor, M.I., Hungate, B.A., Griffin, J.N., 2014. Linking biodiversity and
ecosystem services: current uncertainties and the necessary next steps. Bioscience 64
(1), 49-57.

Barratt, B.I.P., Moran, V.C., Bigler, F., van Lenteren, J.C., 2018. The status of biological
control and recommendations for improving uptake for the future. BioControl 63 (1),
155-167.

Barrera, G., Gomez, J., Rivero, L., 2017. Efficacy of microencapsulated
nucleopolyhedroviruses from Colombia as biological insecticides against Spodoptera
frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Acta Agron. 66, 267-274.

Barreto-Barriga, O., Larsen, J., Bahena, F., del-Val, E., 2017. Influence of male presence
and host diet on Campoletis sonorensis parasitism of Spodoptera frugiperda. Biocontrol.
Sci. Technol. 27 (11), 1279-1291.

Barros, S.K.A., Pitta, R.M., Lopes, R.B., Almeida, E.G., Ferreira, F.T.R., 2020.
Susceptibility of Spodoptera frugiperda and Chrysodeixis includens (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) to infections caused by Metarhizium rileyi. Pesqui. Agropecu. Trop. 50,
e61713.

Barros, S.K.A., de Almeida, E.G., Ferreira, F.T.R., Barreto, M.R., Lopes, R.B., Pitta, R.M.,
2021. Field Efficacy of Metarhizium rileyi Applications Against Spodoptera
frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in Maize. Neotrop. Entomol. 50, 976-988.

Basset, Y., Lamarre, G.P., 2019. Toward a world that values insects. Science 364 (6447),
1230-1231.

Bateman, M.L., Day, R.K., Luke, B., Edgington, S., Kuhlmann, U., Cock, M.J.W., 2018.
Assessment of potential biopesticide options for managing fall armyworm
(Spodoptera frugiperda) in Africa. J. Appl. Entomol. 142, 805-819.

Bellows Jr, T.S., Van Driesche, R.G., Elkinton, J.S., 1992. Life-table construction and
analysis in the evaluation of natural enemies. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 37 (1), 587-612.

Berta, D.C., Virla, E., Colomo, M.V., Valverde, L., 2000. Efecto en el parasitoide
Campoletis grioti de un insecticida usado para el control de Spodoptera frugiperda y
aportes a la bionomia del parasitoide. Manejo Integrado De Plagas 57, 65-70.

Beserra, E.B., Parra, J.R.P., 2005. Impact of the number of Spodoptera frugiperda egg
layers on parasitism by Trichogramma atopovirilia. Sci. Agric. 62, 190-193.

Blanchet, F.G., Cazelles, K., Gravel, D., 2020. Co-occurrence is not evidence of ecological
interactions. Ecology Letters 23 (7), 1050-1063.

Blanco, C.A., Pellegaud, G., Nava-Camberos, U., Lugo-Barrera, D., Vega-Aquino, P.,
Coello, J., Teran-Vargas, A.P., Vargas-Camplis, J., 2014. Maize pests in Mexico and
challenges for the adoption of integrated pest management programs. J. Integr. Pest
Manag. 5.

Blanco, C.A., Conover, K., Hernandez, G., Valentini, G., Portilla, M., Abel, C.A.,
Williams, P., Nava-Camberos, U., Hutchison, W.D., Dively, G.P., 2022. Grain yield is
not impacted by early defoliation of maize: implications for fall armyworm action
thresholds, Southwest. Entomol. 47, 335-344.

Bortolotto, O.C., Menezes, A.D.O., Hoshino, A.T., Carvalho, M.G., Pomari-Fernandes, A.,
Salgado-Neto, G., 2014. Sugar solution treatment to attract natural enemies and its
impact on fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda in maize fields. Interciencia 39 (6),
416-421.

Brar, S.K., Verma, M., Tyagi, R.D., Valéro, J.R., 2006. Recent advances in downstream
processing and formulations of Bacillus thuringiensis based biopesticides. Process
Biochem. 41 (2), 323-342.

Brodeur, J., Abram, P.K., Heimpel, G.E., Messing, R.H., 2018. Trends in biological
control: public interest, international networking and research direction. BioControl
63, 11-26.

Cabell, J.F., Oelofse, M., 2012. An indicator framework for assessing agroecosystem
resilience. Ecol. Soc. 17 (1).

Canas, L.A., O’'Neil, R.J., 1998. Applications of sugar solutions to maize, and the impact
of natural enemies on fall armyworm. International J. Pest Manag. 44 (2), 59-64.

Capinera, J., 2017. Fall Armyworm: Spodoptera frugiperda Smith. https://extension.entm.
purdue.edu/fieldcropsipm/insects/fall-armyworm.phphttps://extension.entm.
purdue.edu/fieldcropsipm/insects/fall-armyworm.php.

Carey, J.R., 2001. Insect biodemography. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 46 (1), 79-110.

Carpenter, J.E., Greany, P.D., 1998. Comparative Development and Performance of
Artificially Reared versus Host-Reared Diapetimorpha introita (Cresson)
(Hymenoptera: Ichneumonidae) Wasps. Biol. Control 11 (3), 203-208.

Carrillo-Sanchez, J.L., 1993. Sintesis del control bioldgico de Heliothis spp. y Spodoptera
frugiperda (J.E. Smith) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) en México. Folia Entomol. Mex. 87,
85-93.

Carroll, C.R., Risch, S.J., 1983. Tropical annual cropping systems: ant ecology. Environ.
Manage. 7, 51-57.

Castillejos, V., Garcia, L., Cisneros, J., Goulson, D., Cave, R.D., Caballero, P., Williams, T.,
2001. The potential of Chrysoperla rufilabris and Doru taeniatum as agents for


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2024.105460
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2024.105460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h020522
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h020522
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0270

K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

dispersal of Spodoptera frugiperda nucleopolyhedrovirus in maize. Entomol. Exp.
Appl. 98 (3), 353-359.

Castineiras, A.S., Caballero, G., Rego Gonzalez, M., 1982. Efectividad tecnica-economica
del empleo de la hormiga leona Pheidole megacephala en el control del tetuan del
boniato Cylas formicarius elegantulus. Cienc. Téc. Agric. 7, 103-109.

Castineiras, A., Castellanos, J.A., 1983. Reporte de Pheidole megacephala (Hymenoptera:
Formicidae: Myrmecinae) como depredador de Diatrea saccharalis en Cuba.
Agroproductividad 6, 7-10.

Cave, R.D., 1993. Parasitoides larvales y pupales de Spodoptera frugiperda (Smith)
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) en Centro América con una clave para las especies
encontradas en Honduras. Ceiba 34, 33-56.

Chen, W., Li, Y., Wang, M., Mao, J., Zhang, L., 2021. Evaluating the potential of using
Spodoptera litura eggs for mass-rearing Telenomus remus, a promising egg parasitoid
of Spodoptera frugiperda. Insects 12 (5), 384.

Chisonga, C., Chipabika, G., Sohati, P.H., Harrison, R.D., 2023. Understanding the
impact of fall armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda JE Smith) leaf damage on maize
yields. PlosOne 18, e0279138.

Choate, B., Drummond, F., 2011. Ants as biological control agents in agricultural
cropping systems. Terr. Arthropod Rev. 4, 157-180.

Ciocca, D.R., Delgado, G., 2017. The reality of scientific research in Latin America; an
insider’s perspective. Cell Stress and Chaperones 22, 847-852.

Colmenarez, Y.C., Babendreier, D., Ferrer Wurst, F.R., Vasquez-Freytez, C.L., de Freitas
Bueno, A., 2022. The use of Telenomus remus (Nixon, 1937)(Hymenoptera:
Scelionidae) in the management of Spodoptera spp.: potential, challenges and major
benefits. CABI Agric Biosci. 3(1), 5.

Cruz-Avalos, A.M., Bivian-Hernandez, M.D.L.A., Ibarra, J.E., Del Rincén-Castro, M.C.,
2019. High virulence of Mexican entomopathogenic fungi against fall armyworm
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). J. Econ. Entomol. 112 (1), 99-107.

Cuartas, P., Gomez, J., Ramos, A., Barrera, G., Villamizar, L. 2019. Bio-insecticidal
potential of nucleopolyhedrovirus and granulovirus mixtures to control the fall
armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda (J.E. Smith, 1797) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae).
Viruses 11, 684.

Culshaw-Maurer, M., Sih, A., Rosenheim, J.A., 2020. Bugs scaring bugs: enemy-risk
effects in biological control systems. Ecology Letters 23 (11), 1693-1714.

da Silva, H.E.G., De Oliveira, R., De Brito, C.H., 2022. Biological aspects and predatory
capacity of Doru luteipes when fed with Spodoptera frugiperda. Rev. Caatinga 35,
490-497.

Dainese, M., Martin, E.A., Aizen, M.A,, et al., 2019. A global synthesis reveals
biodiversity-mediated benefits for crop production. Sci. Adv. 5 (10) p.eaax0121.

Dassou, A.G., Idohou, R., Azandéme-Hounmalon, G.Y., Sabi-Sabi, A., Houndété, J.,
Silvie, P., Dansi, A., 2021. Fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) in
maize cropping systems in Benin: abundance, damage, predatory ants and potential
control. Int. J. Trop. Insect Sci. 41 (4), 2627-2636.

Dassou, A.G., Tixier, P., 2016. Response of pest control by generalist predators to local-
scale plant diversity: a meta-analysis. Ecol. Evol. 25, 1143-1153.

Dattilo, W., Vasquez-Bolanos, M., Ahuatzin, D.A., Antoniazzi, R., et al., 2020. Mexico’s
ants: who are they and where do they live? Bull. Ecol. Soc. Am. 101.

de Lira, A.C., Mascarin, G.M., Junior, I.D., 2020. Microsclerotia production of
Metarhizium spp. for dual role as plant biostimulant and control of Spodoptera
frugiperda through corn seed coating. Fungal Biol. 124 (8), 689-699.

De S4, L.A.N., Parra, J.R.P., 1994. Natural parasitism of Spodoptera frugiperda and
Helicoverpa zea (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) eggs in corn by Trichogramma pretiosum
(Hymenoptera: Trichogrammatidae) in Brazil. Fla. Entomol. 77 (1), 185-188.

DeBach, P., 1964. Biological control of insect pests and weeds. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, UK, p. 844.

Deguine, J.P., Aubertot, J.N., Bellon, S., Cote, F.X., Lauri, P.E.P.E., Lescourret, F.,
Ratnadass, A., Scopel, E., Andrieu, N., Barberi, P., et al., 2023. Agroecological crop
protection for sustainable agriculture. Adv. Agron. 178, 1-59.

Dequech, S.T.B., Camera, C., Sturza, V.S., Ribeiro, L.D.P., Querino, R.B., Poncio, S., 2013.
Population fluctuation of Spodoptera frugiperda eggs and natural parasitism by
Trichogramma in maize. Acta Sci. Agron. 35, 295-300.

Devi, P.S., Prasad, Y.G., 2000. Nomuraea rileyi: a potential mycoinsecticide. In:
Upadhyay, R.K., Mukherji, K.G., Chamola, B.P. (Eds.), Biocontrol Potential and Its
Exploitation in Sustainable Agriculture. Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, New
York, Insect Pests, pp. 23-38.

Dong, H., Zhu, K., Zhao, Q., Bai, X.-P., Jincheng, Z., Lisheng, Z., 2021. Morphological
defense of the egg mass of Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) affects
parasitic capacity and alters behaviors of egg parasitoid wasps. J. Asia Pac. Entomol.
24, 671-678.

Drummond, F., Choate, B., 2011. Ants as biological control agents in agricultural
cropping systems. Terr. Arthropod Rev. 4 (2), 157-180.

Duffy, J.E., 2002. Biodiversity and ecosystem function: the consumer connection. Oikos
99, 201-219.

Durocher-Granger, L., Mfune, T., Musesha, M., Lowry, A., Reynolds, K., Buddie, A.,
Cafa, G., Offord, L., Chipabika, G., Dicke, M., Kenis, M., 2021. Factors influencing
the occurrence of fall armyworm parasitoids in Zambia. J. Pest Sci. 94, 1133-1146.

Dutra, C.C., Koch, R.L., Burkness, E.C., Meissle, M., Romeis, J., Hutchison, W.D.,
Fernandes, M.G., 2012. Harmonia axyridis (Coleoptera: Coccinellidae) exhibits no
preference between Bt and non-Bt maize fed Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae). PlosOne e44867.

Duza, G.M., Latina, R.A., Yap, S.A., Dalisay, T.U., Pinili, M.S., Caoili, B.L., 2023.
Virulence of Philippine entomopathogenic nematode against fall armyworm,
Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith). (lepidoptera: Noctuidae) Strains. Res. Sq. https://
doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.r5-3384995/v1.

Eisenhauer, N., Bonn, A., Guerra, C., 2019. Recognizing the quiet extinction of
invertebrates. Nat. Commun. 10 (1), 50.

22

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

El Aimani, A., Mokrini, F., Houari, A., Laasli, S.-E., Sbaghi, M., Mentag, R., Iraqi, D.,
Udupa, S.M., Dababat, A.A., Lahlali, R., 2021. Potential of indigenous
entomopathogenic nematodes for controlling tomato leaf miner, Tuta absoluta
(Meyrick) (Lepidoptera: Gelechiidae) under laboratory and field conditions in
Morocco. Physiol. Mol. Plant. Pathol. 116, 101710.

Eschen, R., Beale, T., Bonnin, J.M., Constantine, K.L., Duah, S., Finch, E.A., Makale, F.,
Nunda, W., Ogunmodede, A., Pratt, C.F., Thompson, E., 2021. Towards estimating
the economic cost of invasive alien species to African crop and livestock production.
CABI Agriculture and Bioscience 2 (1), 1-18.

Escribano, A., Williams, T., Goulson, D., Cave, R.D., Caballero, P., 2000.
Parasitoid-pathogen—pest interactions of Chelonus insularis, Campoletis sonorensis,
and a nucleopolyhedrovirus in Spodoptera frugiperda larvae. Biol. Control 19 (3),
265-273.

Faria, M., Souza, D.A., Sanches, M.M., Schmidt, F.G.V., Oliveira, C.M., Benito, N.P.,
Lopes, R.B., 2022. Evaluation of key parameters for developing a Metarhizium rileyi-
based biopesticide against Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in maize:
Laboratory, greenhouse, and field trials. Pest Manag. Sci. 78 (3), 1146-1154.

Faria, M., Mascarin, G.M., Butt, T., Lopes, R.B., 2023. On-farm production of microbial
entomopathogens for use in agriculture: Brazil as a case study. Neotrop. Entomol. 52,
122-133.

Faria, M.R., Wraight, S.P., 2007. Mycoinsecticides and mycoacaricides: a comprehensive
list with worldwide coverage and international classification of formulation types.
Biol. Control 43, 237-256.

Farrar Jr, R.R., Shepard, B.M., Shapiro, M., Hassell, R.L., Schaffer, M.L., Smith, C.M.,
2009. Supplemental control of lepidopterous pests on Bt transgenic sweet corn with
biologically-based spray treatments. J. Insect Sci. 9 (1), 8.

Feng, B.-X., Tian, T.-A., Tian, Y., Song, Y.-F., Tang, X.-T., Yang, M.-F., Liu, J.-F., 2022.
Parasitic behavior of Pyemotes zhonghuajia (Trombidiformes: Pyemotidae) on fall
armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda (JE smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Syst. Appl.
Acarol. 27 (9), 1745-1754.

Ferkovich, S.M., Morales-Ramos, J.A., Rojas, M.G., Oberlander, H., Carpenter, J.E.,
Greany, P., 1999. Rearing of ectoparasitoid Diapetimorpha introita on an artificial
diet: supplementation with insect cell line-derived factors. BioControl 44, 29-45.

Fernandes, O.A., Faria, M., Martinelli, S., Schmidt, F., Carvalho, V.F., Moro, G., 2007.
Short-term assessment of Bt maize on non-target arthropods in Brazil. Sci. Agric. 64,
249-255.

Fiaboe, K.K.M., Fernandez-Triana, J., Nyamu, F.W., Agbodzavu, K.M., 2017. Cotesia
icipe sp. n., a new Microgastrinae wasp (Hymenoptera, Braconidae) of importance in
the biological control of Lepidopteran pests in Africa. J. Hymenopt. Res. 61, 49-64.

Fiedler, A.K., Landis, D.A., 2007. Plant characteristics associated with natural enemy
abundance at Michigan native plants. Environ. Entomol. 36 (4), 878-886.

Figueiredo, M.D.L.C., Della Lucia, T.M.C., Cruz, 1., 2002. Effect of Telenomus remus
Nixon (Hymenoptera: Scelionidae) density on control of Spodoptera frugiperda
(Smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) egg masses upon release in a maize field. Rev. Bras.
Milho Sorgo 1 (02).

Figueiredo, M.D.L.C., Cruz, ., Da Silva, R.B., Foster, J.E., 2015. Biological control with
Trichogramma pretiosum increases organic maize productivity by 19.4%. Agron.
Sustain. Dev. 35, 1175-1183.

Finn, C., Grattarola, F., Pincheira-Donoso, D., 2023. More losers than winners:
investigating Anthropocene defaunation through the diversity of population trends.
Biol. Rev. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12974.

Firake, D.M., Behere, G.T., 2020. Natural mortality of invasive fall armyworm,
Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in maize agroecosystems
of northeast India. Biol. Control 148, 104303.

Fonteyne, S., Castillo, C.J.B., Lopez-Ridaura, S., Van Loon, J., Espidio, B.J., Osorio, A.L.,
Martinez Hernandez, F., Odjo, S., Verhulst, N., 2023. Review of agronomic research
on the milpa, the traditional polyculture system of Mesoamerica. Front. Agron. 5,
1115490.

Fronza, E., Specht, A., Heinzen, H., Barros, N.M., 2017. Metarhizium (Nomuraea) rileyi
as biological control agent. Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 27, 1243-1264.

Fukuda, T., Wakamura, S., Arakaki, N., Yamagishi, K., 2007. Parasitism, development
and adult longevity of the egg parasitoid Telenomus nawai (Hymenoptera:
Scelionidae) on the eggs of Spodoptera litura (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Bull.
Entomol.l Res. 97 (2), 185-190.

Furey, N.B., Armstrong, J.B., Beauchamp, D.A., Hinch, S.G., 2018. Migratory coupling
between predators and prey. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 2 (12), 1846-1853.

Furlong, M.J., 2015. Knowing your enemies: Integrating molecular and ecological
methods to assess the impact of arthropod predators on crop pests. Insect Sci. 22 (1),
6-19.

Fuxa, J.R., Richter, A.R., Acudelo-Silva, F., 1988. Effect of host age and nematode strain
on susceptibility of Spodoptera frugiperda to Steinernema feltiae. J. Nematol. 20 (1),
91-95.

Galina, C.S., Martinez, J.F., Murphy, B.D., 2023. Constraints on research in biological
and agricultural science in developing countries: The example of Latin America.
Publications. 11, 22.

Garcia, L.C., Raetano, C.G., Leite, L.G., 2008. Application technology for the
entomopathogenic nematodes Heterorhabditis indica and Steinernema sp. (Rhabditida:
Heterorhabditidae and Steinernematidae) to control Spodoptera frugiperda (Smith)
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in corn. Neotrop. Entomol. 37(3), 305-311.

Garcia, M.T.G., Rojas, J.A.R., Castellanos, L.G., Grillo, H.R., Hurtado, E.G.S., 2013.
Policultivos para el manejo de Spodoptera frugiperda (J. E. Smith) en maiz en un
agroecosistema pre montanoso. Cent. Agric. 40(3), 41-45.

Garcia-Rosello, E., Gonzalez-Dacosta, J., Guisande, C., Lobo, J.M., 2023. GBIF falls short
of providing a representative picture of the global distribution of insects. Systematic
Entomology in press.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0400
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-3384995/v1
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-3384995/v1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0485
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12974
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0550

K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

Gardiner, M.M., Landis, D.A., Gratton, C., DiFonzo, C.D., O’neal, M., Chacon, J.M.,
Wayo, M.T., Schmidt, N.P., Mueller, E.E., Heimpel, G.E., 2009. Landscape diversity
enhances biological control of an introduced crop pest in the north-central USA.
Ecol. Appl. 19 (1), 143-154.

Gaston, K.J., 1991. How Large Is a Species’ Geographic Range? Oikos 61, 434-438.

Ghosh, E., Varshney, R., Venkatesan, R., 2022. Performance of larval parasitoid, Bracon
brevicornis on two Spodoptera hosts: implication in bio-control of Spodoptera
frugiperda. J. Pest Sci. 95, 435-446.

Gillespie, M.A., Gurr, G.M., Wratten, S.D., 2016. Beyond nectar provision: the other
resource requirements of parasitoid biological control agents. Entomol. Exp. Appl.
159 (2), 207-221.

Gomez, J., Cuartas, P., Espinel, C., Barrera, G., Villamizar, L. 2022. CABI Agriculture and
Bioscience Fungal and viral entomopathogens as a combined strategy for the
biological control of fall armyworm larvae in maize. 3, 24.

Gomez, J., Guevara, J., Cuartas, P., Espinel, C., Villamizar, L., 2013. Microencapsulated
Spodoptera frugiperda nucleopolyhedrovirus: insecticidal activity and effect on
arthropod populations in maize. Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 23, 829-846.

Gonzalez, F., Tkaczuk, C., Dinu, M.M., Fiedler, Z., Vidal, S., Zchori-Fein, E., Messelink, G.
J., 2016. New opportunities for the integration of microorganisms into biological
pest control systems in greenhouse crops. J. Pest Sci. 89, 295-311.

Gonzélez-Chang, M., Wratten, S.D., Shields, M.W., Costanza, R., Dainese, M., Gurr, G.M.,
Johnson, J., Karp, D.S., Ketelaar, J.W., Nboyine, J., Pretty, J., 2020. Understanding
the pathways from biodiversity to agro-ecological outcomes: A new, interactive
approach. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 301, 107053.

Grant, J.F., Shepard, M., 1987. Development of Brachymeria ovata (Say)(Hymenoptera:
Chalcididae) in freezer-stored pupae of lepidopteran species. Environ. Entomol. 16
(6), 1207-1210.

Gross, H.R., 1987. Conservation and enhancement of entomophagous insects—a
perspective. J. Entomol. Sci. 22 (2), 97-105.

Gross, H.R., 1994. Mass propagation of Archytas marmoratus (Diptera: Tachinidae).
Environ. Entomol. 23 (1), 183-189.

Gross Jr, H.R., Pair, S.D., Layton, R.C., 1985b. Archytas marmoratus (Diptera:
Tachinidae): screened-cage performance of mechanically extracted maggots against
larval populations of Heliothis zea and Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) on whorl and early tassel-stage corn. J. Econ. Entomol. 78 (6),
1354-1357.

Gross Jr, H.R., Pair, S.D., 1986. The fall armyworm: status and expectations of biological
control with parasitoids and predators. Fla. Entomol. 502-515.

Gross Jr, H.R., Pair, S.D., Jackson, R.D., 1985a. Behavioral responses of primary
entomophagous predators to larval homogenates of Heliothis zea and Spodoptera
frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in whorl-stage corn. Environ. Entomol. 14 (3),
360-364.

Guo, J., Wy, S., Zhang, F., Huang, C., He, K., Babendreier, D., Wang, Z., 2020. Prospects
for microbial control of the fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda: a review.
BioControl 65, 647-662.

Gurr, G.M., Wratten, S.D., Michael Luna, J., 2003. Multi-function agricultural
biodiversity: Pest management and other benefits. Basic Appl. Ecol. 4 (2), 107-116.

Gutiérrez-Cardenas, O.G., Cortez-Madrigal, H., Malo, E.A., Gémez-Ruiz, J., Nord, R.,
2019. Physiological and pathogenical characterization of Beauveria bassiana and
Metarhizium anisopliae isolates for management of adult Spodoptera frugiperda.
Southwest. Entomol. 44 (2), 409-421.

Haase, S., Sciocco-Cap, A., Romanowski, V., 2015. Baculovirus insecticides in Latin
America: historical overview, current status and future perspectives. Viruses 7 (5),
2230-2267.

Harrison, R.D., Thierfelder, C., Baudron, F., Chinwada, P., Midega, C., Schaffner, U., Van
Den Berg, J., 2019. Agro-ecological options for fall armyworm (Spodoptera
frugiperda JE Smith) management: Providing low-cost, smallholder-friendly
solutions to an invasive pest. J. Environ. Manage. 243, 318-330.

Hawkins, B.A., 1992. Parasitoid-host food webs and donor control. Oikos 159-162.

Hawkins, B.A., Cornell, H.V., 1994. Maximum parasitism rates and successful biological
control. Science 266 (5192), 1886.

Hawkins, B.A., Cornell, H.V., Hochberg, M.E., 1997. Predators, parasitoids, and
pathogens as mortality agents in phytophagous insect populations. Ecology 78 (7),
2145-2152.

Hay-Roe, M.M., Meagher, R.L., Nagoshi, R.N., 2013. Effect of fall armyworm Spodoptera
frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) strain and diet on oviposition and development
of the parasitoid Euplectrus platyhypenae (Hymenoptera: Eulophidae). Biolo.
Control 66 (1), 21-26.

Heil, M., 2015. Extrafloral nectar at the plant-insect interface: a spotlight on chemical
ecology, phenotypic plasticity, and food webs. Ann. Rev. Entomol. 60, 213-232.

Heraty, J., 2017. Parasitoid biodiversity and insect pest management. Insect Biodivers.:
Sci. Soc. 603-625.

Herlinda, S., Gustianingtyas, M., Suwandi, S., Suharjo, R., Sari, J.M.P., Lestari, R.P.,
2021. Endophytic fungi confirmed as entomopathogens of the new invasive pest, the
fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae),
infesting maize in South Sumatra, Indonesia. Egypt. J. Biol. Pest Control 31 (1),
1-13.

Hernandez-Judrez, A., Aguirre-Uribe, L.A., Gonzalez-Ruiz, A., Chacén-Hernandez, J.C.,
Landeros-Flores, J., Cerna-Chavez, E., Flores-Davila, M., Harris, M.K., 2016. Impact
of endosulfan on the predatory efficiency of larval Chrysoperla carnea (Neuroptera:
Chrysopidae) on the eggs of Heliothis virescens and Spodoptera frugiperda
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Can. Entomol. 148 (1), 112-117.

Hoballah, M.E., Degen, T., Bergvinson, D., Savidan, A., Tamo, C., Turlings, T.C.J., 2004.
Occurrence and direct control potential of parasitoids and predators of the fall
armyworm (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) on maize in the subtropical lowlands of
Mexico. Agric. for. Entomol. 6, 83-88.

23

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

Hogg, B.N., Hougardy, E., Talamas, E., 2021. Adventive Gryon aetherium Talamas
(Hymenoptera, Scelionidae) associated with eggs of Bagrada hilaris (Burmeister)
(Hemiptera, Pentatomidae) in the USA. J. Hymenopt. Res. 87, 481-492.

Holling, C.S., 1966. The functional response of invertebrate predators to prey density.
Mem. Ent. Soc. Can. 98 (S48), 5-86.

Holzschuh, A., Steffan-Dewenter, 1., Tscharntke, T., 2009. Grass strip corridors in
agricultural landscapes enhance nest site colonisation by solitary wasps. Ecol. Appl.
19, 123-132.

Horton, D.L., Carner, G.R., Turnipseed, S.G., 1980. Pesticide inhibition of the
entomogenous fungus Nomuraea rileyi in soybeans. Environ. Entomol. 9, 304-308.

Hruska, A.J., 2019. Fall armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda) management by
smallholders. CABI Reviews 14, 1-11.

Hu, Z., Myint, Y.Y., Zhang, T., Bai, S., He, K., Wyckhuys, K.A., Li, Z., Wang, Z., 2023. Loss
of parasitoid diversity in China’s corn agro-ecosystem over a 30-year time period.
Biodivers. Conserv. 32 (4), 1309-1325.

Hu, J.S., Vinson, S.B., 1998. The in vitro development from egg to prepupa of Campoletis
sonorensis (Hymenoptera: Ichneumonidae) in an artificial medium: importance of
physical factors. J. Insect Physiol. 44 (5-6), 455-461.

Huigens, M.E., Pashalidou, F.G., Qian, M.H., Bukovinszky, T., Smid, H.M., van Loon, J.J.,
Dicke, M., Fatouros, N.E., 2009. Hitch-hiking parasitic wasp learns to exploit
butterfly antiaphrodisiac. PNAS 106 (3), 820-825.

Imperiali, N., Chiriboga, X., Schlaeppi, K., Fesselet, M., Villacrés, D., Jaffuel, G.,
Bender, S.F., Dennert, F., Blanco-Pérez, R., van der Heijden, M.G.A., Maurhofer, M.,
Mascher, F., Turlings, T.C.J., Keel, C.J., Campos-Herrera, R., 2017. Combined field
inoculations of Pseudomonas bacteria, arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, and
entomopathogenic nematodes and their effects on wheat performance. Front. Plant
Sci. 8, 1-17.

Janssen, A., van Rijn, P.C., 2021. Pesticides do not significantly reduce arthropod pest
densities in the presence of natural enemies. Ecol. Lett. 24 (9), 2010-2024.

Jaraleno-Teniente, J., Lomeli-Flores, J.R., Rodriguez-Leyva, E., Bujanos-Muiiz, R.,
Rodriguez-Rodriguez, S.E., 2020. Egg parasitoids survey of Spodoptera frugiperda
(Smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in maize and sorghum in Central Mexico. Insects 11
(3), 157.

Jaworski, C.C., Xiao, D., Xu, Q., Ramirez-Romero, R., Guo, X., Wang, S., Desneux, N.,
2019. Varying the spatial arrangement of synthetic herbivore-induced plant volatiles
and companion plants to improve conservation biological control. J. Appl. Ecol. 56,
1176-1188.

Jervis, M.A., Kidd, N.A., Mills, N.J., van Nouhuys, S., Singh, A., Yazdani, M., 2023.
Population dynamics. In: Jervis’s Insects as Natural Enemies: Practical Perspectives.
Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp. 591-667.

Jewett, D.K., Carpenter, J.E., 2001. Seasonal abundance of a pupal parasitoid,
Diapetimorpha introita (Hymenoptera: Ichneumonidae). Fl. Entomol. 50-54.

Johanowicz, D.L., Smith, H.A., Sourakov, A., Mitchell, E.R., 2002. Lambsquarters in a
maize agroecosystem: a potential refuge for natural enemies of fall armyworm
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) larvae. J. Entomol. Sci. 37, 203-206.

Johnson, D.W., Kish, L.P., Allen, G.E., 1976. Field evaluation of selected pesticides on the
natural development of the entomopathogen, Nomuraea rileyi, on the velvetbean
caterpillar in soybean. Environ. Entomol. 5, 964-966.

Johnson, N.F., Masner, L., 1985. Revision of the genus Psix Kozlov & Lé (Hymenoptera:
Scelionidae). Syst. Entomol. 10, 33-58.

Jones, R.W., Gilstrap, F.E., Andrews, K.L., 1988. Biology and life tables for the
predaceous earwig, Doru taeniatum [Derm.: Forficulidae]. Entomophaga 33, 43-54.

Jones, R.W., Gilstrap, F.E., Andrews, K.L., 1989. Dinamica poblacional de la tijereta,
Doru taeniatum (Dohrn) (Dermaptera: Forticulidae) en maiz y sorgo en Honduras.
Ceiba 30 (1), 67-80.

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

Kass, J.M., Guénard, B., Dudley, K.L., Jenkins, C.N., Azuma, F., Fisher, B.L., Parr, C.L.,
Gibb, H., Longino, J.T., Ward, P.S., et al., 2022. The global distribution of known and
undiscovered ant biodiversity. Sci. Adv. 8 (31), p.eabp9908.

Katano, I., Doi, H., Eriksson, B.K., Hillebrand, H., 2015. A cross-system meta-analysis
reveals coupled predation effects on prey biomass and diversity. Oikos 124 (11),
1427-1435.

Kaya, H.K., Gaugler, R., 1993. Entomopathogenic Nematodes. Ann. Rev. Entomol. 38 (1),
181-206.

Keerthi, M.C., Mahesha, H.S., Manjunatha, N., Gupta, A., Saini, R.P., Shivakumara, K.T.,
Bhargavi, H.A., Gupta, G., Kulkarni, N.S., 2020a. Biology and oviposition preference
of fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) on
fodder crops and its natural enemies from Central India. Int. J. Pest Manag. 69 (3),
215-224.

Keerthi, M.C., Sravika, A., Mahesha, H.S., Gupta, A., Bhargavi, H.A., Ahmed, S., 2020b.
Performance of the native predatory bug, Eocanthecona furcellata (Wolff)
(Hemiptera: Pentatomidae), on the fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda (JE
Smith) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae), and its limitation under field condition. Egypt. J.
Biol. Control 30, 69.

Kenis, M., du Plessis, H., Van den Berg, J., Ba, M.N., Goergen, G., Kwadjo, K.E., Baoua, .,
Tefera, T., Buddie, A., Cafa, G., et al., 2019. Telenomus remus, a candidate parasitoid
for the biological control of Spodoptera frugiperda in Africa, is already present on the
continent. Insects 10, 92.

Kenis, M., Benelli, G., Biondi, A., Calatayud, P.-A., Day, R., Desneux, N., et al., 2022.
Invasiveness, biology, ecology, and management of the fall armyworm, Spodoptera
Frugiperda. Entomologia Generalis 1-55.

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


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0855

K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

Knipling, E.F., 1977. The theoretical basis for augmentation of natural enemies. In:
Ridgway, R.L., Vinson, S.B. (Eds.), Biological Control by Augmentation of Natural
Enemies: Insect and Mite Control with Parasites and Predators. Springer, Boston,
USA, pp. 79-123.

Kotliarevski, L., Cohen, R., Ramakrishnan, J., Wu, S., Mani, K.A., Amar-Feldbaum, R.,
Yaakov, Y., Zelinger, E., Belausov, E., Shapiro-Ilan, D., Glazer, 1., Ment, D.,
Mechrez, G., 2022. Individual coating of entomopathogenic nematodes with titania
(Ti02) nanoparticles based on oil-in-water Pickering emulsion: A new formulation
for biopesticides. J. Agric. Food Chem. 70 (42), 13518-13527.

Kremen, C., 2005. Managing ecosystem services: what do we need to know about their
ecology? Ecol. Lett. 8 (5), 468-479.

Lacey, L.A., Grzywacz, D., Shapiro-Ilan, D.I., Frutos, R., Brownbridge, M., Goettel, M.S.,
2015. Insect pathogens as biological control agents: Back to the future. J. Invertebr.
Pathol. 132, 1-41.

Landis, D.A., Wratten, S.D., Gurr, G.M., 2000. Habitat management to conserve natural
enemies of arthropod pests in agriculture. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 45, 175-201.

Lanza, J., Vargo, E.L., Pulim, S., Chang, Y.Z., 1993. Preferences of the fire ants Solenopsis
invicta and S. geminata (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) for amino acid and sugar
components of extrafloral nectars. Environ. Entomol. 22 (2), 411-417.

Latham, D.R., Mills, N.J., 2009. Quantifying insect predation: A comparison of three
methods for estimating daily per capita consumption of aphidophagous predators.
Environ. Entomol. 38 (4), 1117-1125.

Letourneau, D.K., Jedlicka, J.A., Bothwell, S.G., Moreno, C.R., 2009. Effects of natural
enemy biodiversity on the suppression of arthropod herbivores in terrestrial
ecosystems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 40, 573-592.

Leung, K., Ras, E., Ferguson, K.B., Ariéns, S., Babendreier, D., Bijma, P., Bourtzis, K.,
Brodeur, J., Bruins, M.A., Centurién, A., Chattington, S.R., 2020. Next-generation
biological control: the need for integrating genetics and genomics. Biol. Rev. 95 (6),
1838-1854.

Lewis, W.J., Van Lenteren, J.C., Phatak, S.C., Tumlinson lii, J.H., 1997. A total system
approach to sustainable pest management. PNAS 94 (23), 12243-12248.

Lezama-Gutiérrez, R., Alatorre-Rosas, R., Bojalil-Jaber, L.F., Molina-Ochoa, J., Arenas-
Vargas, M., Gonzalez-Ramirez, M., Rebolledo-Dominguez, O., 1996. Virulence of five
entomopathogenic fungi (Hyphomycetes) against Spodoptera frugiperda
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) eggs and neonate larvae. Vedalia Revista Internacional De
Control Biologico (mexico) 3, 35-40.

Li, T.-H., Wang, S., Ramirez-Romero, R., Zang, L.-S., 2023a. Protective scale variation on
Spodoptera egg masses can potentially support the cost-effective use of Trichogramma
parasitoids. Entomol. Gen. In press.

Li, T.-H., de Freitas Bueno, A., Desneux, N., et al., 2023b. Current status of the biological
control of the fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda by egg parasitoids. J. Pest Sci. 96,
1345-1363.

Li, E.-T., Zhang, S., Li, K.-B., Nyamwasaa, I., Li, J.-Q., Li, X.-F., Qin, J.-H., Yin, J., 2021.
Efficacy of entomopathogenic nematode and Bacillus thuringiensis combinations
against Holotrichia parallela (Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae) larvae. Biol. Control 152,
104469.

Liao, Y.-L., Yang, B., Xu, M.-F., Lin, W., Wang, D.-S., Chen, K.-W., Chen, H.-Y., 2019. First
report of Telenomus remus parasitizing Spodoptera frugiperda and its natural
parasitism in South China. J. Hymenopt. Res. 73, 95-102.

Liu, J., Tian, T.-A., Li, X.-L., Chen, Y.-C., Yu, X.-F., Tan, X.-F., Zhu, Y., Yang, M.-F., 2020.
Is Pyemotes zhonghuajia (Acari: Pyemotidae) a suitable biological control agent
against the fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae)? Syst.
Appl. Acarol. 25 (4), 649-657.

Locey, K.J., Lennon, J.T., 2016. Scaling laws predict global microbial diversity. PNAS
113 (21), 5970-5975.

Lopes, R.B., Pauli, G., Mascarin, G.M., Faria, F., 2011. Protection of entomopathogenic
conidia against chemical fungicides afforded by an oil-based formulation. Biocontrol
Sci. Technol. 21, 125-137.

Luginbill, P., 1928. The fall army worm. Publication No. 34, US Department of
Agriculture (USDA), Washington DC, USA.

Lundgren, J.G., 2009. Relationships of Natural Enemies and Non-Prey Foods, Vol. 7.
Springer Science & Business Media.

Lundgren, J.G., Fausti, S.W., 2015. Trading biodiversity for pest problems. Sci. Adv. 1
(6), €1500558.

Macfadyen, S., Davies, A.P., Zalucki, M.P., 2015. Assessing the impact of arthropod
natural enemies on crop pests at the field scale. Insect Sci. 22 (1), 20-34.

Maggio, D.H., Rossetti, V.Z., Santos, L.M.A., Carmezini, F.L., Corréa, A.S., 2022.

A Molecular Marker to Identify Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) DNA in Predators’
Gut Content. Insects 13 (7), 635.

Mansy, A.S.M., El-Sayid Darwish, A.A.F., Mabrouk, M., 2023. Effectiveness of Some Bio-
insecticides on Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) and Sesamia cretica Lederer
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). JAAR 28, 273-283.

Mascarin, G.M., Jaronski, S.T., 2016. The production and uses of Beauveria bassiana as a
microbial insecticide. World J. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 32, 177.

Mascarin, G.M., Lopes, R.B., Delalibera Jr., I., Fernandes, E.K.K., Luz, C., Faria, M., 2019.
Current status and perspectives of fungal entomopathogens used for microbial
control of arthropod pests in Brazil. J. Invertebr. Pathol. 165, 46-53.

McCann, K., 2007. Protecting biostructure. Nature 446 (7131), 29.

Meagher Jr., R.L., Nuessly, G.S., Nagoshi, R.N., Hay-Roe, M.M., 2016. Parasitoids
attacking fall armyworm (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in sweet corn habitats. Biol.
Control 95, 66-72.

Mendez, H.A., 2017. Vegetacao de entorno e sua influéncia sobre insetos praga e
parasitoides em cultivos de cana e milho na Guatemala. 2017. Universidade Federal
de Lavras — PHd Thesis. 59 p.

24

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

Menezes-Netto, A.C., Varella, A.C., Fernandes, O.A., 2012. Maize-dwelling insects
omnivory in Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) egg masses.
Braz. Arch. Biol. Technol. 55, 97-100.

Michaud, J.P., 2018. Problems inherent to augmentation of natural enemies in open
agriculture. Neotrop.l Entomol. 47, 161-170.

Mietkiewski, R.T., Pell, J.K., Clark, S.J., 1997. Influence of pesticide use on the natural
occurrence of entomopathogenic fungi in arable soils in the UK: field and laboratory
comparisons. Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 7 (4), 565-576.

Miranda-Fuentes, P., Yousef-Yousef, M., Valverde-Garcia, P., Rodriguez-Gomez, I.M.,
Garrido-Jurado, I., Quesada-Moraga, E., 2021. Entomopathogenic fungal endophyte-
mediated tritrophic interactions between Spodoptera littoralis and its parasitoid
Hyposoter didymator. J. Pest Sci. 94, 933-945.

Mohamed, S.A., Wamalwa, M., Obala, F., Tonnang, H.E., Tefera, T., Calatayud, P.-A.,
Subramanian, S., Ekesi, S., 2021. A deadly encounter: Alien invasive Spodoptera
frugiperda in Africa and indigenous natural enemy, Cotesia icipe (Hymenoptera,
Braconidae). PLoS One 16 (7), e0253122.

Molina-Ochoa, J., Carpenter, J.E., Heinrichs, E.A., Foster, J.E., 2003. Parasitoids and
parasites of Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in the Americas and
Caribbean Basin: An inventory. Fl. Entomol. 86, 254-289.

Molina-Ochoa, J., Carpenter, J.E., Lezama-Gutiérrez, R., Foster, J.E., Gonzalez-
Ramirez, M., Angel-Sahagtn, C.A., Farias-Larios, J., 2004. Natural distribution of
hymenopteran parasitoids of Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) larvae
in Mexico. Fl. Entomol. 87 (4), 461-472.

Montecalvo, M.P., Navasero, M.M., 2021. Comparative virulence of Beauveria bassiana
(Bals.) Vuill. and Metarhizium anisopliae (Metchnikoff) Sorokin to Spodoptera
frugiperda (J.E. Smith) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). J. Int. Soc. Southeast Asian Agric.
Sci. 27, 15-26.

Montecalvo, M.P., Navasero, M.M., Navasero, M.V., 2022. Lethal effect of native
Metarhizium rileyi (Farlow) Samson isolate to invasive fall armyworm, Spodoptera
frugiperda (J.E Smith), Infesting Corn in the Philippines. IJAT 18 (1), 257-270.

Moore, D., Bridge, P.D., Higgins, P.M., Bateman, R.P., Prior, C., 1993. Ultra-violet
radiation damage to Metarhizium flavoviride conidia and the protection given by
vegetable and mineral oils and chemical sunscreens. Ann. Appl. Biol. 122, 605-616.

Moreira, L.B., Lima, L.L.R., de Sa Farias, E., Carvalho, G.A., 2023. Response of Doru
luteipes (Dermaptera: Forficulidae) to insecticides used in maize crop as a function
of its life stage and exposure route. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 30 (6), 15010-15019.

Moscardi, F., Sosa-Gémez, D.R., 2007. Microbial control of insect pests of soybean. In:
Lacey, L.A., Kaya, H.K. (Eds.), Field Manual of Techniques in Invertebrate Pathology:
Application and Evaluation of Pathogens for Control of Insects and Other
Invertebrate Pests. Springer, Dordrecht, pp. 411-426.

Moya-Raygoza, G., Figueroa-Bautista, P., 2021. Suitability of Hybrid and Landrace Maize
Plants Within Conventional and Organic-Polyculture Maize Agroecosystems for
Hosting Parasitic Wasps. Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 114 (6), 750-755.

Munywoki, J., Omosa, L.K., Subramanian, S., Mfuti, D.K., Njeru, E.M., Nchiozem-
Ngnitedem, V.A., Akutse, K.S., 2022. Laboratory and field performance of
Metarhizium anisopliae isolate ICIPE 41 for sustainable control of the invasive fall
armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Agronomy 12 (11),
2636.

Murdoch, W.W., Chesson, J., Chesson, P.L., 1985. Biological control in theory and
practice. Am. Nat. 125, 344-366.

Murillo, H., 2014. Predation of Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) eggs in
cotton and corn in El Espinal, Tolima, Colombia. Rev. Colomb. Entomol. 40 (1),
63-66.

Mweke, A., Rwomushana, 1., Okello, A., Chacha, D., Guo, J., Luke, B., 2023. Management
of Spodoptera frugiperda JE Smith using recycled virus inoculum from larvae treated
with baculovirus under field conditions. Insects 14 (8), 686.

Naranjo, S.E., Ellsworth, P.C., Frisvold, G.B., 2015. Economic value of biological control
in integrated pest management of managed plant systems. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 60,
621-645.

Naranjo-Guevara, N., Penaflor, M.F.G., Cabezas-Guerrero, M.F., Bento, J.M.S., 2017.
Nocturnal herbivore-induced plant volatiles attract the generalist predatory earwig
Doru luteipes Scudder. Sci. Nat. 104, 1-11.

Navik, O., Venkatesan, T., Ashika, T.R., 2020. First report of Exorista xanthaspis
(Wiedemann, 1830)(Diptera: Tachinidae), a larval-pupal parasitoid on invasive pest,
Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) in maize from India. J. Biol. Control 82-85.

Negrisoli, A.S., Garcia, M.S., Barbosa Negrisoli, C.R.C., Bernardi, D., da Silva, A., 2010.
Efficacy of entomopathogenic nematodes (Nematoda: Rhabditida) and insecticide
mixtures to control Spodoptera frugiperda (Smith, 1797) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae)
in corn crops. Crop Prot. 29 (7), 677-683.

Ngangambe, M.H., Mwatawala, M.W., 2020. Effects of entomopathogenic fungi (EPFs)
and cropping systems on parasitoids of fall armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda) on
maize in eastern central, Tanzania. Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 30 (5), 418-430.

Nixon, G.E.J., 1937. LIV.—Some Asiatic Telenomina (Hym., Proctotrupoidea). Ann.
Mag. Nat. Hist. 20 (118), 444-475.

Noma, T., Gratton, C., Colunga-Garcia, M., Brewer, M.J., Mueller, E.E., Wyckhuys, K.A.,
Heimpel, G.E., O’Neal, M.E., 2010. Relationship of soybean aphid (Hemiptera:
Aphididae) to soybean plant nutrients, landscape structure, and natural enemies.
Environ. Entomol. 39 (1), 31-41.

Norasmabh, B., Abu Hassan, A., Che Salmah, M.R., Nurita, A.T., Nur Aida, H., 2006. Daily
foraging pattern and proteinaceous food preferences of Solenopsis geminata
(Fabricius)(Hymenoptera: Formicidae). Trop. Biomed 23, 134-139.

Northfield, T.D., Crowder, D.W., Takizawa, T., Snyder, W.E., 2014. Pairwise interactions
between functional groups improve biological control. Biological Control 78, 49-54.

Nyunt, K.T., 2008. Potential of the predatory pentatomid Eocanthecona furcellata
(Wolff) as a biocontrol agent on American bollworm in cotton in Myanmar. Faculty
of Agricultural Sciences Georg-August University Gottingen, Germany.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0875
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0875
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0875
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0880
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0880
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0885
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0885
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0885
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0895
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0895
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0895
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0905
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0905
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0915
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0915
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0915
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0925
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0925
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0925
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0925
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0930
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0930
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0930
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0940
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0940
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0945
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0945
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0945
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0955
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0955
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0960
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0960
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0965
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0965
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0970
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0970
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0970
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0975
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0975
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0975
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0980
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0980
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0985
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0985
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0985
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0990
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0995
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0995
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h0995
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1145

K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

Ogunfunmilayo, A.O., Kazeem, S.A., Idoko, J.E., Adebayo, R.A., Fayemi, E.Y.,
Adedibu, O.B., Oloyede-Kamiyo, Q.0., Nwogwugwu, J.O., Akinbode, O.A.,

Salihu, S., Offord, L.C., 2021. Occurrence of natural enemies of fall armyworm,
Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in Nigeria. Plos One 16 (7),
e0254328.

Oliveira, D.G.P., Lopes, R.B., Rezende, J.M., Delalibera Jr, 1., 2018. Increased tolerance
of Beauveria bassiana and Metarhizium anisopliae conidia to high temperature
provided by oil based formulations. J. Invertebr. Pathol. 151, 151-157.

Omoregie, M.E., Enobakhare, D.A., Emoefe, J.O., Omoregie, A.O., 2023. Occurrence and
Dynamics of arthropod predators associated with fall armyworm, Spodoptera
frugiperda Smith (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) on maize in Benin City, Edo State.
Nigeria. J. Appl. Sci. Environ. Manag. 27 (6), 1063-1067.

Otim, M.H., Adumo Aropet, S., Opio, M., Kanyesigye, D., Nakelet Opolot, H., Tek
Tay, W., 2021. Parasitoid distribution and parasitism of the fall armyworm
Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in different maize producing
regions of Uganda. Insects 12 (2), 121.

Pacala, S.W., Hassell, M.P., May, R.M., 1990. Host—parasitoid associations in patchy
environments. Nature 344 (6262), 150-153.

Pacheco, R.C., Silva, D.D., Mendes, S.M., Lima, K.P., Figueiredo, J.E.F., Marucci, R.C.,
2021. How omnivory affects the survival and choices of earwig Doru luteipes
(Scudder)(Dermaptera: Forficulidae)? Braz. J. Biol. 83.

Padilla-Cortes, E., Martinez-Martinez, L., 2022. Development of the parasitoid Chelonus
insularis (Hymenoptera: Braconidae) in Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) larvae reared on castor bean and maize leaves. J. Entomol. Sci. 57 (1),
27-38.

Pair, S.D., 1995. Biology and rearing of Diapetimorpha introita (Cresson)(Hymenoptera:
Ichneumonidae) on host and non-host noctuid pupae. J. Entomol. Sci. 30 (4),
468-480.

Pair, S.D., Gross, H.R., 1989. Seasonal incidence of fall armyworm (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) pupal parasitism in corn by Diapetimorpha introita and Cryptus albitarsis
(Hymenoptera: Ichneumonidae). J. Entomol. Sci. 24, 339-343.

Pair, S.D., Raulston, J.R., Sparks, A.N., Martin, P.B., 1986. Fall Armyworm (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) Parasitoids: Differential Spring Distribution and Incidence on Corn and
Sorghum in the Southern United States and Northeastern Mexico. Environ. Entomol.
15, 342-348.

Pannuti, L.E.R., Baldin, E.L.L., Hunt, T.E., Paula-Moraes, S.V., 2016. On-plant larval
movement and feeding behavior of fall armyworm (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) on
reproductive maize stages. Environ. Entomol. 45 (1), 192-200.

Parra, J.R., Zucchi, R.A., 2004. Trichogramma in Brazil: feasibility of use after twenty
years of research. Neotrop. Entomol. 33, 271-281.

Patel, P.N., Habib, M.E.M., 1984. Levantamento e eficiencia de insetos parasitos de
Spodoptera frugiperda (Abbot and Smith, 1797) (Lepidoptera, Noctuidae). Rev.
Agric. 59, 229-237.

Pell, J.K., Hannam, J.J., Steinkraus, D.C., 2010. Conservation biological control using
fungal entomopathogens. BioControl 55, 187-198.

Penagos, D.I., Magallanes, R., Valle, J., Cisneros, J., Martinez, A.M., Goulson, D.,
Chapman, J.W., Caballero, P., Cave, R.D., Williams, T., 2003. Effect of weeds on
insect pests of maize and their natural enemies in Southern Mexico. Int. J. Pest
Manag. 49 (2), 155-161.

Perfecto, 1., 1990. Indirect and direct effects in a tropical agroecosystem: the maize-pest-
ant system in Nicaragua. Ecology 71, 2125-2134.

Perfecto, 1., 1991. Ants (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) as natural control agents of pests in
irrigated maize in Nicaragua. J. Econ. Entomol. 84, 65-70.

Perfecto, 1., Sediles, A., 1992. Vegetational diversity, ants (Hymenoptera: Formicidae),
and herbivorous pests in a neotropical agroecosystem. Environ. Entomol. 21, 61-67.

Perfecto, L., Snelling, R., 1995. Biodiversity and the transformation of a tropical
agroecosystem: ants in coffee plantations. Ecol. Appl. 5, 1084-1097.

Perier, J.D., Haseeb, M., Kanga, L.H.B., Meagher, R.L., Legaspi, J.C., 2022. Intraguild
Interactions of Three Biological Control Agents of the Fall Armyworm Spodoptera
frugiperda (JE Smith) in Florida. Insects 13, 1-11.

Perovi¢, D.J., Gamez-Virués, S., Landis, D.A., Wackers, F., Gurr, G.M., Wratten, S.D.,
You, M.S., Desneux, N., 2018. Managing biological control services through multi-
trophic trait interactions: review and guidelines for implementation at local and
landscape scales. Biol. Rev. 93 (1), 306-321.

Peterson, C.A., Eviner, V.T., Gaudin, A.C., 2018. Ways forward for resilience research in
agroecosystems. Agric. Syst. 162, 19-27.

Pijnakker, J., Vangansbeke, D., Duarte, M., Moerkens, R., Wackers, F.L., 2020. Predators
and parasitoids-in-first: From inundative releases to preventative biological control
in greenhouse crops. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 4, 595630.

Pimentel, D., Stachow, U., Takacs, D.A., Brubaker, H.W., Dumas, A.R., Meaney, J.J.,
O’Neil, J.A.S., Onsi, D.E., Corzilius, D.B., 1992. Conserving biological diversity in
agricultural/forestry systems. BioScience 42 (5), 354-362.

Pineda, S., Cruz, G., Valle, J., De La Rosa, J.F., Chavarrieta, J.M., Ordonez-Reséndiz, M.,
Martinez, A.M., 2012. Arthropod abundance in two maize fields in western central
Mexico. J. Kans. Entomol. Soc. 85 (4), 340-352.

Plouvier, W.N., Wajnberg, E., 2018. Improving the efficiency of augmentative biological
control with arthropod natural enemies: A modeling approach. Biol. Control 125,
121-130.

Polanczyk, R.A., Alves, S.B., 2005. Biological parameters of Spodoptera frugiperda (JE
Smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) assayed with Bacillus thuringiensis berliner. Sci.
Agric. 62, 464-468.

Polaszek, A. 1998. African cereal stem borers; economic importance, taxonomy, natural
enemies and control. 530 pp. CAB International in association with the ACP-EU
Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Co-operation (CTA).

Polis, G.A., Holt, R.D., 1992. Intraguild predation: the dynamics of complex trophic
interactions. Trends Ecol. Evol. 7 (5), 151-154.

25

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

Pyrah, D., 1985. Little-Known Fly - Promising Biocontrol Weapon. Agri. Res. 33, 12.

Queiroz, A.P., de Freitas Bueno, A., Pomari-Fernandes, A., Grande, M.L.M., Bortolotto, O.
C., da Silva, D.M., 2017. Quality control of Telenomus remus (Hymenoptera:
Platygastridae) reared on the factitious host Corcyra cephalonica (Lepidoptera:
Pyralidae) for successive generations. Bull. Entomol. Res. 107 (6), 791-798.

Quesada-Moraga, E., Navas-Cortés, J.A., Maranhao, E.A., Ortiz-Urquiza, A., Santiago-
Alvarez, C., 2007. Factors affecting the occurrence and distribution of
entomopathogenic fungi in natural and cultivated soils. Mycol. Res. 111 (8),
947-966.

Quispe, R., Mazoén, M., Rodriguez-Berrio, A., 2017. Do refuge plants favour natural pest
control in maize crops? Insects 8 (3), 71.

Ramakrishnan, J., Salame, L., Mani, K.A., Feldbaum, R., Karavani, E., Mechrez, G.,
Glazer, 1., Ment, D., 2023. Increasing the Survival and Efficacy of Entomopathogenic
Nematodes on Exposed Surfaces by Pickering Emulsion Formulations Offers New
Venue for Foliar Pest Management. J. Invertebr. Pathol., 107938

Ramos, Y., Taibo, A.D., Jiménez, J.A., Portal, O., 2020. Endophytic establishment of
Beauveria bassiana and Metarhizium anisopliae in maize plants and its effect against
Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) larvae. Egypt. J. Biol.
Pest Control 30, 1-6.

Reid, S., De Malmanche, H., Chan, L., Popham, H., Van Oers, M.M., 2023. Production of
entomopathogenic viruses. In: Morales-Ramos, J.A., Rojas, M.G., Shapiro-Ilan, D.I.
(Eds.), Mass Production of Beneficial Organisms. Academic Press, pp. 375-406.

Richmond, D.S., Kunkel, B.A., Somasekhar, N., Grewal, P.S., 2004. Top-down and
bottom-up regulation of herbivores: Spodoptera frugiperda turns tables on
endophyte-mediated plant defence and virulence of an entomopathogenic nematode.
Ecol. Entomol. 29 (3), 353-360.

Richter, A.R., Fuxa, J.R., 1990. Effect of Steinernema feltiae on Spodoptera frugiperda
and Heliothis zea (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in corn. J. Econ. Entomol. 83 (4),
1286-1291.

Risch, S.J., 1981. Insect herbivore abundance in tropical monocultures and polycultures:
an experimental test of two hypotheses. Ecology 62 (5), 1325-1340.

Risch, S.J., Caroll, C.R., 1982. The ecological role of ants in two Mexican agroecosystems.
Oecologia 55, 114-119.

Risch, S.J., Caroll, C.R., 1982. Effect of a key stone predaceous ant, Solepnosis geminata in
a nonequilibrium community. Ecology 63, 1979-1983.

Rivers, A., Barbercheck, M., Govaerts, B., Verhulst, N., 2016. Conservation agriculture
affects arthropod community composition in a rainfed maize-wheat system in
central Mexico. Appl. Soil Ecol. 100, 81-90.

Rodriguez, M.A., Hawkins, B.A., 2000. Diversity, function and stability in parasitoid
communities. Ecol. Lett. 3 (1), 35-40.

Romero-Sueldo, M., Virla, E.G., 2009. Doru lineare (Dermaptera: Forficulidae), insecto
benéfico en cultivos de maiz del norte Argentino: Preferencias alimenticias y tasas de
consumo. Bol. Sanid. Veg. 35, 39-47.

Roque-Romero, L., Cisneros, J., Rojas, J.C., Ortiz-Carreon, F.R., Malo, E.A., 2020.
Attraction of Chelonus insularis to host and host habitat volatiles during the search of
Spodoptera frugiperda eggs. Biol. Control 140, 104100.

Rosenheim, J.A., 1998. Higher-order predators and the regulation of insect herbivore
populations. Ann. Rev. Entomol. 43 (1), 421-447.

Rosenheim, J.A., Kaya, H.K., Ehler, L.E., Marois, J.J., Jaffee, B.A., 1995. Intraguild
predation among biological-control agents: theory and evidence. Biol. Control 5 (3),
303-335.

Roslin, T., Hardwick, B., Novotny, V., Petry, W.K., Andrew, N.R., Asmus, A., Barrio, I.C.,
Basset, Y., Boesing, A.L., Bonebrake, T.C., Cameron, E.K., 2017. Higher predation
risk for insect prey at low latitudes and elevations. Science 356 (6339), 742-744.

Sdenz-Aponte, A., Correa-Cuadros, J.P., Rodriguez-Bocanegra, M.X., 2020. Foliar
application of entomopathogenic nematodes and fungi for the management of the
diamond back moth in greenhouse and field. Biol. Control 142, 104163.

Sagar, D., Suroshe, S.S., Keerthi, M.C., Poorani, J., Gupta, A., Chandel, R.K., 2022. Native
parasitoid complex of the invasive fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)
from Northern India. Int. J. Trop. Insect Sci. 42, 2773-2778.

Saha, S., Sahoo, D., Samanta, G., 2023. Role of predation efficiency in prey-predator
dynamics incorporating switching effect. Math. Comput. Simul. 209, 299-323.

Sanchez-Hernandez, C.V., Desneux, N., Bao-Fundora, L., Ramirez-Romero, R., 2021.
Alternative extraguild prey modifies focal extraguild prey consumption and
parasitism but not intraguild predation intensity. Biol. Control 153, 104475.

Santos-Neto, J.R., Mezencio, J., Chagas, A.T., Michereff-Filho, M., Serrao, J.E., 2010. Use
of serological techniques for determination of Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)
predators (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Neotrop. Entomol. 39, 420-423.

Sattayawong, C., Uraichuen, S., Suasa-Ard, W., 2016. Larval preference and performance
of the green lacewing, Plesiochrysa ramburi (Schneider)(Neuroptera: Chrysopidae)
on three species of cassava mealybugs (Hemiptera: Pseudococcidae). Agric. Nat.
Resour. 50 (6), 460-464.

Schebesta, H., Candel, J.J., 2020. Game-changing potential of the EU’s Farm to Fork
Strategy. Nat. Food 1 (10), 586-588.

Schifani, E., Castracani, C., Giannetti, D., Spotti, F.A., Reggiani, R., Leonardi, S., Mori, A.,
Grasso, D.A., 2020. New tools for conservation biological control: Testing ant-
attracting artificial nectaries to employ ants as plant defenders. Insects 11 (2), 129.

Schmolke, A., Kearns, B., O'Neill, B., 2018. Plant guttation water as a potential route for
pesticide exposure in honey bees: a review of recent literature. Apidologie 49 (5),
637-646.

Shapiro-Ilan, D.I., Cottrell, T.E., Mizell, R.F., Horton, D.L., 2016. Efficacy of Steinernema
carpocapsae plus fire gel applied as a single spray for control of the lesser peachtree
borer. Synanthedon Pictipes. Biol. Control 94, 33-36.

Sharanabasappa, Kalleshwaraswamy, C.M., Poorani, J., Maruthi, M.S., Pavithra, H.B.,
Diraviam, J., 2019. Natural enemies of Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1445

K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae), a recent invasive pest on maize in South India. Fla.
Entomol. 102, 619-622.

Shattuck, A., Werner, M., Mempel, F., Dunivin, Z., Galt, R., 2023. Global pesticide use
and trade database (GloPUT): New estimates show pesticide use trends in low-
income countries substantially underestimated. Glob. Environ. Change 81, 102693.

Shen, Z., Zang, Z.Y., Dai, P., Xu, W., Nkunika, P.O., Zang, L.S., 2023. Identification of
Chelonus sp. from Zambia and its performance on different aged eggs of Spodoptera
frugiperda. Insects 14 (1), 61.

Shi, L.L., Li, Z.Y., Lin, D.M., Lu, Y.Y., Chen, K.W., 2022. Predatory capability of Mallada
basalis (Neuroptera: Chrysopidae) larvae on the eggs and early instar larvae of
Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Acta Entomol. Sin. 65, 1324-1333.

Shylesha, A.N., Jalali, S.K., Gupta, A., Varshney, R., Venkatesan, T., Setty, T., Ojha, R.,
Ganiger, P.C., Navik, O., Subaharan, K., Bakthavatsalam, N., Ballal, C.R., 2018.
Studies on new invasive pest Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith) (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) and its natural enemies. J. Biol. Control 32 (3), 1-7.

Silva, A.B.D., Batista, J.D.L., Brito, C.H.D., 2009. Capacidade predatdria de Euborellia
annulipes (Lucas, 1847) sobre Spodoptera frugiperda (Smith, 1797). Acta Sci. Agron.
31, 7-11.

Silva, R.B.D., Correéa, A.S., Della Lucia, T.M.C., Pereira, A.L.A., Cruz, 1., Zanuncio, J.C.,
2012. Does the aggressiveness of the prey modify the attack behavior of the predator
Supputius cincticeps (Stal)(Hemiptera, Pentatomidae)? Rev. Bras. Entomol. 56,
244-248.

Silva, R.B., Cruz, I., Zanuncio, J.C., Figueiredo, M.L.C., Canevari, G.C., Pereira, A.G.,
Serrao, J.E., 2013. Biological aspects of Eriopis connexa (Germar)(Coleoptera:
Coccinellidae) fed on different insect pests of maize (Zea mays L.) and sorghum
[Sorghum bicolor L. (Moench.)]. Braz. J. Biol. 73, 419-424.

Sisay, B., Simiyu, J., Mendesil, E., Likhayo, P., Ayalew, G., Mohamed, S.,
Subramanian, S., Tefera, T., 2019. Fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda infestations
in East Africa: Assessment of damage and parasitism. Insects 10 (7), 195.

Soares, W.S., Junior, S.D.M.D., da Silva, I.W., Rueda, A.P., de Souza, E.A., Fernandes, F.
L., 2019. Physiological selectivity of insecticides from different chemical groups and
cuticle thickness of Protonectarina sylveirae (Saussure) and Brachygastra
lecheguana (Latreille). Sociobiology 66 (2), 358-366.

Sobek, S., Tscharntke, T., Scherber, C., Schiele, S., Steffan-Dewenter, 1., 2009. Canopy vs.
understory: does tree diversity affect bee and wasp communities and their natural
enemies across forest strata? For. Ecol. Manag. 258, 609-615.

Song, Y.-F., Tian, T.-A., Chen, Y.-C., Zhang, K.S., Yang, M.-F., Liu, J.-F., 2023. A mite
parasitoid Pyemotes zhonghuajia negatively impacts the fitness traits and immune
response of the fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda. J. Integr. Agric.

Sosa-Gomez, D.R., 2017. Microbial control of soybean pest insects and mites. In: Lacey, L.
A. (Ed.), Microbial Control of Insect and Mite Pests. Academic Press, Cambridge,
pp. 199-208.

Sosa-Gomez, D.R., Delpin, K.E., Moscardi, F., Nozaki, M.H., 2003. The impact of
fungicides on Nomuraea rileyi (Farlow) Samson epizootics and on populations of
Anticarsia gemmatalis Hiibner (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae), on soybean. Neotrop.
Entomol. 32, 287-291.

Soulé, M.E., 1990. The real work of systematics. Ann. Missouri Bot. Gard. 77, 4-12.

Srivathsan, A., Ang, Y., Heraty, J.M., Hwang, W.S., Jusoh, W.F., Kutty, S.N.,
Puniamoorthy, J., Yeo, D., Roslin, T., Meier, R., 2023. Convergence of dominance
and neglect in flying insect diversity. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 7, 1012-1021.

St. Leger, R.J., Wang, J.B., 2020. Metarhizium: Jack of all trades, master of many. Open
Biol. 10 (12), 200307.

Steinkraus, D., 2007. Management of aphid populations in cotton through conservation:
delaying insecticide spraying has its benefits. In: International, C.A.B. (Ed.),
Biological Control: a Global Perspective. Wallingford, UK, pp. 383-391.

Stenberg, J.A., Heil, M., Ahman, 1., Bjorkman, C., 2015. Optimizing crops for biocontrol
of pests and disease. Trends Plant Sci. 20 (11), 698-712.

Stiling, P., Cornelissen, T., 2005. What makes a successful biocontrol agent? A meta-
analysis of biological control agent performance. Biol. Control 34 (3), 236-246.

Su, H,, Lyu, B., Zhang, B., Wu, Q., Lu, H., Tang, J., Wu, X., 2021. Biological
Characteristics of Tetrastichus howardi, a Parasitoid of Spodoptera frugiperda. Chin. J.
Biol. Control 37 (3), 406.

Su, H.H., Tian, J.C., Naranjo, S.E., Romeis, J., Hellmich, R.L., Shelton, A.M., 2015.
Bacillus thuringiensis plants expressing CrylAc, Cry2Ab and Cry1F are not toxic to the
assassin bug, Zelus Renardii. J. Appl. Entomol. 139 (1-2), 23-30.

Sueldo, M.R., Bruzzone, O.A., Virla, E.G., 2010. Characterization of the earwig, Doru
lineare, as a predator of larvae of the fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda: a
functional response study. J. Insect Sci. 10 (1), 38.

Talamas, E.J., Bremer, J.S., Moore, M.R., Bon, M.-C., Lahey, Z., Roberts, C.G., Combee, L.
A., McGathey, N., van Noort, S., Timokhov, A.V., Hougardy, E., Hogg, B., 2021. A
maximalist approach to the systematics of a biological control agent: Gryon aetherium
Talamas, sp. nov. (Hymenoptera, Scelionidae). In: Lahey Z, Talamas E (Eds)
Advances in the Systematics of Platygastroidea III. J. Hymenopt. Res. 87, 323-480.

Talamas, E.J., Thompson, J., Cutler, A., Schoenberger, S.F., Cuminale, A., Jung, T.,
Johnson, N.F., Valerio, A.A., Smith, A.B., Haltermann, V., Alvarez, E., Schwantes, C.,
Blewer, C., Bodenreider, C., Salzberg, A., Luo, P., Meislin, D., Buffington, M.L., 2017.
An online photographic catalog of primary types of Platygastroidea (Hymenoptera)
in the National Museum of Natural History, Smithsonian Institution. J. Hymenopt.
Res. 56, 187-224.

Tambo, J.A., Kansiime, M.K., Mugambi, I., Rwomushana, I., Kenis, M., Day, R.K.,
Lamontagne-Godwin, J., 2020. Understanding smallholders’ responses to fall
armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda) invasion: evidence from five African countries.
Sci. Total Environ. 740, 140015.

Tambo, J.A., Kansiime, M.K., Rwomushana, I., Mugambi, I., Nunda, W., Mloza Banda, C.,
Nyamutukwa, S., Makale, F., Day, R., 2021. Impact of fall armyworm invasion on
household income and food security in Zimbabwe. Food Energy Secur. 10, 299-312.

26

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

Tao, J.A., Yuying, L., Guangchang, M., Jubin, L., Zheng, H., Shichou, H., Zhenggiang, P.,
2021. Biocontrol potential of trichogramma species against Spodoptera frugiperda and
their field efficacy in maize. Crop Prot. 150, 105790.

Tarigan, S., Maryana, N., Mubin, N., 2023. Spodoptera frugiperda (JE Smith)
(Lepidoptera: Noctuidae): Attacks and their natural enemies on corn plantations in
Munte Village, Munte Sub-district, Karo District, North Sumatera. In: IOP Conference
Series: Earth and Environmental Science 1133. IOP Publishing, p. 012030.

Tavares, W.S., Costa, M.A., Cruz, L., Silveira, R.D., Serrao, J.E., Zanuncio, J.C., 2010.
Selective effects of natural and synthetic insecticides on mortality of Spodoptera
frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) and its predator Eriopis connexa (Coleoptera:
Coccinellidae). J. Environ. Sci. Health B 45 (6), 557-561.

Tavares, W.S., Cruz, L, Silva, R.B., Serrao, J.E., Zanuncio, J.C., 2011. Prey consumption
and development of Chrysoperla externa (Neuroptera: Chrysopidae) on Spodoptera
frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) eggs and larvae and Anagasta kuehniella
(Lepidoptera: Pyralidae) eggs. Maydica 56 (3), 283.

Tepa-Yotto, G., 2023. AICCRA Country Scaling Vision: Ghana.

Thancharoen, A., Lankaew, S., Moonjuntha, P., Wongphanuwat, T., Sangtongpraow, B.,
Ngoenklan, R., Kittipadakul, P., Wyckhuys, K.A., 2018. Effective biological control of
an invasive mealybug pest enhances root yield in cassava. J. Pest Sci. 91,
1199-1211.

Thorburn, C., 2015. The rise and demise of integrated pest management in rice in
Indonesia. Insects 6, 381-408.

Tian, J.C., Collins, H.L., Romeis, J., Naranjo, S.E., Hellmich, R.L., Shelton, A.M., 2012.
Using field-evolved resistance to Cry1F maize in a lepidopteran pest to demonstrate
no adverse effects of CrylF on one of its major predators. Transgenic Res. 21,
1303-1310.

Tian, T.-A., Yu, L.-C., Yu, X.-F., Li, L.-T., Sun, G.-J., Zhang, H.-Y., Liu, J.-F., Yang, M.-F.,
2020. Proper hunger increased the lethal efficiency of the ectoparasitic mite
Pyemotes zhonghuajia (Trombidiformes: Pyemotidae). Syst. Appl. Acarol. 25 (9),
1661-1667.

Tigano-Milani, M.S., Faria, M.R., Lecuona, R.E., Sartoti, M.R., Arima, E.Y., Diaz, B.M.,
1995. Pathogenicity and germination of the fungus Nomuraea rileyi (Farlow)
Samson isolated in Brazilian Federal District. An. Soc. Entomol. Bras. 24, 53-60.

Titley, M.A., Snaddon, J.L., Turner, E.C., 2017. Scientific research on animal biodiversity
is systematically biased towards vertebrates and temperate regions. PloSOne 12 (12),
€0189577.

Tomar, P., Thakur, N., Sharma, A., 2022. Infectivity of entomopathogenic nematode
against the cabbage butterfly (Pieris brassicae L.) in polyhouse and in field
condition. Egypt. J. Biol. Pest Control 32 (1), 38.

Tooker, J.F., Hauser, M., Hanks, L.M., 2006. Floral host plants of Syrphidae and
Tachinidae (Diptera) of central Illinois. An. Entomol. Soc. Am. 99, 96-112.

Tortorici, F., Talamas, E.J., Moraglio, S.T., Pansa, M.G., Maryam, A.F., Tavella, L.,
Virgilio, C., 2019. A morphological, biological and molecular approach reveals four
cryptic species of Trissolcus Ashmead (Hymenoptera, Scelionidae), egg parasitoids of
Pentatomidae (Hemiptera). J. Hymenopt. Res. 93, 153-200.

Tscharntke, T., Rand, T.A., Bianchi, F.J.J.A., 2005. The landscape context of trophic
interactions: insect spillover across the crop-noncrop interface. Ann. Zool. Fenn. 42,
421-432.

Tscharntke, T., Bommarco, R., Clough, Y., Crist, T.O., Kleijn, D., Rand, T.A.,
Tylianakis, J.M., van Nouhuys, S., Vidal, S., 2007. Conservation biological control
and enemy diversity on a landscape scale. Biol. Control 43, 294-309.

Tylianakis, J.M., Didham, R.K., Bascompte, J., Wardle, D.A., 2008. Global change and
species interactions in terrestrial ecosystems. Ecol. Lett. 11, 1351-1363.

Udayakumar, A., Shivalingaswamy, T.M., Bakthavatsalam, N., 2021. Legume-based
intercropping for the management of fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda L. in
maize. J. Plant Dis. Prot. 128, 775-779.

Uluy, T.C., Erdogan, H., 2023. Field application of encapsulated entomopathogenic
nematodes using a precision planter. Biol. Control 182, 105240.

Upham, N.S., Poelen, J.H., Paul, D., Groom, Q.J., Simmons, N.B., Vanhove, M.P.,
Bertolino, S., Reeder, D.M., Bastos-Silveira, C., Sen, A., Sterner, B., 2021. Liberating
host-—virus knowledge from biological dark data. The Lancet Planetary Health 5 (10),
e746-e750.

van Driesche, R.G., Bellows Jr, T.S., Elkinton, J.S., Gould, J.R., Ferro, D.N., 1991. The
meaning of percentage parasitism revisited: solutions to the problem of accurately
estimating total losses from parasitism. Environ. Entomol. 20 (1), 1-7.

Van Driesche, R.G., Murray, T., Reardon, R., 2004. Assessing host ranges for parasitoids
and predators used for classical biological control: a guide to best practice. Forest
Health Technology Enterprise Team. US Forest Service, FHTET-2004-03.

van Huis A., 1981. Integrated pest management in small farmer’s maize crop in
Nicaragua. Moded. Landbouw. Wageningen, the Netherlands 81-6.

Van Lenteren, J.C., 2012. The state of commercial augmentative biological control:
plenty of natural enemies, but a frustrating lack of uptake. BioControl 57 (1), 1-20.

van Lenteren, J.C., Bolckmans, K., K6hl, J., Ravensberg, W.J., Urbaneja, A., 2018.
Biological control using invertebrates and microorganisms: plenty of new
opportunities. BioControl 63, 39-59.

Vanbergen, A.J., Aizen, M.A., Cordeau, S., Garibaldi, L.A., Garratt, M.P., Kovacs-
Hostyanszki, A., Lecuyer, L., Ngo, H.T., Potts, S.G., Settele, J., Skrimizea, E.,
Young, J.C., 2020. Transformation of agricultural landscapes in the Anthropocene:
Nature’s contributions to people, agriculture and food security. Adv. Ecol. Res. 63,
193-253.

Vangansbeke, D., Duarte, M.V., Pekas, A., Wackers, F., Bolckmans, K., 2023. Mass
production of predatory mites: state of the art and future challenges. In: Morales-
Ramos, J.A., Rojas, M.G., Shapiro-Ilan, D.I. (Eds.), Mass Production of Beneficial
Organisms: Invertebrates and Entomopathogens. Academic Press, pp. 195-232.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1715

K.A.G. Wyckhuys et al.

Varella, A.C., Menezes-Netto, A.C., Alonso, J.D.D.S., Caixeta, D.F., Peterson, R.K.D.,
Fernandes, O.A., 2015. Mortality dynamics of Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) immatures in maize. PLoOSONE 10 (6), e0130437.

Vazquez, L.L., Fernandez, E., Lauzardo, J., Garcia, T., Alfonso-Simonetti, J., Ramirez, R.,
2005. Manejo agroecolégico de plagas en fincas de la agricultura urbana (MAPFAU).
Edit. CIDISAV. INISAV. Ciudad de La Habana.

Vega, F.E., 2018. The use of fungal entomopathogens as endophytes in biological control:
a review. Mycologia 110 (1), 4-30.

Vidal, M.C., Murphy, S.M., 2018. Bottom-up vs. top-down effects on terrestrial insect
herbivores: A meta-analysis. Ecology Letters 21 (1), 138-150.

Villamizar, L., Barrera, G., Cotes, A.M., Martinez, F., 2010. Eudragit S100 microparticles
containing Spodoptera frugiperda nucleopolyhedrovirus: Physicochemical
characterization, photostability and in vitro virus release. J. Microencapsul. 27,
314324.

Virgen, O.E., Campos, J.C., Bermudez, A.R., Velasco, C.R., Cazola, C.C., Aquino, N.I.,
Cancino, E.R., 2013. Parasitoides y Entomopatdégenos Nativos Asociados al Gusano
Cogollero Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) en Nayarit, México.
Southwest. Entomol. 38, 339-344.

Waddington, H., Snilstveit, B., Hombrados, J., Vojtkova, M., Phillips, D., Davies, P.,
White, H., 2014. Farmer field schools for improving farming practices and farmer
outcomes: A systematic review. Campbell Syst. Rev. 10 (1), i-335.

Wakil, W., Gulzar, S., Prager, S.M., Ghazanfar, M.U., Shapiro-Ilan, D.I., 2023. Efficacy of
entomopathogenic fungi, nematodes and spinetoram combinations for integrated
management of Thrips tabaci. Sci. Pest. Manag. in press.

Wang, X., Chi, Y., Li, F., 2022. Exploring China stepping into the dawn of chemical
pesticide-free agriculture in 2050. Front. Plant Sci. 13, 942117.

Warner, K.D., Daane, K.M., Getz, C.M., Maurano, S.P., Calderon, S., Powers, K.A., 2011.
The decline of public interest agricultural science and the dubious future of crop
biological control in California. Agric. Human. Values 28, 483-496.

Wengrat, A.P.G.S., Coelho Junior, A., Parra, J.R.P., Takahashi, T.A., Foester, L.A.,
Correéa, A.S., Polaszek, A., Johnson, N.F., Costa, V.A., Zucchi, R.A., 2021. Integrative
taxonomy and phylogeography of Telenomus remus (Scelionidae), with the first
record of natural parasitism of Spodoptera spp. in Brazil. Sci. Rep. 11, 14110.

Whitcomb, W.H., 1974. Natural populations of entomophagous arthropods and their
effect on the agroecosystems. In: Maxwell M.G., Harris, F.A. [eds.], Proceedings of
the Summer Institute on Biological Control of Plant Insects and Diseases. pp. 150-
169.. Univ. Press of Mississippi. Jackson, USA.

Williams, T., Arredondo-Bernal, H.C., Rodriguez-del-Bosque, L.A., 2013. Biological pest
control in Mexico. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 58, 119-140.

Wilson, C.E., 1923. Report of the Entomologist. Report of the Virgin Islands Agricultural
Experiment Station 1922, 15-18.

Wojcik, B., Whitcomb, W.H., Habeck, D.H., 1976. Host Range Testing of Telenomus
remus (Hymenoptera: Scelionidae). Fla. Entomol. 59, 195-198.

Woodcock, T.S., Larson, B.M., Kevan, P.G., Inouye, D.W., Lunau, K., 2014. Flies and
flowers II: floral attractants and rewards. J. Pollinat. Ecol. 12, 63-94.

27

Biological Control 191 (2024) 105460

Wyckhuys, K.A.G., Hughes, A.C., Buamas, C., Johnson, A.C., Vasseur, L., Reymondin, L.,
Deguine, J.-P., Sheil, D., 2019. Biological control of an agricultural pest protects
tropical forests. Commun. Biol. 2 (1), 10.

Wyckhuys, K.A.G., Zou, Y., Wanger, T.C., Zhou, W., Gc, Y.D., Lu, Y., 2022. Agro-ecology
science relates to economic development but not global pesticide pollution.

J. Environ. Manage. 307, 114529.

Wyckhuys, K.A.G., Gonzalez-Chang, M., Lavandero, B., 2023a. Legume integration for
biological control deserves a firmer scientific base. Outlook Agric. 52 (3), 281-293.

Wyckhuys, K.A.G., Leatemia, J.A., Fanani, M.Z., Furlong, M.J., Gu, B., Hadi, B.A.R.,
Hasinu, J.V., Melo, M.C., Noya, S.H., Rauf, A., Taribuka, J., 2023b. Generalist
predators shape biotic resistance along a tropical island chain. Plants 12, 3304.

Wyckhuys, K.A.G., O’Neil, R.J., 2007. Influence of extra-field characteristics to
abundance of key natural enemies of Spodoptera frugiperda Smith (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae) in subsistence maize production. International J. Pest Manag. 53, 89-99.

Xu, S., Yao, Q., Quan, L., Dong, Y., Chen, B., Zeng, D., 2023. Sublethal effect of
chlorpyrifos on predatory behavior and physiology of Eocanthecona furcellata
(Hemiptera: Pentatomidae). toad212 J. Econ. Entomol.

Yang, X., Wyckhuys, K.A., Jia, X., Nie, F., Wy, K., 2021. Fall armyworm invasion
heightens pesticide expenditure among Chinese smallholder farmers. J. Environ.
Manag. 282, 111949.

Young, O.P., 2008. Body weight and survival of Calosoma sayi (Coleoptera: Carabidae)
during laboratory feeding regimes. Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 101 (1), 104-112.
Zang, L.S., Wang, S., Zhang, F., Desneux, N., 2021. Biological control with Trichogramma
in China: History, present status, and perspectives. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 66,

463-484.

Zanuncio, J.C., Matos Neto, F.D.C., Tavares, W.D.S., Cruz, 1., Leite, G.L.D., Serrao, J.E.,
2013. Functional and numerical responses and reproduction of Campoletis flavicincta
parasitizing Spodoptera frugiperda caterpillars. Acta Sci. Agron. 35, 419-426.

Zeng, G., Zhi, J.R., Zhang, C.R., Zhang, T., Ye, J.Q., Zhou, L., Hu, C.X., Ye, M., 2021.
Orius similis (Hemiptera: Anthocoridae): A promising candidate predator of
Spodoptera frugiperda (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). J. Econ. Entomol. 114 (2),
582-589.

Zhang, H., Jiang, J.-X., Chen, Y.-J., Wang, J.-Y., Ji, X.-Y., Wan, N.-F., 2020. Contribution
of a parasitoid species to multiplication and transmission of a multiple
nucleopolyhedrovirus in caterpillars. J. Appl. Entomol. 144, 308-314.

Zhou, Y., Zhang, H., Liu, D., Khashaveh, A., Li, Q., Wyckhuys, K.A., Wu, K., 2023. Long-
term insect censuses capture progressive loss of ecosystem functioning in East Asia.
Sci. Adv. 9 (5), p.eade9341.

Zhu, Y., Wen, J., Luo, Q., Kuang, Z., Chen, K., 2023. Low-Temperature-Induced Winter
Dormancy in a Predatory Stink Bug Eocanthecona furcellata (Wolff) in the
Subtropics. Agronomy 13 (10), 2573.

Zuim, V., Godoi, C.T., Marques, V.M., Haro, M.M., Gontijo, L.M., Guedes, R.N.C., 2023.
Bt-maize in neotropical arthropod food webs: community-stress or lack thereof?
Entomol. Exp. Appl. 171 (2), 116-128.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1049-9644(24)00022-7/h1870

	Global scientific progress and shortfalls in biological control of the fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda
	1 Introduction
	2 Methodological approach
	3 Entomopathogens
	3.1 Global patterns
	3.2 Overlooked taxa
	3.3 Next steps

	4 Parasitoids
	4.1 Global patterns
	4.2 Overlooked taxa
	4.3 Next steps

	5 Predators
	5.1 Global patterns
	5.2 Overlooked taxa
	5.3 Next steps

	6 Overcoming the taxonomy challenge
	7 Rebooting biological control science
	8 Final considerations
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


