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Diversity and abundance of wild-insect pollinators have declined in many
agricultural landscapes. Whether such declines reduce crop yields, or are mitigated
by managed pollinators such as honey bees, is unclear. Here we show universally
positive associations of fruit set with wild-insect visits to flowers in 41 crop systems
worldwide, and thus clearly demonstrate their agricultural value. In contrast, fruit
set increased significantly with visitation by honey bees in only 14% of the systems
surveyed. Overall, wild insects pollinated crops more effectively, because increase
in their visitation enhanced fruit set by twice as much as an equivalent increase in
honey bee visitation. Further, visitation by wild insects and honey bees promoted
fruit set independently, so high abundance of managed honey bees supplemented,
rather than substituted for, pollination by wild insects. Our results suggest that new

complementary pollination among
species (14, 15), facilitation (16, 17),
or “sampling effects” (18), among
other mechanisms (19, 20). Pollinator
evenness may enhance fruit set via
complementarity, or diminish it if a
dominant species (e.g., honey bee) is
the most effective pollinator (21). To
date, the few studies on the im-
portance of pollinator richness for
crop pollination have revealed mixed
results (22), the effects of evenness
on pollination services remain largely
unknown, and the impact of wild-
insect loss on fruit set has not been
evaluated globally for animal-
pollinated crops.

We tested four predictions arising
from the assumption that wild insects
effectively pollinate a broad range of
crops, and that their role can be re-
placed by increasing the abundance
of honey bees in agricultural fields:
(1) for most crops, wild-insect and
honey bee visitation enhances pollen
deposition on stigmas of flowers; (2)
consequently, for most crops, wild-
insect and honey bee visitation im-
proves fruit set; (3) visitation by wild
insects promotes fruit set only when
honey bees visit infrequently (i.e.,
negatively interacting effects between
wild-insect visitation and honey bee
visitation); and (4) pollinator assem-
blages with more species benefit fruit
set only when honey bees visit infre-
quently (i.e., negatively interacting

practices for integrated management of both honey bees and diverse wild-insect

assemblages will enhance global crop yields.

Human persistence depends on many natural processes, termed ecosys-
tem services, which are usually not accounted for in market valuations.
Global degradation of such services can undermine the ability of agricul-
ture to meet the demands of the growing, increasingly affluent, human
population (1, 2). Pollination of crop flowers provided by wild insects is
one such vulnerable ecosystem service (3), as their abundance and diver-
sity are declining in many agricultural landscapes (4, 5). Globally, yields
of insect-pollinated crops are often managed for greater pollination
through the addition of honey bees (Apis mellifera L.) as an agricultural
input (Fig. 1) (6-8). Therefore, the potential impact of declines in wild
pollinators on crop yields is largely unknown, as is whether increasing
application of honey bees (9) compensates for losses of wild pollinators,
or even promotes these losses.

Wild insects may increase the proportion of flowers that develop into
mature fruits or seeds (fruit set), and therefore crop yield (e.g., Kg ha ',
fig. S1), by contributing to pollinator abundance, species number (rich-
ness), and (or) equity in relative species abundance (evenness). Increased
pollinator abundance, and therefore visitation rate to crop flowers,
should augment fruit set at a decelerating rate until additional individuals
do not further increase (e.g., pollen saturation), or even decrease (e.g.,
pollen excess) fruit set (10-12). Richness of pollinator species should
increase the mean, and reduce the variance, of fruit set (13), because of

effects between richness and honey
bee visitation).

To test these predictions we col-
lected data at 600 fields on all conti-
nents, except Antarctica, for 41 crop systems (Fig. 1). Crops included a
wide array of animal-pollinated, annual and perennial fruit, seed, nut,
and stimulant crops; predominately wind-pollinated crops were not con-
sidered (fig. S2 and table S1). Sampled fields were subject to a diversity
of agricultural practices, ranging from extensive monocultures to small
and diversified systems (fig. S2 and table S1), fields stocked with low to
high densities of honey bees (Fig. 1 and table S2), and fields with low to
high abundance and diversity of wild insects (fig. S3 and table S2). For
each field, we measured flower visitation per unit of time (hereafter
“visitation”) for each insect species, from which we estimated species
richness and evenness (23). We quantified pollen deposition for 14 sys-
tems as the number of pollen grains per stigma, and fruit set (a key com-
ponent of crop yield, fig. S1) for 32 systems as the percentage of flowers
setting mature fruits or seeds. Spatial or temporal variation of pollen
deposition and fruit set were measured as the coefficient of variation
(CV) over sample points or days within each field (10). The multilevel
data provided by fields within systems were analyzed with general linear
mixed-effects models that included crop system as a random effect, and
wild-insect visitation, honey bee visitation, evenness, richness, and all
their interactions as fixed effects. Best-fitting models were selected
based on Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) (23).

In agreement with the first prediction, crops in fields with more
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flower visits received more pollen on stigmas, with an overall 74%
stronger influence of visitation by honey bees than by wild insects (Fig.
2A and table S3). Honey bee visitation significantly increased pollen
deposition (i.e., confidence intervals for individual regression coeffi-
cients, Bj, do not include zero) in seven of ten crop systems, and wild
insects in ten of 13 systems (fig. S4). Correspondingly, increased wild-
insect and honey bee visitation reduced variation in pollen deposition
among samples (fig. S5).

Contrary to the second prediction, fruit set increased significantly
with wild-insect visitation in all crop systems, but with honey bee visita-
tion in only 14% of systems (Fig. 2B). In addition, fruit set increased
twice as strongly with visitation by wild insects than by honey bees (Fig.
2A). These partial regression coefficients did not differ simply because
of unequal abundance, or disparate variation in visitation between wild
insects and honey bees. In crop systems visited by both honey bees and
wild insects, honey bees accounted for half of the visits to crop flowers
(mean = 51%; Clgsy, = 40-62%), and among-field CVs for visitation by
honey bees (mean = 73%; Clgse, = 57-88%) and by wild insects (mean =
79%; Clgso, = 62-96%) were equivalent. Furthermore, wild-insect visita-
tion had stronger effects than honey bee visitation, regardless of whether
honey bees were managed or feral (fig. S6) and, comparing across sys-
tems, even where only wild insects or honey bees occurred (Fig. 2B).
Moreover, wild-insect visitation alone predicted fruit set better than
honey bee visitation alone (Aac = 16, model F vs. M in table S4). Corre-
spondingly, the CV of fruit set decreased with wild-insect visitation, but
varied independently of honey bee visitation (fig. S5).

Pollinator visitation affected fruit set less strongly than pollen depo-
sition on stigmas (compare regression coefficients in Fig. 2A). This con-
trast likely arose from pollen excess, filtering of pollen tubes by post-
pollination processes, and (or) seed abortion (11, 24), and so reflects
pollination quality, in part. Intriguingly, the difference in coefficients
between pollen deposition and fruit set for honey bees greatly exceeds
that for wild insects (Fig. 2A), indicating that wild insects provide better
quality pollination, such as greater cross-pollination (14, 16, 17, 19).
These results occurred regardless of which crop systems were selected
(fig. S7), sample size (fig. S8), the relative frequency of honey bees in
the pollinator assemblage (dominance) among systems, the pollinator
dependence of crops, or whether the crop species were herbaceous or
woody, or native or exatic (fig. S9). Poor-quality pollination could arise
if insect foraging behavior, based on focal resources typical of honey
bees (16, 17), causes pollen transfer between flowers of the same plant
individual or the same cultivar within a field, thereby limiting cross-
pollination and increasing the incidence of self-pollen interference and
inbreeding depression (24). The smaller difference in coefficients be-
tween pollen deposition and fruit set for wild insects, and the stronger
effect on fruit set of wild-insect visitation, suggest that management to
promote diverse wild insects has great potential to improve global yield
of animal-pollinated crops.

The third prediction was also not supported, as fruit set increased
consistently with visitation by wild insects, even where honey bees visit-
ed frequently (i.e., no statistical interaction: Fig. 2, A and C). In particu-
lar, the best-fitting model (lowest AIC) for fruit set included additive
effects of both visitation by wild insects and honey bees (model P in
table S4), suggesting that managed honey bees supplement the pollina-
tion service of wild insects, but cannot replace it. Overall, visitation by
wild insects and honey bees were not correlated among fields (fig. S10),
providing no evidence for either competition for the resources obtained
from crop flowers (pollen, nectar), or density compensation (13) be-
tween wild insects and honey bees at the field scale. Even if honey bees
displace wild insects (or vice-versa) at the flower scale (16, 17), this is
unlikely to scale up to the field, as indicated by our data, if mass-
flowering crops provide floral resources in excess of what can be ex-
ploited by local pollinator populations. Therefore, although insect polli-

nators appear not to be limited by crop floral resources, yield was com-
monly pollen limited, as crops set more fruit in fields with more visita-
tion by pollinators (Fig. 2).

Contrary to the fourth prediction, fruit set increased with flower-
visitor richness independently of honey bee visitation (fig. S11). Corre-
spondingly, the CVs of fruit set decreased with richness; in contrast,
evenness did not affect the mean or CV of fruit set (figs. S12 and S13).
Visitation by wild insects increased strongly with richness (Fig. 3), and
improved model fit (lower AIC), even when richness was included in the
model (model B vs. G in table S4). However, richness did not enhance
model fit when added to a model with wild-insect visitation (model F vs.
G in table S4), suggesting that the effects of richness on fruit set reflect
increased wild-insect visitation (i.e., co-linear effects: fig. S13). Like
wild-insect visitation (fig. S10), richness did not correlate with honey
bee visitation (table S5). Previous studies have shown that agricultural
intensification reduces both species richness of pollinator assemblages
and wild-insect visitation (4, 5, 13, 19). Our results for multiple crop
systems further demonstrate that fields with fewer species experience
less visitation by wild insects and reduced fruit set, independent of spe-
cies evenness or honey bee visitation. Globally, wild-insect visitation
signals both species richness and pollination services, and is a relatively
inexpensive indicator that can be standardized easily among observers in
field samples (25).

Large, active colonies of honey bees provide abundant pollinators
that can be moved as needed, hence their appeal for pollination man-
agement in most animal-pollinated crops (6-8, 26). By comparison,
methods for maintaining diverse wild insects for crop pollination are less
developed, and research on such pollination services is more recent (3,
16, 17, 20, 26, 27) (table S1). Although honey bees are generally viewed
as a substitute for wild pollinators (3, 6-8), our results demonstrate that
they neither maximize pollination, nor fully replace the contributions of
diverse, wild-insect assemblages to fruit set for a broad range of crops
and agricultural practices on all continents with farmland. These conclu-
sions hold even for crops stocked routinely with high densities of honey
bees for pollination, such as almond, blueberry or watermelon (Fig. 2
and table S2). Dependence on a single species for crop pollination also
carries the risks associated with predator, parasite and pathogen devel-
opment (4, 20, 28). Our results support integrated management policies
(29) that include pollination by both wild insects as ecosystem service
providers, and managed species, such as honey bees, bumble bees (Bom-
bus spp.), leafcutter bees (Megachile spp.), mason bees (Osmia spp.),
and stingless bees (Meliponini) as agricultural inputs (where they are not
invasive species). Such policies should include conservation or restora-
tion of natural or semi-natural areas within croplands, promotion of land-
use heterogeneity (patchiness), addition of diverse floral and nesting
resources, and consideration of pollinator safety as it relates to pesticide
application (3, 16, 17, 20, 27). Some of these recommendations entail
financial and opportunity costs, but the benefits of implementing them
transcend the supply of pollination services alone and extend to, for
example, mitigation against soil erosion, and improved pest control,
nutrient cycling and water use efficiency (30). Without such changes, the
on-going loss of wild insects (4, 5) is destined to compromise agricultur-
al yields worldwide.

References and Notes

1. L. Roberts, 9 billion? Science
doi:10.1126/science.333.6042.540 Medline

2. D. Tilman et al., Forecasting agriculturally driven global environmental
change. Science 292, 281 (2001). doi:10.1126/science.1057544 Medline

3. A.-M. Klein et al., Importance of pollinators in changing landscapes for world
crops. Proc. R. Soc. London Ser. B 274, 303 (2007).
d0i:10.1098/rspb.2006.3721 Medline

4. S. G. Potts et al., Global pollinator declines: Trends, impacts and drivers.
Trends Ecol. Evol. 25, 345 (2010). doi:10.1016/j.tree.2010.01.007 Medline

333, 540  (2011).

~xpress/ http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent / 28 February 2013 / Page 2/ 10.1126/science.1230200



http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.333.6042.540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.333.6042.540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1057544
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1057544
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.3721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.3721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2010.01.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2010.01.007

5. L. A. Garibaldi et al., Stability of pollination services decreases with isolation

6.

from natural areas despite honey bee visits. Ecol. Lett. 14, 1062 (2011).
d0i:10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01669.x Medline

R. A. Morse, Honeybees forever. Trends Ecol. Evol. 6, 337 (1991).
doi:10.1016/0169-5347(91)90043-W Medline

7. R. M. Goodwin, H. M. Cox, M. A. Taylor, L. J. Evans, H. M. McBrydie,

Number of honey bee visits required to fully pollinate white clover (Trifolium
repens) seed crops in Canterbury, New Zealand. New Zeal. J. Crop Hort. 39,
7 (2011). doi:10.1080/01140671.2010.520164

8. R. R. Rucker, W. N. Thurman, M. Burgett, Honey bee pollination markets and

the internalization of reciprocal benefits. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 94, 956 (2012).
doi:10.1093/ajae/aas031

9. M. A. Aizen, L. D. Harder, The global stock of domesticated honey bees is

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

growing slower than agricultural demand for pollination. Curr. Biol. 19, 915
(2009). doi:10.1016/j.cub.2009.03.071 Medline

L. A. Garibaldi, M. A. Aizen, A.-M. Klein, S. A. Cunningham, L. D. Harder,
Global growth and stability of agricultural yield decrease with pollinator
dependence. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 108, 5909 (2011).
doi:10.1073/pnas.1012431108 Medline

N. P. Chacoff, M. A. Aizen, V. Aschero, Proximity to forest edge does not
affect crop production despite pollen limitation. Proc. R. Soc. London Ser. B
275, 907 (2008). doi:10.1098/rsph.2007.1547 Medline

W. F. Morris, D. P. Vazquez, N. P. Chacoff, Benefit and cost curves for
typical pollination mutualisms. Ecology 91, 1276 (2010). doi:10.1890/08-
2278.1 Medline

R. Winfree, C. Kremen, Are ecosystem services stabilized by differences
among species? A test using crop pollination. Proc. R. Soc. London Ser. B
276, 229 (2009). doi:10.1098/rspbh.2008.0709 Medline

P. Hoehn, T. Tscharntke, J. M. Tylianakis, |. Steffan-Dewenter, Functional
group diversity of bee pollinators increases crop yield. Proc. R. Soc. London
Ser. B 275, 2283 (2008). d0i:10.1098/rspb.2008.0405 Medline

N. Blithgen, A.-M. Klein, Functional complementarity and specialisation:
The role of biodiversity in plant-pollinator interactions. Basic Appl. Ecol. 12,
282 (2011). doi:10.1016/j.baae.2010.11.001

L. G. Carvalheiro et al., Natural and within-farmland biodiversity enhances
crop productivity. Ecol. Lett. 14, 251 (2011). doi:10.1111/j.1461-
0248.2010.01579.x Medline

S. S. Greenleaf, C. Kremen, Wild bees enhance honey bees’ pollination of
hybrid sunflower. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 103, 13890 (2006).
doi:10.1073/pnas.0600929103 Medline

B. J. Cardinale et al., Effects of biodiversity on the functioning of trophic
groups and ecosystems. Nature 443, 989 (2006). doi:10.1038/nature05202
Medline

A.-M. Klein, C. Muller, P. Hoehn, C. Kremen, in Biodiversity, Ecosystem
Functioning, and Human Wellbeing: An Ecological and Economic
Perspective, D. E. Bunker, A. Hector, M. Loreau, C. Perrings, S. Naeem, Eds.
(Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, 2009), pp. 195-208.

T. Tscharntke, A.-M. Klein, A. Kruess, |. Steffan-Dewenter, C. Thies,
Landscape perspectives on agricultural intensification and biodiversity—
ecosystem service management. Ecol. Lett. 8, 857 (2005). doi:10.1111/j.1461-
0248.2005.00782.x

H. Hillebrand, D. M. Bennett, M. W. Cadotte, Consequences of dominance: A
review of evenness effects on local and regional ecosystem processes.
Ecology 89, 1510 (2008). doi:10.1890/07-1053.1 Medline

B. J. Cardinale et al., Biodiversity loss and its impact on humanity. Nature
486, 59 (2012). d0i:10.1038/nature11148 Medline

See supplementary materials on Science Online.

M. A. Aizen, L. D. Harder, Expanding the limits of the pollen-limitation
concept: Effects of pollen quantity and quality. Ecology 88, 271 (2007).
doi:10.1890/06-1017 Medline

C. Kremen, K. S. Ullman, R. W. Thorp, Evaluating the quality of citizen-
scientist data on pollinator communities. Conserv. Biol. 25, 607 (2011).
doi:10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01657.x Medline

K. S. Delaplane, D. F. Mayer, Crop Pollination by Bees (CABI, New York,
2000).

C. Kremen et al., Pollination and other ecosystem services produced by
mobile organisms: A conceptual framework for the effects of land-use
change. Ecol. Lett. 10, 299 (2007). doi:10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01018.x
Medline

28. R. Winfree, N. M. Williams, J. Dushoff, C. Kremen, Native bees provide
insurance against ongoing honey bee losses. Ecol. Lett. 10, 1105 (2007).
doi:10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01110.x Medline

29. A. Aebi et al., Back to the future: Apis versus non-Apis pollination. Trends
Ecol. Evol. 27, 142 (2012). doi:10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.017

30. S. D. Wratten, M. Gillespie, A. Decourtye, E. Mader, N. Desneux, Pollinator
habitat enhancement: Benefits to other ecosystem services. Agric. Ecosyst.
Environ. 159, 112 (2012). doi:10.1016/j.agee.2012.06.020

Acknowledgments: Funding acknowledgments and author contributions are
listed in the supplementary materials. The data used in the primary analyses
are available in the supplementary materials including tables S1 and S2.

Supplementary Materials
www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/science.1230200/DC1
Materials and Methods

Supplementary Text

Figs. S1to S13

Tables S1to S5

References (31-79)

Database S1

14 September 2012; accepted 5 February 2013

Published online 28 February 2013
10.1126/science.1230200

'Sede Andina, Universidad Nacional de Rio Negro (UNRN) and Consejo
Nacional de Investigaciones Cientificas y Técnicas (CONICET), Mitre 630,
CP 8400, San Carlos de Bariloche, Rio Negro, Argentina. “Department of
Animal Ecology and Tropical Biology, Biocentre, University of Wiirzburg,
Am Hubland, D-97074 Wiirzburg, Germany. *Department of Ecology,
Evolution and Natural Resources, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ
08901, USA. “Laboratorio Ecotono, Centro Regional Universitario
Bariloche (CRUB), Universidad Nacional del Comahue and Instituto de
Investigaciones en Biodiversidad y Medioambiente (INIBIOMA), CP 8400,
San Carlos de Bariloche, Rio Negro, Argentina. *Department of Ecology,
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, SE-750 07 Uppsala, Sweden.
®CSIRO Ecosystem Sciences, Box 1700, Canberra, ACT, Australia.
"Environmental Sciences Policy and Management, 130 Mulford Hall,
University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA. ®School of Biology,
University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT, UK. °Naturalis Biodiversity Center,
PoBox 9517, 2300RA Leiden, Netherlands. *°Department of Biological
Sciences, University of Calgary, Calgary, Alberta T2N 1N4, Canada.
"Department of Entomology, Robert H. Smith Faculty of Agriculture, Food
and Environment, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Rehovot, Israel.
?Department of Entomology, Evolution and Natural Resources, Rutgers
University, New Brunswick, NJ 08901, USA. **Institute of Ecology,
Ecosystem Functions, Leuphana University, 21335 Luneburg, Germany.
“Department of Environmental Systems Science, ETH Ziirich, 8092
Ziirich, Switzerland. **Instituto de Ecologia Regional, Facultad de Ciencias
Naturales e IML, Universidad Nacional de Tucumén, CC 34, CP 4017,
Yerba Buena, Tucuman, Argentina. *Ecological Farming Systems,
Agroscope Reckenholz-Téanikon Research Station ART, Zdirich,
Switzerland. Y"Universidade Federal do Ceara, Departamento de
Zootecnia — CCA, Campus Universitario do Pici, Bloco 808. 60.356-000
Fortaleza—CE, Brazil. ®®Universidade Federal da Bahia, Departamento de
Zoologia, Instituto de Biologia, Rua Bardo de Geremoabo, s/n. 40.170-110
Salvador-BA, Brazil. **New Zealand Institute for Plant and Food
Research, Private Bag 4704, Christchurch, New Zealand. Department of
Entomology, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Ml 48824, USA.
21Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Atlantic Food and Horticulture
Research Centre, Kentville, Nova Scotia, Canada. ’Development by
Design Program, Nature Conservancy, Fort Collins, CO 80524, USA.
Zagroecology, Department of Crop Sciences, Georg-August-University,
Grisebachstr. 6, 37077 Goettingen, Germany. **School of Biological
Sciences and Ecology Centre, University of Queensland, Brisbane, QLD,
Australia. **Department of Biology, National Center for Research in
Natural Sciences, CRSN-Lwiro, D.S. Bukavu, Sud-Kivu, Democratic
Republic of Congo. **Department of Entomology, Cornell University, New

Sciencexpress/ http.//www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent / 28 February 2013 / Page 3/ 10.1126/science.1230200



http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01669.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01669.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(91)90043-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(91)90043-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01140671.2010.520164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aas031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2009.03.071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2009.03.071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1012431108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1012431108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.1547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.1547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-2278.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-2278.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20503861&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2010.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01579.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01579.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21244594&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0600929103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0600929103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature05202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature05202
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17066035&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00782.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00782.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/07-1053.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/07-1053.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/06-1017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/06-1017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01657.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01657.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01018.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01018.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17355569&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01110.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01110.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.06.020

York State Agricultural Experiment Station, 630 West North Street,
Geneva, NY 14456, USA. #School of Agriculture, Policy and
Development, University of Reading, Reading RG6 6AR, UK.
“pepartment of Physical Geography and Quaternary Geology, Stockholm
University, SE 106 91 Stockholm, Sweden. *Gund Institute for Ecological
Economics, University of Vermont, Burlington, VT 05401, USA.
®Dpepartment of Biology, Lund University, SE-223 62 Lund, Sweden.
31Applied Biodiversity Research Division, South African National Institute
of Biodiversity, Private Bag X7, Claremont, 7735, South Africa. #Institute
of Ecology and Evolution, Community Ecology, University of Bern, 3012
Bern, Switzerland. **Ecosystem Analysis, University of Koblenz-Landau,
Fortstrasse 7, D-76829 Landau, Germany. *Institute of Environmental
Sciences, Jagiellonian University, ul. Gronostajowa 7, Krakéw 30-387,
Poland. ®*Department of Forest Entomology, Forestry and Forest Products
Research Institute, 1 Matsunosato, Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-8687, Japan.
*®*pepartamento de Ciencias Quimico-Bioldgicas, Universidad de las
Américas Puebla, Cholula, Puebla, Mexico. *’Department of Entomology,
University of California, Davis, CA 96616, USA.

Sciencexpress/ http.//www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent / 28 February 2013 / Page 4/ 10.1126/science.1230200


http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent

W Wild insects
B Honey bees

d e

Fig. 1. Locations of the 41 crop systems studied. Symbols indicate the percentage of total visitation rate to crop flowers
contributed by honey bees (Apis mellifera L.) and wild insects. Honey bees occur as domesticated colonies in
transportable hives worldwide, as a native species in Europe (rarely) and Africa, or as feral populations in all other

continents, except Antarctica.
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Fig. 2. Visitation rate to crop flowers by wild insects enhances reproduction in all crops examined (regression coefficient, ; >
0), whereas honey bee visitation has weaker effects overall. (A) Overall partial regression coefficients (B+ £ 95% confidence
interval) for the direct and interacting effects of visitation by wild insects and honey bees on pollen deposition or fruit set
(models R and Q in tables S3 and S4, respectively). (B) Slopes (Bi + 95% confidence interval) represent the effects of
visitation by wild insects or honey bees on fruit set for individual crop systems. Cases on the right are systems in which only
wild insects or only honey bees were present. Data from individual crop systems were standardized by z-scores prior to
analysis, permitting comparison of regression coefficients in all panels. Letters after the crop name indicate different regions
(table S1), for example Mango_A and Mango_B are located in South Africa and Brazil, respectively. (C) Given the absence
of interaction between the effects of visitation by wild insects and honey bees, maximum fruit set is achieved with high

visitation by both wild insects and honey bees (upper right side of the figure). The plane in orange is the overall regression

(model P in table S4: the inclination of the surface in the y and x directions reflects the B. for visitation of wild insects and
honey bees, respectively), and each point is a field in a crop system (fruit set increases from cyan to dark blue).
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Fig. 3. Globally, visitation rate to crop flowers by wild insects increases with flower-visitor richness. (A) The line is the
overall regression, and each point is a field in a crop system. (B) Slopes (i £ 95% confidence interval) represent the effect
of richness on wild-insect visitation for individual crop systems. Data from individual crop systems were standardized by z-
scores prior to analysis (after log-transformation for visitation), permitting direct comparison of regression coefficients.
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