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Abstract
In this article we focus on the vital ecological services provided by insects. We
restrict our focus to services provided by “wild” insects; we do not include
services from domesticated or mass-reared insect species. The four insect
services for which we provide value estimates—dung burial, pest control,
pollination, and wildlife nutrition—were chosen not because of their importance
but because of the availability of data and an algorithm for their estimation. We
base our estimations of the value of each service on projections of losses that
would accrue if insects were not functioning at their current level. We estimate
the annual value of these ecological services provided in the United States to be
at least $57 billion, an amount that justifies greater investment in the
conservation of these services.

Keywords: ecological services, economic value, conservation, biodiversity,
environmental policy

 
Natural systems provide ecological services on which humans depend (Daily 1997).
Countless organisms are involved in these complex interactions that put food on our tables
and remove our waste. Although human life could not persist without these services, it is
difficult to assign them even an approximate economic value, which can lead to their
conservation being assigned a lower priority for funding or action than other needs for which
values (economic or otherwise) are more readily calculated. Estimating even a minimum
value for a subset of the services that functioning ecosystems provide may help establish a
higher priority for their conservation.

In this article we focus on the vital ecological services provided by insects. Several authors
have reviewed the economic value of ecological services in general (Daily 1997, Pimentel et
al. 1997), but none of these reviews focused specifically on insects. Insects comprise the most
diverse and successful group of multicellular organisms on the planet, and they contribute
significantly to vital ecological functions such as pollination, pest control, decomposition, and
maintenance of wildlife species (for a discussion of the biodiversity of microbes, see Nee
2004). Our twofold goal is to provide well-documented, conservative estimates for the value
of these services and to establish a transparent, quantitative framework that will allow the
recalculation of the estimates as new data become available. We also should clarify that by
“value” we mean documented financial transactions—mostly the purchase of goods or
services—that rely on these insect-mediated services.

We restrict our focus to services provided by “wild”and primarily by native insects; we do not
include services from domesticated species (e.g., pollination from domesticated honey bees)
or pest control from mass-reared insect biological-control agents (e.g., Trichogramma wasps).
We also exclude the value of commercially produced insect-derived products, such as honey,
wax, silk, or shellac, and any value derived from the capture and consumption of insects
themselves. The main reasons for these exclusions are that domesticated insects that provide
services or products have been covered in many other forums (Morse and Calderone 2000),
and they generally do not require the active conservation that we believe is warranted by those
undomesticated insects that provide services. Furthermore, in the case of products or food
derived directly from wild insects, we simply do not have data to report and therefore wish to
maintain a focus on ecological services.
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The four insect services for which we provide value estimates were chosen not because of
their importance, but because of the availability of data and an algorithm for their calculation.
Three of these services (dung burial, pest control, and pollination) support the production of a
commodity that has a quantifiable, published value. To be consistent in our analysis for all
three of these commodities, we calculated an estimate for the amount of each commodity that
depends on each service or on the amount saved in related expenses (e.g., the cost of fertilizer
in our analysis of dung burial). We did not perform an in-depth analysis of how service-
dependent changes in the quantity or quality of each commodity may have affected its per-
unit price.

One way of looking at the economic implications of the removal of a service was provided by
Southwick and Southwick (1992), whose study involved crop pollination by honey bees.
Because per-unit cost theoretically increases as supplies decrease, thus mitigating monetary
losses, the costs of the service removal in the Southwick and Southwick study were lower
than those calculated using our approach (Robinson et al. 1989, Morse and Calderone 2000).
However, all reported values are still within an order of magnitude of each other and, although
our approach may not reflect what a consumer would pay for a commodity when these
ecological services are not being performed, our calculations do provide a measure of the
value of these crops at current estimated levels of service.

In the case of insect support of wildlife nutrition, we use a different approach to estimate
costs. Instead of basing calculations on the money paid to producers for raw commodities, we
use census data to find out how US consumers spent their money. By looking at the consumer
end of this system, we immediately see an order-of-magnitude increase in the value reported.
We believe it is important for this difference to be understood up front, because it both
significantly affects our reported results and provides at least a hint of what happens when raw
commodities are converted into value-added products. For example, consumers will spend
potentially an order of magnitude more on jellies, pasta sauce, or hamburgers than the price
paid to producers for blueberries, tomatoes, or beef.

Using the methods we describe in detail in the following sections, we estimate the annual
value of four ecological services provided by primarily native insects in the United States to
be more than $57 billion ($0.38 billion for dung burial, $3.07 billion for pollination, $4.49
billion for pest control of native herbivores, and $49.96 billion for recreation). We consider
this estimate very conservative. If data were available to support more accurate estimates of
the true value of these services (e.g., inclusion of value-added products and wages paid to
those who produce such products) or to allow estimation of the value of other services, the
results of our calculations would be much higher. In addition to the role of insects in the
systems we analyze here, other potentially important services that insects provide could not be
quantified, including suppression of weeds and exotic herbivorous species, facilitation of dead
plant and animal decomposition, and improvement of the soil. Calculating the value of any of
these services could add billions of dollars to our overall estimate. Nevertheless, we hope that
even this minimum estimate for a subset of services provided by insects will allow these
animals to be more correctly factored into land management and legislative decisions. In the
following sections, we present a detailed description of how we calculated these estimates and
discuss the implications of our results.

 
Dung burial
Confining large mammals in small areas creates challenging waste-management problems.
Cattle production in the United States provides a particularly pertinent example, because
nearly 100 million head of cattle are in production (NASS 2004a, 2004b), and each animal
can produce over 9000 kilograms (kg) (Fincher 1981), or about 21 cubic meters (BCMAF
1990), of solid waste per year. Fortunately, insects—especially beetles in the family
Scarabaeidae (Ratcliffe 1970)—are very efficient at decomposing this waste. In doing so, they
enhance forage palatability, recycle nitrogen, and reduce pest habitat (Fincher 1981), resulting
in significant economic value for the cattle industry (table 1).

Dung beetles process a substantial amount of the cattle dung accumulated annually in the
United States. Of the nearly 100 million head of beef and dairy cattle raised annually in the
United States (C ), approximately three-quarters (P ; 74 million) spend most of their lives in
pasture or rangeland, where dung beetles can play a role in dung decomposition (NASS
2004a). Other cattle, such as those in dairy or feedlot operations, spend the majority of their
lives on artificial surfaces, such as cement, where dung beetles do not occur. In addition,
certain pesticides—such as the avermectins used to treat internal parasites in cattle—leave a
residue in the dung that is toxic to dung beetles (Anderson et al. 1984, Floate et al. 2005).
Fifty-six percent of cattle in the United States are reportedly treated with some form of
avermectin (NSF–CIPM 2001). Some of these cattle may be treated only in winter months,
and thus the residue may be cleared before the dung beetles are active, but this proportion
could not be calculated; we therefore assumed that dung from only the untreated 44% could
be processed by dung beetles (P ). By multiplying the number of cattle that are raised on
range or pasture by the proportion of those cattle that are treated with avermectins, we
estimate that 32 million head of cattle (C )—or about one-third of the cattle in the United
States—produce dung that can be processed by dung beetles (box 1).

The importance of this service is illustrated by the success of dung beetles introduced into
Australia to deal with the dung of nonnative cattle brought to that continent in 1788
(Australian Bureau of Statistics 2005). Before the introduction of dung beetle species that
were adapted to feed on cattle dung, Australia had no insect fauna to process cattle feces.
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Consequently, rangeland across the country was fouled by slowly decomposing dung
(Bornemissza 1976). In addition, this dung provided fodder for pest species. Recent research
in western Australia has revealed that populations of the pestiferous bush fly (Musca
vetustissima) have been reduced by 80% following dung beetle introductions (Dadour and
Allen 2001).

Lack of data on dung decomposition rates in the presence and absence of dung beetles
constrained the ability of a previous study (Fincher 1981) to estimate the value of dung beetle
activity in reducing range fouling. Subsequent studies (see Floate et al. 2005 for a review),
however, which compare the decomposition rates of dung treated with avermectins with the
rates of untreated dung, provide excellent data on the contribution of insects to cattle dung
decomposition. It is clear from these studies that a large majority of the untreated dung that is
dropped on open ground is processed by dung beetles. We estimated this increase in the rate
of decomposition due to dung beetles and used that figure to calculate its estimated economic
value.

Using data from Anderson and colleagues (1984), we calculate (using the Lifetest procedure;
SAS Institute 1996) that the average persistence—or time until complete decomposition—of
an untreated dung pat on rangeland in California is 22.74 ± 0.64 months, while the average
persistence of a pat treated with insecticides is 28.14 ± 0.71 months. This indicates that dung
beetle activity results in a 19% decrease in the amount of time the average pat of dung makes
forage unpalatable, which translates into substantial monetary savings. Note that, for the sake
of this analysis, we must assume that the 19% decrease applies broadly across the United
States, even though the rate of dung burial by beetles probably varies greatly depending upon
the location.

Forage fouling
Fincher (1981) estimated a potential value for enhanced palatability based on the concept that
cattle will not consume plant material that is fouled with dung (Marten and Donker 1964). If
dung beetles were totally absent, forage fouling by dung would cause estimated annual losses
of 7.63 kg of beef per head of cattle (L ; Anderson et al. 1984). This level of loss is in
comparison with the theoretical zero loss of production if no forage were ever fouled by dung.
Fortunately, the cattle industry is not saddled with the full force of this potential loss because
range fouling is reduced by the current action of dung beetles.

If we assume that the 19% decrease in dung persistence translates into a 19% decrease in lost
beef, then, for cattle whose dung is processed by dung beetles, the per-animal loss would be
6.18 kg (L ) each year as a result of forage fouling. This assumption seems justified, since for
each increment of time a given patch of forage remains fouled, it also remains unavailable for
grazing. By applying these estimated losses to the 32 million head that are untreated and on
pasture or rangeland, we estimate that in the absence of dung beetles, beef losses due to forage
fouling would be 244 million kg of beef per year (C  x L ), whereas losses at current levels
of dung beetle function would be 198 million kg (C  x L ). With an average price over 34
years (1970–2003, corrected for inflation) of live beef cattle at $2.65 per kg (V ; ERS 2004),
losses would be $647 million ([V  x C  x L ]) in the absence of dung beetles and $525
million ([V  x C  x L ]) in the presence of dung beetles. Subtracting the estimated value at
current levels of dung beetle activity from the theoretical value if no dung beetles were active,
we estimate the value of the reduced forage fouling (V ) to be approximately $122 million
(table 1; see the equation in box 1).

Nitrogen volatilization
Another important service provided by dung beetles is promoting decomposition of dung into
labile forms of nitrogen that can be assimilated by plants and thus function as fertilizer when
the dung is buried. In the absence of dung beetles, cattle feces that remain on the pasture
surface until they are dry lose a large proportion of their inorganic nitrogen to the atmosphere
(Gillard 1967). Experiments in South Africa and the United States have shown that
approximately 2% of cattle dung is composed of nitrogen, and that 80% of this nitrogen is lost
if the pats dry in the sun before they are buried (Petersen et al. 1956, Gillard 1967).

Using Gillard's (1967) estimate of 27 kg of nitrogen produced annually per animal and
assuming that 80% of this nitrogen is lost in the absence of dung beetle activity, we estimate
that 21.6 kg would be lost per animal each year if dung beetles were not functioning (L ). On
the basis of our interpretation of decomposition rates, we assume that these losses will be
reduced 19% by the current level of dung beetle activity, compared with the estimate for no
beetle activity. Thus, we estimate a loss of 17.5 kg per year (L ) at current activity levels.
Multiplying these per-animal values by the total number of cattle whose dung can potentially
be buried by dung beetles (C , or 32 million), 691 million kg of nitrogen would be lost
annually in the United States in the absence of dung beetle activity, compared with the 560
million kg lost at current levels of activity. With nitrogen valued at $0.44 per kg (V ; McEwan
2002), we estimate the value of nitrogen lost in the absence of dung beetles to be $304 million
and the value of nitrogen lost at current levels of dung beetle activity to be $246 million.
Subtracting the estimated value at current levels of dung beetle activity from the theoretical
value if no dung beetles were active, the value of the reduction in nitrogen loss is
approximately $58 million (table 1). This assumes that the value of nitrogen in terms of
increased forage—and therefore increased beef production—is the same whether the nitrogen
is applied as fertilizer or made available as buried dung. Note that the formula used to
calculate this value is the same as that used to estimate the value of beef saved because of
reduced range fouling (box 1), except that we substitute the value for nitrogen per kilogram
(V ) for V , and substitute losses of nitrogen in the presence and absence of beetle activity for
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L  and L , respectively. With nitrogen constantly being lost from rangeland systems through
denitrification, volatilization, leaching, runoff, and incorporation into plant and animal
biomass or feces, this benefit would be realized year after year (Gillard 1967, Smil 1999).

Parasites
Many cattle parasites and pest flies require a moist environment such as dung to complete
their development. Burying dung and removing this habitat can reduce the density of these
pests (Fincher 1981). From field observations that reflected current levels of removal, Fincher
(1981) estimated the annual losses due to mortality, morbidity, and medication of beef cattle,
dairy cattle, and other livestock with internal parasites. To estimate the value of dung burial
for reducing these losses, we will use only the losses associated with beef cattle, because we
do not have a good estimate for the proportion of dairy cattle or other livestock that live on
open pasture or rangeland. Fincher (1981) reported that beef cattle ranchers lost $428 million
annually because of parasites and pests. Corrected for inflation, this is equal to $912 million
in 2003 dollars. Given that 85% of beef cattle are on range or pasture (NASS 2004a) and 44%
of these cattle are not treated with insecticides (NSF–CIPM 2001), we calculate that 37% of
the beef cattle in the United States have fewer parasites because of the facilitation of dung
decomposition by dung beetles.

We go on to assume that cattle whose dung is processed by dung beetles suffer 19% fewer
losses because of parasites, on the basis of our previous calculation that dung beetles
accelerate decomposition by 19%. We also assume that cattle on rangeland, pasture, and
feedlots all face the same level of loss from parasites in the absence of dung beetles.
Following this logic, we estimate that damage from parasites is only 93% (100% – [37% x
19%]) of what it would be if dung beetles were not providing this service. In the absence of
dung beetle activity, estimated losses would be $981 million instead of the current $912
million, and thus this service saves the cattle industry an estimated $70 million per year.

Pest flies
Using a similar algorithm, we can calculate a value for the reduction in losses due to pest
flies. Fincher (1981) estimated that losses due to horn flies and face flies cost ranchers $365
million and $150 million, respectively, for a total of $515 million. Corrected for inflation, this
is the equivalent of $1.7 billion in 2003. Using the calculation described above for parasites,
we assume that, as a result of the processing of dung by insects, damage from parasites is only
93% of what it would have been if the service were not being provided. We estimate that
losses in the absence of dung beetle activity would be $1.83 billion instead of the current $1.7
billion, and thus this service is saving the cattle industry an estimated $130 million per year.

Adding the individual values of increased forage, nitrogen recycling, and reduced parasite and
fly densities due to dung processing by beetles, we arrive at a combined annual total of $380
million (table 1). This is certainly an underestimate, since these same services are being
provided to an unknown proportion of pasture-raised dairy cows, horses, sheep, goats, and
pigs. Furthermore, what is said for dung recycling can also be said for burying beetles and
flies that decompose carcasses. While the density of carcasses is much lower than the density
of dung pats, their removal is important in rangeland, natural areas, and other public areas for
returning nutrients to the soil, reducing potential spread of diseases, and increasing site utility.

 
Pollination by native insects
Pollination, especially crop pollination, is perhaps the best-known ecosystem service
performed by insects. McGregor (1976) estimates that 15% to 30% of the US diet is a result,
either directly or indirectly, of animal-mediated pollination. These products include many
fruits, nuts, vegetables, and oils, as well as meat and dairy products produced by animals
raised on insect-pollinated forage. While this estimate is probably high, it presents one of the
best published measures of pollinator-dependant food in the US diet (see also Townsend 1974,
Crane 1990).

Here we attempt to calculate an estimate of the value of crops produced as a result of
pollination by wild (i.e., unmanaged) native insects. The US government keeps records of the
production of crops (NASS 2004c) and, because of their value, their insect pollinators have
been given some attention, especially pollination by managed insects such as the European
honey bee (Apis mellifera L.). From these studies and personal accounts of crop scientists and
entomologists, several authors make generalizations about the proportion of pollination
attributed to various insect groups, mostly honey bees (see McGregor 1976, Robinson et al.
1989). These generalizations are essentially educated guesses of the percentage of necessary
pollination provided by insects, and as such, they are likely to be inaccurate. The proportions
that could be attributed to native, as opposed to managed, pollinators will vary widely for
each crop, depending on geographic location, availability of natural habitat, and use of
pesticides (Kremen et al. 2002a). In addition, cultivars of the same species can have
drastically different dependencies on insect pollinators (Free 1993), further complicating any
calculation of the value of pollinator insects.

To conduct a truly accurate economic analysis of the role of native insects in crop pollination,
we would need a much better accounting of current levels of pollination by different species
of managed bees (e.g., honey bee [A. mellifera], alfalfa leaf-cutter bee [Megachile rotundata],
blue orchard bee [Osmia lignaria], alkali bee [Nomia melanderi]), and wild bees (e.g., bumble
bees [Bombus spp.], southeastern blueberry bee [Habropoda laboriosa], squash bee
[Peponapis pruinosa]) in crop pollination (Kremen 2005). Kevan and Phillips (2001)
suggested that researchers also need to collect better data on the specific pollination
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requirements of each crop and cultivar, including the best pollinators for the job and the costs
and effects of supplying these pollinators. Although we still lack much of this information, the
estimate we provide here for the value of crops produced as a result of wild native bee–
mediated pollination is informative.

Several scientists have estimated the value of insect-pollinated crops that are dependent on
honey bees (Robinson et al. 1989, Morse and Calderone 2000), or the financial loss to society
that could be expected if managed honey bees were removed from cropping systems
(Southwick and Southwick 1992). These authors make a variety of assumptions and take
different approaches to calculating a value for honey bees. For example, Southwick and
Southwick (1992) take into account the reduced crop output stemming from a lack of
managed honey bees, adjusting their figures for the changes in value of each commodity as
demand increases because of reduced supply. They also present a range of possible values
based on assumptions of the pollination redundancy of managed honey bees and other bee
pollinators, including feral honey bees and other native and nonnative bees. Taking all of this
into account, they give a range of $1.6 billion ($2.1 billion when adjusted for inflation to
represent 2003 dollars) to $5.2 billion ($6.8 billion in 2003 dollars) for the value of honey-bee
pollinators. The lower estimate included effective pollination by other bees, making the
managed honey bees redundant in some localities and thereby reducing their absolute value.
On the high end, Southwick and Southwick (1992) estimate that honey bees are worth $5.2
billion if few or no other bees visit insect-pollinated crops.

Robinson and colleagues (1989) and Morse and Calderone (2000) take a simpler approach,
summing the value of each commodity that they estimate is dependant on honey-bee
pollinators. From this they generate a portion of the overall value of each crop that they
attribute to pollination by honey bees and report values of $8.3 billion (Robinson et al. 1989)
and $14.6 billion (Morse and Calderone 2000) ($12.3 billion and $16.4 billion, respectively,
when adjusted for inflation to represent 2003 dollars). This approach is more consistent with
our other calculations of the value of ecosystem services, and so we choose to use it here to
calculate the value of crop production that relies on native insect pollinators.

Using the data from Morse and Calderone (2000) on crop dependency on insect pollination
and the relative contribution of honey bees, we can generate an estimate of the value of native
insects as crop pollinators in the United States. To calculate this figure, we used a modified
version of the equation employed by Robinson and colleagues (1989) and Morse and
Calderone (2000):

where

V  = summation of the total annual value of insectpollinated crops that are pollinated by
honey bees,

V = annual value of each crop as given by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA; NASS
2004c),

D = dependency of each crop on insect pollinators (Morse and Calderone 2000), and

P = estimate of the proportion of the effective insect crop pollinators that are honey bees
(Morse and Calderone 2000).

We adjust this equation slightly to calculate an estimate of the value of crops in the United
States that are pollinated by native insects (V ). We assume, in this case, that P includes both
managed and feral honey bees. (Feral honey bees most likely have been only a negligible
component of crop pollination since their drastic decline in the mid-1990s because of parasitic
mites and foulbrood diseases.) Thus, our new equation is

where

V  = annual value of the crop attributable to native pollinators (each crop value is an average
of yearly values reported from 2001 to 2003; NASS 2004c), and

1 − P = proportion of the effective insect crop pollinators that are native bee species.

In working with the proportions given by Morse and Calderone (2000), we adjusted one P
value to better reflect the contribution of native species. Specifically, we assumed that the
primary alternative pollinators for alfalfa are managed alfalfa leafcutter bees, which were
introduced to North America from Asia. Thus, we increased the P value for alfalfa to 0.95
(see table 2). In other words, we assume that native bees—primarily N. melanderi—are
responsible for at least 5% of alfalfa pollination in the United States (James Cane, USDA
Agricultural Research Service, Logan, UT, personal communication, 1 November 2005).

When we sum the average value of pollinator-dependent commodities reported in Morse and
Calderone (2000), we find that native pollinators—almost exclusively bees—may be
responsible for almost $3.07 billion of fruits and vegetables produced in the United States
(table 2). Here we must incorrectly assume that the proportion of honey bees to native species
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is constant in all settings. In some systems, such as agriculturally diverse, organic farms with
nearby pockets of natural or seminatural habitat, native bees may be able to provide all of the
pollination needs for certain crops (Kremen et al. 2002a, 2004). For example, Morse and
Calderone (2000) assume that 90% of the insect pollinators of watermelon are honey bees.
While this is probably true in most farms, some organic growers can rely on native bees for
100% of their melon pollination (Kremen et al. 2002a).

Our estimate also does not take into account the role native bees can play in crops that
typically do not require insect pollinators to set fruit, or in crops that may increase their
production when visited by both native bees and honey bees. For example, in the former case,
tomatoes are self-fertile and only need their flowers to be jostled in the wind to release enough
pollen for pollination to occur. In addition, they hold no interest for honey bees because their
flowers produce no nectar and, to release pollen from the deep pores in their anthers, the
flowers must be sonicated (i.e., buzz pollinated), a process in which the bee grasps the flower
tightly and rapidly fires its flight muscles to vibrate the anthers. Honey bees do not perform
this behavior and thus receive no reward from visiting these plants. Many native bees, such as
bumble bees, do sonicate these flowers, and the resulting cross-pollination can increase fruit
set by 45% and fruit weight by nearly 200% (Greenleaf and Kremen 2006).

Native bees may also interact with honey bees in such a way as to increase the honey bees'
pollination efficiency. For example, in sunflower hybrid seed production, pollen from a male
row of sunflowers must be moved by bees to a female (male-sterile) row. Growers typically
use honey bees to accomplish this task. However, most honey-bee workers specialize as either
nectar or pollen foragers. Nectar foragers tend primarily to visit female rows, while pollen
foragers visit male rows. When native bees come in contact with honey bees at the flower, the
honey bees are literally chased between rows and thus transfer more pollen from male to
female rows, on average doubling the amount of seed set by honey bees alone (Greenleaf
2005). These two examples illustrate some of the many roles of native insects in crop
pollination that researchers are just beginning to document, which will influence how we
refine our calculations for the economic value of this service in the future.

 
Pest control
The best estimate available suggests that insect pests and their control measures cost the US
economy billions of dollars every year (Yudelman et al. 1998), but this is only a fraction of
the costs that would accrue if beneficial insects such as predators and parasitoids, among other
forces, did not keep most pests below economically damaging levels (Hawkins et al. 1999,
Turchin et al. 1999). We calculate the value (V) of these natural forces by first estimating the
cost of damage caused by insect pests at current levels of control (CC) and then subtracting
this value from the estimated higher cost that would be caused by the greater damage from
these insect pests if no controls were functioning (NC). Finally, we calculate a value for the
specific action of insect natural enemies by multiplying the value of these natural forces by an
estimate of the proportion (P ) of pests that are controlled by beneficial insects as opposed to
other mechanisms (e.g., pathogens or climate).

Because of data limitations, we restrict our estimate to the value derived from the suppression
of insect pests that attack crop plants. Beneficial insects certainly suppress populations of both
weeds and insects that attack humans and livestock, but the data were not available to
calculate the value of these services. As with the rest of our analysis, we also limit our
calculations to pest and beneficial insects native to the United States (box 1).

Our first step was to calculate the cost of damage due to insect pests at current levels of
control from natural enemies. Drawing on previously published estimates, Yudelman and
colleagues (1998) presented monetary values for total production of eight major crops and for
the losses to these crops attributable to insects. Using these values, we calculated a ratio of
insect loss to actual yield that allowed estimation of losses due to insects for any period for
which yield values have been published. Assuming $50.5 billion for total production and $7.5
billion for losses due to insects in North America from 1988 through 1990 (Yudelman et al.
1998), we calculated a ratio of 0.1485.

It is reasonable to question how far this ratio can be generalized. It appears fairly robust
across time, as estimated crop losses changed as little as 3% in 25 years (1965–1990; Oerke et
al. 1994). Applying a ratio derived from North American numbers to the United States alone
also seems reasonable, since the United States is responsible for the bulk of agricultural
production on the continent. In addition, Oerke and colleagues (1994) suggest that this ratio
can be generalized from those eight major crops to all agricultural production. Starting with a
published value of $106.1 billion for total cash receipts from US farms in 2003 (NASS
2004c), we calculated the annual US loss due to insect damage to be $15.76 billion (i.e., 106.1
x 0.1485 = 15.76). An additional $3.01 billion was lost in expenditures for insecticides
(USEPA 2003), bringing the total annual loss to $18.77 billion.

Unfortunately, we could not find the necessary data to use this whole sum to calculate a value
for pest control. The loss of $18.77 billion includes damage both from native pests that
originated in the United States and from exotic pests that originated in other countries. To
complete our estimation of the value of pest control, we needed an estimate of the cost of
damage due to insects in the absence of this service. Published reports on the damage caused
by invasive species provided the basis of that estimate for herbivorous insect pests native to
the United States, but not for exotic pest species (Calkins 1983).
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Specifically, Calkins (1983) found that only 35% of the exotic pests in the United States are
pests in their home range. Extending this finding, we assume that the same relationship holds
true in the United States, and thus only 35% of potential insect pest species that are native to
the United States reach damaging levels. In other words, we assume that 65% of the potential
damage from native pest species is being suppressed, and that 65% of the potential financial
cost of this damage is being saved. We make this assumption based on (a) the abundant
evidence of a strong correlation between pest density and the magnitude of loss due to pest
damage, and (b) the lack of evidence of a correlation between the destructiveness of a pest
and the probability that it will be suppressed.

To clarify, the pool of potential pest species—from which we assume 35% actually reach pest
levels—is significantly smaller than the 90,000 described insect species in the United States,
because many of the described species are not herbivores, and many of those that are
herbivores do not feed on cultivated plants. Only 6000 (7%) of the described species in the
United States and Canada cause any damage (Romoser and Stoffolano 1998). For our
estimate, we assume that these 6000 species, although they make up only 7% of the total
species, account for 35% of the species that would be pests if they were not controlled.
Following this logic, we assume that the pool of potential pests would be about 17,000
species, 11,000 of which (65%) are being kept below damage levels by biological or climatic
controls.

These native species are estimated to comprise 39% of all pest species in the United States
(Flint and van den Bosch 1981). Since native pests vary greatly in the amount of damage they
cause, and include some of the most damaging pests in the United States (e.g., corn rootworm,
Colorado potato beetle, and potato leafhopper), we assume that they are responsible for 39%
of the cost of damage from all pests in the United States. Hence, we estimate that the cost
associated with native pest species at current levels of suppression by natural enemies is 39%
of $18.77 billion, or $7.32 billion. We designate this value current control by native insects
(CC ).

On the basis of these assumptions, we estimate that the $7.32 billion lost annually to native
insect pests (CC ) is 35% of what would be lost if natural controls were not functioning. If no
natural forces were functioning to control native insect pests, we estimate that they would
cause $20.92 billion in damage in the United States each year (NC ). By subtraction, the
value of pest control by our native ecosystems is approximately $13.60 billion (table 3).

However, not all of this value for natural control of insect pests is attributable to beneficial
insects. Some pest suppression comes from other causes, such as pathogens, climatic
conditions, and host-plant resistance. One review of the factors responsible for suppression of
68 herbivore species reported that insects (e.g., predators and parasitoids) were primarily
responsible for natural control in 33% of cultivated systems (P ; Hawkins et al. 1999). On the
basis of these findings, we estimate that insects are responsible for control of 33% of pests
that are suppressed by natural controls, while pathogens or bottom-up forces control the rest.
Using this average, we estimate the value of natural control attributable to insects to be $4.5
billion annually (33% of $13.6 billion).

 
Recreation and commercial fisheries
US citizens spend over $60 billion a year on hunting, fishing, and observing wildlife (US
Census 1996). Insects are a critical food source for much of this wildlife, including many
birds, fish, and small mammals. Using 1996 US census data on the spending habits of
Americans, adjusted for inflation to 2003 dollars, we estimated the amount of money spent on
recreational activities that is dependent on services provided by insects. In this case, the
predominant service is concentrating and moving nutrients through the food web.

Small game hunting
Since most large game are either obligate herbivores or omnivores that are not substantially
dependent on insects as a source of nutrition, we restrict our estimate of the value of insects
for hunting to small game species. In 1996, expenditures for small game hunting totaled $2.5
billion ($2.9 billion in 2003 dollars). To calculate the proportion of this expenditure that is
dependent on insects, we use the proportion of days spent hunting for each insectivorous
small game species (table 4) and the dependence of these birds on insects for food.

On the basis of published reports that most galliform chicks rely on insects as a source of
protein and that many cannot even digest plant material (Liukkonen-Anttila 2001), we assume
that quail, grouse, and pheasant could not survive without insects as a nutritional resource.
Therefore, multiplying the proportion of hunting days spent on each of these small game birds
(0.15, 0.13, and 0.23, respectively, for a total of 0.51) by the total value for small game ($2.9
billion), we estimate that insects are required for $1.48 billion in expenditures (table 4).

Migratory bird hunting
Insectivory in migratory birds—primarily waterfowl such as ducks and geese in the order
Anseriformes—is not as predominant as in the primarily terrestrial galliform birds discussed
above. According to Ehrlich and colleagues (1988), 19 (43%) of the 44 species in this order
are primarily insectivorous (table 5). Multiplying the total money spent on migratory bird
hunting ($1.3 billion) by the 43% of species that are primarily insectivorous, we estimate the
value of insects as food for hunted migratory birds at $0.56 billion in hunter expenditures
(table 4).

Sport and commercial fishing
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The census also provides values for sport or recreational fishing. Since most recreational
fishing is in fresh water and a majority of freshwater sport fish are insectivorous (Cliff Kraft,
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, personal communication, 3 January 2005), we assume that the
entire value of recreational fishing ($27.9 billion) is dependent on insects (table 4). In contrast
to recreational fishing, the target of most commercial fishing is saltwater fish. There are very
few marine insect species, but many fish that are caught in marine systems spend part of their
life cycle in fresh water, and insects are often critical sources of nutrition during these periods.
Commercial fishing is not covered by the census, but data are available on the number and
value of fish landed annually in the United States by commercial operations (NMFS 2005).
Twenty-five of these fish species are primarily insectivorous during at least one life stage
(Cliff Kraft, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, personal communication, November 2004).
Summing their individual values, we estimate the total value of insects for commercial fishing
to be approximately $225 million (table 6). Insectivorous fish account for more than 15% of
the overall value of commercial fish.

Wildlife observation (bird watching)
The 1996 census reports that Americans spent $33.8 billion on wildlife observation. The
census also asked respondents to note which types of wildlife they were watching (e.g., birds,
mammals, reptiles, amphibians, insects). Because respondents were allowed to choose more
than one category of wildlife, it was impossible to separate out observed groups of organisms
that were dependent on insects from those that were not. Bird watching is the most inclusive
category, with 96% of respondents indicating that they included birds in their observations.
Thus, we assume that 96% of the budget for wildlife observation stems directly from birds,
many of which are at least partly dependent on insects as a source of nutrition. It would not
have been unreasonable to raise this proportion, since a substantial proportion (45%) of
Americans who observe wildlife also indicated that they observe insects and spiders directly,
while 84% and 31% report that they observe either amphibians and reptiles or small
mammals, both of which are substantially insectivorous groups. Since we are unable to
estimate the overlap between categories, here we use only the number for birds. Thus, we
assume that bird watching accounts for 96% of $33.8 billion spent, or $32.4 billion a year,
providing a conservative starting point for calculating the dependency of wildlife observation
expenditures on insects.

Our next step is to estimate what proportion of this figure for bird observation was dependent
on and attributable to insects. Using data from Ehrlich and colleagues (1988), we calculate
that 61% of the bird species known to breed in the United States are primarily insectivorous,
and another 28% are at least partially insectivorous (table 5). To be conservative, we consider
only bird species that are primarily insectivorous. This probably underestimates the
importance of insectivory for birds, since many passerine and galliform birds that are listed as
partially insectivorous could not survive without the vital protein that insects provide young
chicks (Kobal et al. 1998). This estimate is conservative also because it is based on bird
species numbers rather than population numbers, and the passerines, which are
overwhelmingly insectivorous, have relatively high population densities. Taking these factors
into account, we estimate that insects are responsible for $19.8 billion, which is 61% of the
$32.4 billion spent on bird observation annually in the United States (table 4).

 
Discussion
We estimate the value of those insect services we address to be almost $60 billion a year in
the United States, which is only a fraction of the value for all the services insects provide. The
implication of this estimate is that an annual investment of tens of billions of dollars would be
justified to maintain these service-providing insects, were they threatened. And indeed, these
beneficial insects are under ever increasing threat from a combination of forces, including
habitat destruction, invasion of foreign species, and overuse of toxic chemicals.

Fortunately, no evidence suggests a short-term drastic decline in the insects that provide these
services. What the evidence does indicate, however, is a steady decline in these beneficial
insects, associated with an overall decline in bio-diversity, accompanied by localized, severe
declines in environments heavily degraded by human impacts (Kremen et al. 2002a). New
evidence indicates that in some situations, the most important species for providing ecosystem
services are lost first (Larsen et al. 2005). The overall, gradual decline in species, coupled
with nonlinear changes in service levels, makes it difficult to pinpoint an optimal level of
annual investment to conserve beneficial insects and maintain the services they provide.

To make a quantitative recommendation, we need to know the marginal value of the services
provided, not the total value. The marginal value of a service can be defined as the value of
one unit of that service or benefit. For example, the marginal value of dung decomposition
could be defined as the value of having dung buried at a rate of 5 grams (g) per day by a given
number of beetles. If the marginal value of each service could be calculated and the
relationship between the density of beneficial insects and the level of service determined, then
it would be straightforward to calculate the optimal density of beneficial insects that should be
maintained. This density then could be compared to the costs associated with providing an
environment that best supports these species in order to give a true cost–benefit analysis
(Dasgupta et al. 2000). Alternatively, understanding this marginal value would allow
managers to factor the degradation of a service into a more accurate economic assessment of
current practices (Dasgupta et al. 2000, Kremen 2005).

We can estimate current service levels and current beneficial insect densities, so it might seem
that it should be simple to determine this relationship by dividing the level of service by the
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density of insects. We might expect that if 10 dung beetles in a square meter process 10 g of
dung in a day, then each one is processing 1 g per day. Thus, if the density of beneficial
insects decreased by 50%, then the level of service would be expected to decrease by 50% as
well.

Unfortunately, this simple calculation is inadequate, because the relationship between the
decreasing densities of beneficial insects and the services they provide is almost certainly not
a simple linear one. In most systems, there is an inherent redundancy, with multiple species
performing similar functions. A decrease in the density of one species performing a function
may be compensated by an increase in the density of another, with no loss in ecosystem
functionality. However, recent studies suggest that the capacity of systems to absorb
perturbation without losing functionality is limited and may in fact drop precipitously when
some—invariably unknown—threshold level is passed (Schwartz et al. 2000). In addition, as
noted above, in some environments the most important providers of a service may be lost
first, resulting in an early, drastic decline in the provision of a service (Larsen et al. 2005).

Thus, even though we provide an estimate of the total value of certain insect services, the
complications of redundancy and nonlinearity make it impossible to quantitatively gauge the
level of resources that are justified for efforts aimed at conserving the services that insects
provide. However, our findings lead us to espouse three qualitative guidelines. First, cost-free
or relatively inexpensive measures are almost certainly justified to maintain and increase
current service levels. Examples include volunteer construction of nest boxes for wild
pollinators and the inclusion of a diverse variety of native plant species in plantings for bank
or soil stabilization and site restoration (Shepherd et al. 2003, Vaughan et al. 2004). Second,
actions or investments that are estimated to have an economic return at or slightly below the
break-even point, such as the use of less toxic pesticides, are probably justified because of
their nontarget benefits. Third, actions that lead to substantial decreases in biodiversity should
be avoided because of the high probability of a major disruption in essential services.

Finally, although we cannot provide a quantitative formula to determine the optimal level of
investment in the conservation of beneficial insects that provide essential services, we do feel
justified, on the basis of our estimates, in making some specific recommendations. First, we
recommend that conservation funding allocated via Farm Bill programs—such as the
Conservation Security Program, Conservation Reserve Program,Wetlands Reserve Program,
and Environmental Quality Incentives Program—pay specific attention to insects and the role
they play in ecosystems. In particular, funding to provide habitat for beneficial insects such as
predators, parasitoids, and pollinators in natural, seminatural, unproductive, or fallow areas in
agricultural landscapes not only provides direct benefits to growers but, by focusing on the
ecological needs of insects, results in habitat that supports a great diversity of wildlife (de
Snoo and de Leeuw 1996, Jamison et al. 2002, Vaughan et al. 2004).

Second, we recommend that ecosystem services performed by insects be taken into account in
land-management decisions. Specifically, maintaining ecosystem services should be a goal of
land management. With this goal in mind, specific practices such as grazing, burning, and
pesticide use should be tailored to protect insect biodiversity. For example, it may be
important to treat only a small portion of an area of habitat at any one time (Schultz and Crone
1998); to ensure that a diverse forb community is included with any habitat restoration or
riparian bank stabilization (Kremen et al. 2002b); or to choose the most targeted pesticides for
control of invasive species.

Once the benefits of insect-provided services are realized, there may be some call for
increased funding to conserve rare insects through the Endangered Species Act. Insects are
certainly underrepresented and underfunded through this legislation, and increased funding
could save many rare insect species from extinction. However, while increasing funds targeted
for the conservation of endangered species would help those beneficial insect species that
share habitat with listed species, it would not in itself be sufficient to ensure the continuation
of the services provided by beneficial insects.

Most insects that provide essential services are not, at least at present, rare or endangered
(though the recent dramatic decline of bumble-bee species in the subgenus Bombus—once
abundant crop pollinators—provides an interesting and alarming counterexample; Thorp
2003, Thorp and Shepherd 2005). The optimal strategies for conserving these still common
but declining beneficial insects are almost certainly very different from those that are most
effective in conserving rare and endangered insects. We believe it is imperative that some
federal and local funds be directed toward the study of these beneficial insects and the vital
services they provide so that conservation efforts can be optimally allocated, either through
the agricultural programs listed above or through other means.

These steps are just a beginning. With greater attention, research, and conservation, the
valuable services that insects provide can not only be sustained but increase in capacity. As a
result, growers will be able to practice a more sustainable form of agriculture while spending
less on managing pest insects or acquiring managed pollinators; ranchers will get more
productivity out of their land; and wildlife lovers will find that the birds and fish they hunt
occur in greater abundance than in the past few decades. In less direct but no less important
ways, everyone would benefit from the facilitation of the vital services that insects provide.
Judging from our estimate of the value of these four services, increased investment in the
conservation of these services is justified.

 
Acknowledgments

javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);


22/02/2018 The Economic Value of Ecological Services Provided by Insects | BioScience

http://www.bioone.org/doi/full/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56%5B311:TEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2 10/17

We thank Peter Price and Scott Black for their many helpful comments on earlier versions of
this article. We also wish to thank James Cane, Howard Cornell, Kevin Floate, Wendell
Gilgert, and Cliff Kraft for their pivotal input on specific sections of the manuscript. We
gratefully acknowledge financial support from the CS Fund and the Richard and Rhoda
Goldman Fund. The manuscript was greatly improved by editing from Allison Aldous, Caitlin
Howell-Walte, and three anonymous reviewers.

 
References cited
Anderson, J. R., R. W. Merritt, and E. C. Loomis. 1984. The insect-free cattle dropping
and its relationship to increased dung fouling of rangeland pastures. Journal of
Economic Entomology 77:133–141. Crossref, Google Scholar

Australian Bureau of Statistics2005. Australia's beef cattle industry. Year Book
Australia. 2005 (15 February 2006;
www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/1301.0Feature%20Article232005?
opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=1301.0&issue=2005&num=&view=).
Google Scholar

[BCMAF] British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture and Food1990. Farm Structures
Factsheet: Sizing Dairy Manure Storage Facilities. Abbotsford (Canada): BCMAF. Google
Scholar

Bornemissza, G. F. 1976. The Australian dung beetle project 1965–75. Australian Meat
Research Committee Review 30:1–30. Google Scholar

Calkins, C. O. 1983. Research on exotic pests. Pages. 321–359. in Wilson CL, Graham
CL, eds. Exotic Plant Pests and North American Agriculture. New York: Academic Press.
Google Scholar

Crane, E. 1990. Bees and Beekeeping: Science, Practice and World Resources. Ithaca
(NY): Comstock. Google Scholar

Dadour, I. and J. Allen. 2001. Control of bush flies by dung beetles. Department of
Agriculture Farmnote Series: 1991. (14 February 2006;
http://agspsrv34.agric.wa.gov.au/agency/pubns/farmnote/1991/F05891.htm). Google
Scholar

Daily, G. 1997. Nature's Services. Washington (DC): Island Press. Google Scholar

Dasgupta, P., S. Levin, and J. Lubchenco. 2000. Economic pathways to ecological
sustainability. BioScience 50:339–345. BioOne, Google Scholar

de Snoo, G. R. and J. de Leeuw. 1996. Non-target insects in unsprayed cereal edges
and aphid dispersal to the adjacent crop. Journal of Applied Entomology 120:501–504.
Crossref, Google Scholar

Ehrlich, P. R., D. Dobkin, and D. Wheye. 1988. The Birder's Handbook: A Field Guide to
the Natural History of North American Birds, Including All Species that Regularly Breed
North of Mexico. New York: Simon and Schuster. Google Scholar

[ERS] Economic Research Service2004. Red Meat Yearbook (94006). United States
Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. (15 February 2006;
http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/data-sets/livestock/94006/redmeatyearbook.txt).
Google Scholar

Fincher, G. T. 1981. The potential value of dung beetles in pasture ecosystems. Journal
of the Georgia Entomological Society 16:301–316. Google Scholar

Flint, M. L. and R. van den Bosch. 1981. Introduction to Integrated Pest Management.
New York: Plenum Press. Google Scholar

Floate, K. D., K. G. Wardhaugh, A. B. A. Boxall, and T. N. Sherratt. 2005. Fecal
residues of veterinary pesticides: Nontarget effects in the pasture environment. Annual
Review of Entomology 50:153–179. Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

Free, J. B. 1993. Insect Pollination of Crops. New York: Academic Press. Google Scholar

Gillard, P. 1967. Coprophagous beetles in pasture ecosystems. Journal of the Australian
Institute of Agricultural Science 33:30–34. Google Scholar

Greenleaf, S. S. 2005. Local-scale and foraging-scale affect bee community abundance,
species richness, and pollination services in Northern California. PhD dissertation.
Princeton University, Princeton, NJ. Google Scholar

Greenleaf, S. S. and C. Kremen. 2006. Wild bee species increase tomato production
and respond differently to surrounding land use in Northern California. Biological
Conservation. Forthcoming. Google Scholar

http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Anderson1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1093%2Fjee%2F77.1.133
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Anderson%2C+J.+R.%2C+R.+W.+Merritt%2C+and+E.+C.+Loomis.+1984.+The+insect-free+cattle+dropping+and+its+relationship+to+increased+dung+fouling+of+rangeland+pastures.+Journal+of+Economic+Entomology+77%3A133%E2%80%93141.
http://www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats/abs&commat;.nsf/Previousproducts/1301.0Feature%20Article232005?opendocument&amp;tabname=Summary&amp;prodno=1301.0&amp;issue=2005&amp;num=&amp;view=
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Australian+Bureau+of+Statistics2005.+Australia%27s+beef+cattle+industry.+Year+Book+Australia.+2005+%2815+February+2006%3B+www.abs.gov.au%2FAusstats%2Fabs%40.nsf%2FPreviousproducts%2F1301.0Feature%2520Article232005%3Fopendocument%26tabname%3DSummary%26prodno%3D1301.0%26issue%3D2005%26num%3D%26view%3D%29.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BBCMAF%5D+British+Columbia+Ministry+of+Agriculture+and+Food1990.+Farm+Structures+Factsheet%3A+Sizing+Dairy+Manure+Storage+Facilities.+Abbotsford+%28Canada%29%3A+BCMAF.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Bornemissza%2C+G.+F.+1976.+The+Australian+dung+beetle+project+1965%E2%80%9375.+Australian+Meat+Research+Committee+Review+30%3A1%E2%80%9330.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Calkins%2C+C.+O.+1983.+Research+on+exotic+pests.+Pages.+321%E2%80%93359.+in+Wilson+CL%2C+Graham+CL%2C+eds.+Exotic+Plant+Pests+and+North+American+Agriculture.+New+York%3A+Academic+Press.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Crane%2C+E.+1990.+Bees+and+Beekeeping%3A+Science%2C+Practice+and+World+Resources.+Ithaca+%28NY%29%3A+Comstock.
http://agspsrv34.agric.wa.gov.au/agency/pubns/farmnote/1991/F05891.htm
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Dadour%2C+I.+and+J.+Allen.+2001.+Control+of+bush+flies+by+dung+beetles.+Department+of+Agriculture+Farmnote+Series%3A+1991.+%2814+February+2006%3B+http%3A%2F%2Fagspsrv34.agric.wa.gov.au%2Fagency%2Fpubns%2Ffarmnote%2F1991%2FF05891.htm%29.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Daily%2C+G.+1997.+Nature%27s+Services.+Washington+%28DC%29%3A+Island+Press.
http://www.bioone.org/doi/10.1641/0006-3568%282000%29050%5B0339%3AEPTES%5D2.3.CO%3B2
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Dasgupta%2C+P.%2C+S.+Levin%2C+and+J.+Lubchenco.+2000.+Economic+pathways+to+ecological+sustainability.+BioScience+50%3A339%E2%80%93345.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-deSnoo1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1111%2Fj.1439-0418.1996.tb01642.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=de+Snoo%2C+G.+R.+and+J.+de+Leeuw.+1996.+Non-target+insects+in+unsprayed+cereal+edges+and+aphid+dispersal+to+the+adjacent+crop.+Journal+of+Applied+Entomology+120%3A501%E2%80%93504.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Ehrlich%2C+P.+R.%2C+D.+Dobkin%2C+and+D.+Wheye.+1988.+The+Birder%27s+Handbook%3A+A+Field+Guide+to+the+Natural+History+of+North+American+Birds%2C+Including+All+Species+that+Regularly+Breed+North+of+Mexico.+New+York%3A+Simon+and+Schuster.
http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/data-sets/livestock/94006/redmeatyearbook.txt
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BERS%5D+Economic+Research+Service2004.+Red+Meat+Yearbook+%2894006%29.+United+States+Department+of+Agriculture%2C+Economic+Research+Service.+%2815+February+2006%3B+http%3A%2F%2Fusda.mannlib.cornell.edu%2Fdata-sets%2Flivestock%2F94006%2Fredmeatyearbook.txt%29.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Fincher%2C+G.+T.+1981.+The+potential+value+of+dung+beetles+in+pasture+ecosystems.+Journal+of+the+Georgia+Entomological+Society+16%3A301%E2%80%93316.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Flint%2C+M.+L.+and+R.+van+den+Bosch.+1981.+Introduction+to+Integrated+Pest+Management.+New+York%3A+Plenum+Press.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Floate1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1146%2Fannurev.ento.50.071803.130341
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Floate1&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=15471531
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Floate%2C+K.+D.%2C+K.+G.+Wardhaugh%2C+A.+B.+A.+Boxall%2C+and+T.+N.+Sherratt.+2005.+Fecal+residues+of+veterinary+pesticides%3A+Nontarget+effects+in+the+pasture+environment.+Annual+Review+of+Entomology+50%3A153%E2%80%93179.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Free%2C+J.+B.+1993.+Insect+Pollination+of+Crops.+New+York%3A+Academic+Press.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Gillard%2C+P.+1967.+Coprophagous+beetles+in+pasture+ecosystems.+Journal+of+the+Australian+Institute+of+Agricultural+Science+33%3A30%E2%80%9334.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Greenleaf%2C+S.+S.+2005.+Local-scale+and+foraging-scale+affect+bee+community+abundance%2C+species+richness%2C+and+pollination+services+in+Northern+California.+PhD+dissertation.+Princeton+University%2C+Princeton%2C+NJ.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Greenleaf%2C+S.+S.+and+C.+Kremen.+2006.+Wild+bee+species+increase+tomato+production+and+respond+differently+to+surrounding+land+use+in+Northern+California.+Biological+Conservation.+Forthcoming.


22/02/2018 The Economic Value of Ecological Services Provided by Insects | BioScience

http://www.bioone.org/doi/full/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56%5B311:TEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2 11/17

Hawkins, B. A., N. J. Mills, M. A. Jervis, and P. W. Price. 1999. Is the biological control
of insects a natural phenomenon?. Oikos 86:493–506. Crossref, Google Scholar

Jamison, B. E., R. J. Robel, J. S. Pontius, and R. D. Applegate. 2002. Invertebrate
biomass: Associations with lesser prairie-chicken habitat use and sand sagebrush
density in southwestern Kansas. Wildlife Society Bulletin 30:517–526. Google Scholar

Kevan, P. G. and T. P. Phillips. 2001. The economic impacts of pollinator declines: An
approach to assessing the consequences. Conservation Ecology 5:8. (22 February
2006; www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol5/iss1/art8). Crossref, Google Scholar

Kobal, S. N., N. F. Payne, and D. R. Ludwig. 1998. Nestling food habits of seven
grassland bird species and insect abundance in grassland habitats in northern Illinois.
Transactions of the Illinois State Academy of Science 91:69–75. Google Scholar

Kremen, C. 2005. Managing ecosystem services: What do we need to know about their
ecology?. Ecology Letters 8:468–479. Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

Kremen, C., N. M. Williams, and R. W. Thorp. 2002a. Crop pollination from native bees
at risk from agricultural intensification. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 99:16812–16816. Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

Kremen, C., R. L. Bugg, N. Nicola, S. A. Smith, R. W. Thorp, and N. W. Williams.
2002b. Native bees, native plants and crop pollination in California. Fremontia 30:41–
49. Google Scholar

Kremen, C., N. M. Williams, R. L. Bugg, J. P. Fay, and R. W. Thorp. 2004. The area
requirements of an ecosystem service: Crop pollination by native bee communities in
California. Ecology Letters 7:1109–1119. Crossref, Google Scholar

Larsen, T. H., N. Williams, and C. Kremen. 2005. Extinction order and altered
community structure rapidly disrupt ecosystem functioning. Ecology Letters 8:538–547.
Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

Liukkonen-Anttila, T. 2001. Nutritional and genetic adaptation of galliform birds:
Implications for hand-rearing and restocking. PhD dissertation, University of Oulu,
Oulu, Finland. Google Scholar

Marten, G. C. and J. D. Donker. 1964. Selective grazing induced by animal excreta: I.
Evidence of occurrence and superficial remedy. Journal of Dairy Science 47:773–776.
Crossref, Google Scholar

McEwan, K. 2002. Crop inputs: Update on farm input prices. (3 March 2006;
www.ontariocorn.org/magazine/Archives/older%20issues/archived%20issues/pre%20Nov%202005/ocpmag/magh0203pg
Google Scholar

McGregor, S. E. 1976. Insect Pollination of Cultivated Crop Plants. Washington (DC):
US Department of Agriculture. Agriculture Handbook 496. (22 February 2006;
http://gears.tucson.ars.ag.gov/book/index.html). Google Scholar

Morse, R. A. and N. W. Calderone. 2000. The value of honey bees as pollinators of U.S.
crops in 2000. Bee Culture 128:1–15. Google Scholar

[NASS] National Agricultural Statistics Service2004a. Cattle Inventory Report [released
30 January 2004]. Washington (DC): US Department of Agriculture, NASS. (15 March
2006; http//usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nassr/livestock/pct-bb/catl0104.pdf).
Google Scholar

[NASS] National Agricultural Statistics Service2004b. Cattle Inventory Report [released
23 July 2004]. Washington (DC): US Department of Agriculture, NASS. (15 March
2006; http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nassr/livestock/pct-bb/catl0704.pdf).
Google Scholar

[NASS] National Agricultural Statistics Service2004c. Crop Values 2003 Summary.
Washington (DC): US Department of Agriculture, NASS. (15 February 2006;
http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nassr/price/zcv-bb/cpvl0204.pdf). Google
Scholar

Nee, S. 2004. More than meets the eye: Earth's real biodiversity is invisible, whether
we like it or not. Nature 429:804–805. Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

[NMFS] National Marine Fisheries Service2005. Annual commercial landings by group.
(14 February 2006; www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st1/commercial/landings/gc_runc.html).
Google Scholar

[NSF–CIPM] National Science Foundation Center for Integrated Pest Management2001.
Crop Profile for Beef Cattle Production in US (North Central Region). (14 February
2006; http://pestdata.ncsu.edu/cropprofiles/docs/NCRbeef.html). Google Scholar

http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Hawkins1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.2307%2F3546654
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Hawkins%2C+B.+A.%2C+N.+J.+Mills%2C+M.+A.+Jervis%2C+and+P.+W.+Price.+1999.+Is+the+biological+control+of+insects+a+natural+phenomenon%3F.+Oikos+86%3A493%E2%80%93506.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Jamison%2C+B.+E.%2C+R.+J.+Robel%2C+J.+S.+Pontius%2C+and+R.+D.+Applegate.+2002.+Invertebrate+biomass%3A+Associations+with+lesser+prairie-chicken+habitat+use+and+sand+sagebrush+density+in+southwestern+Kansas.+Wildlife+Society+Bulletin+30%3A517%E2%80%93526.
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol5/iss1/art8
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Kevan1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.5751%2FES-00272-050108
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Kevan%2C+P.+G.+and+T.+P.+Phillips.+2001.+The+economic+impacts+of+pollinator+declines%3A+An+approach+to+assessing+the+consequences.+Conservation+Ecology+5%3A8.+%2822+February+2006%3B+www.ecologyandsociety.org%2Fvol5%2Fiss1%2Fart8%29.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Kobal%2C+S.+N.%2C+N.+F.+Payne%2C+and+D.+R.+Ludwig.+1998.+Nestling+food+habits+of+seven+grassland+bird+species+and+insect+abundance+in+grassland+habitats+in+northern+Illinois.+Transactions+of+the+Illinois+State+Academy+of+Science+91%3A69%E2%80%9375.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Kremen1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1111%2Fj.1461-0248.2005.00751.x
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Kremen1&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=21352450
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Kremen%2C+C.+2005.+Managing+ecosystem+services%3A+What+do+we+need+to+know+about+their+ecology%3F.+Ecology+Letters+8%3A468%E2%80%93479.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Kremen2&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1073%2Fpnas.262413599
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Kremen2&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=12486221
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Kremen%2C+C.%2C+N.+M.+Williams%2C+and+R.+W.+Thorp.+2002a.+Crop+pollination+from+native+bees+at+risk+from+agricultural+intensification.+Proceedings+of+the+National+Academy+of+Sciences+99%3A16812%E2%80%9316816.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Kremen%2C+C.%2C+R.+L.+Bugg%2C+N.+Nicola%2C+S.+A.+Smith%2C+R.+W.+Thorp%2C+and+N.+W.+Williams.+2002b.+Native+bees%2C+native+plants+and+crop+pollination+in+California.+Fremontia+30%3A41%E2%80%9349.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Kremen4&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1111%2Fj.1461-0248.2004.00662.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Kremen%2C+C.%2C+N.+M.+Williams%2C+R.+L.+Bugg%2C+J.+P.+Fay%2C+and+R.+W.+Thorp.+2004.+The+area+requirements+of+an+ecosystem+service%3A+Crop+pollination+by+native+bee+communities+in+California.+Ecology+Letters+7%3A1109%E2%80%931119.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Larsen1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1111%2Fj.1461-0248.2005.00749.x
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Larsen1&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=21352458
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Larsen%2C+T.+H.%2C+N.+Williams%2C+and+C.+Kremen.+2005.+Extinction+order+and+altered+community+structure+rapidly+disrupt+ecosystem+functioning.+Ecology+Letters+8%3A538%E2%80%93547.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Liukkonen-Anttila%2C+T.+2001.+Nutritional+and+genetic+adaptation+of+galliform+birds%3A+Implications+for+hand-rearing+and+restocking.+PhD+dissertation%2C+University+of+Oulu%2C+Oulu%2C+Finland.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Marten1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.3168%2Fjds.S0022-0302%2864%2988762-2
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Marten%2C+G.+C.+and+J.+D.+Donker.+1964.+Selective+grazing+induced+by+animal+excreta%3A+I.+Evidence+of+occurrence+and+superficial+remedy.+Journal+of+Dairy+Science+47%3A773%E2%80%93776.
http://www.ontariocorn.org/magazine/Archives/older%20issues/archived%20issues/pre%20Nov%202005/ocpmag/magh0203pg8.htm
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=McEwan%2C+K.+2002.+Crop+inputs%3A+Update+on+farm+input+prices.+%283+March+2006%3B+www.ontariocorn.org%2Fmagazine%2FArchives%2Folder%2520issues%2Farchived%2520issues%2Fpre%2520Nov%25202005%2Focpmag%2Fmagh0203pg8.htm%29.
http://gears.tucson.ars.ag.gov/book/index.html
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=McGregor%2C+S.+E.+1976.+Insect+Pollination+of+Cultivated+Crop+Plants.+Washington+%28DC%29%3A+US+Department+of+Agriculture.+Agriculture+Handbook+496.+%2822+February+2006%3B+http%3A%2F%2Fgears.tucson.ars.ag.gov%2Fbook%2Findex.html%29.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Morse%2C+R.+A.+and+N.+W.+Calderone.+2000.+The+value+of+honey+bees+as+pollinators+of+U.S.+crops+in+2000.+Bee+Culture+128%3A1%E2%80%9315.
http://http//usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nassr/livestock/pct-bb/catl0104.pdf
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BNASS%5D+National+Agricultural+Statistics+Service2004a.+Cattle+Inventory+Report+%5Breleased+30+January+2004%5D.+Washington+%28DC%29%3A+US+Department+of+Agriculture%2C+NASS.+%2815+March+2006%3B+http%2F%2Fusda.mannlib.cornell.edu%2Freports%2Fnassr%2Flivestock%2Fpct-bb%2Fcatl0104.pdf%29.
http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nassr/livestock/pct-bb/catl0704.pdf
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BNASS%5D+National+Agricultural+Statistics+Service2004b.+Cattle+Inventory+Report+%5Breleased+23+July+2004%5D.+Washington+%28DC%29%3A+US+Department+of+Agriculture%2C+NASS.+%2815+March+2006%3B+http%3A%2F%2Fusda.mannlib.cornell.edu%2Freports%2Fnassr%2Flivestock%2Fpct-bb%2Fcatl0704.pdf%29.
http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nassr/price/zcv-bb/cpvl0204.pdf
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BNASS%5D+National+Agricultural+Statistics+Service2004c.+Crop+Values+2003+Summary.+Washington+%28DC%29%3A+US+Department+of+Agriculture%2C+NASS.+%2815+February+2006%3B+http%3A%2F%2Fusda.mannlib.cornell.edu%2Freports%2Fnassr%2Fprice%2Fzcv-bb%2Fcpvl0204.pdf%29.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Nee1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1038%2F429804a
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Nee1&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=15215837
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Nee%2C+S.+2004.+More+than+meets+the+eye%3A+Earth%27s+real+biodiversity+is+invisible%2C+whether+we+like+it+or+not.+Nature+429%3A804%E2%80%93805.
http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st1/commercial/landings/gc_runc.html
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BNMFS%5D+National+Marine+Fisheries+Service2005.+Annual+commercial+landings+by+group.+%2814+February+2006%3B+www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov%2Fst1%2Fcommercial%2Flandings%2Fgc_runc.html%29.
http://pestdata.ncsu.edu/cropprofiles/docs/NCRbeef.html
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BNSF%E2%80%93CIPM%5D+National+Science+Foundation+Center+for+Integrated+Pest+Management2001.+Crop+Profile+for+Beef+Cattle+Production+in+US+%28North+Central+Region%29.+%2814+February+2006%3B+http%3A%2F%2Fpestdata.ncsu.edu%2Fcropprofiles%2Fdocs%2FNCRbeef.html%29.


22/02/2018 The Economic Value of Ecological Services Provided by Insects | BioScience

http://www.bioone.org/doi/full/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56%5B311:TEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2 12/17

Oerke, E. C., H. W. Dehne, F. Schonbeck, and A. Weber. 1994. Crop Production and
Crop Protection: Estimated Losses in Major Food and Cash Crops. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Google Scholar

Petersen, R. G., H. L. Lucas, and W. W. Woodhouse. 1956. The distribution of excreta
by freely grazing cattle and its influence on pasture fertility: I. Excretal density.
Agronomy Journal 48:440–444. Crossref, Google Scholar

Pimentel, D., C. Wilson, C. McCullum, R. Huang, P. Dwen, J. Flack, Q. Tran, T. Saltman,
and B. Cliff. 1997. Economic and environmental benefits of bio-diversity. BioScience
47:747–757. Crossref, Google Scholar

Ratcliffe, B. C. 1970. Scarab beetles. Dung feeders, jeweled pollinators, and horned
giants. University of Nebraska News 59:1–4. Google Scholar

Robinson, G., S. Willard, R. Nowogrodski, and R. A. Morse. 1989. The value of honey
bees as pollinators of US crops. American Bee Journal July. 477–487. Google Scholar

Romoser, W. S. and J. G. Stoffolano. 1998. The Science of Entomology. 4th ed. Boston:
McGraw-Hill. Google Scholar

SAS Institute1996. SAS/STAT User's Guide, Release 6.12 ed. Cary (NC): SAS Institute.
Google Scholar

Schultz, C. B. and E. E. Crone. 1998. Burning prairie to restore butterfly habitat: A
modeling approach to management tradeoffs for the Fender's blue. Restoration Ecology
6:244–252. Crossref, Google Scholar

Schwartz, M. W., C. A. Brigham, J. D. Hoeksema, K. G. Lyons, M. H. Mills, and P. J.
Mantgem. 2000. Linking biodiversity to ecosystem function: Implications for
conservation biology. Oecologia 122:297–305. Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

Shepherd, M. D., S. L. Buchmann, M. Vaughan, and S. H. Black. 2003. Pollinator
Conservation Handbook. Portland (OR): Xerces Society. Google Scholar

Smil, V. 1999. Nitrogen in crop production: An account of global flows. Global
Biogeochemical Cycles 13:647–662. Crossref, Google Scholar

Southwick, E. E. and L. Southwick. 1992. Estimating the economic value of honey bees
as agricultural pollinators in the United States. Economic Entomology 85:621–633.
Crossref, Google Scholar

Thorp, R. 2003. Bumble bees (Hymenoptera: Apidae): Commercial use and
environmental concerns. Pages. 21–40. in Strickler K, Cane JH, eds. For Nonnative
Crops, Whence Pollinators of the Future? Lanham (MD): Entomological Society of
America. Google Scholar

Thorp, R. and M. D. Shepherd. 2005. Species profile: Subgenus Bombus. In Shepherd
MD,Vaughan M, Black SH, eds. Red List of Pollinator Insects of North America. CD-ROM
Version 1. Portland (OR): Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation. Google Scholar

Townsend, G. F. 1974. Beekeeping and agricultural development. World Animal Review
12:36–40. Google Scholar

Turchin, P., A. D. Taylor, and J. D. Reeve. 1999. Dynamical role of predators in
population cycles of a forest insect: An experimental test. Science 285:1068–1071.
Crossref, PubMed, Google Scholar

[US Census ] US Bureau of the Census1996. National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation. (14 February 2006;
www.census.gov/prod/3/97pubs/fhw96nat.pdf). Google Scholar

[USEPA] US Environmental Protection Agency2003. 1998–1999 Pesticide Market
Estimates: Usage. (14 February 2006;
www.epa.gov/oppbead1/pestsales/99pestsales/usage1999.html). Google Scholar

Vaughan, M., M. Shepherd, C. Kremen, and S. H. Black. 2004. Farming for Bees:
Guidelines for Providing Native Bee Habitat on Farms. Portland (OR): Xerces Society.
(14 February 2006; www.xerces.org/pubs_merch/Farming_for_Bees.htm). Google
Scholar

Yudelman, M., A. Ratta, and D. Nygaard. 1998. Pest Management and Food Production:
Looking to the Future. Washington (DC): International Food Policy Research Institute.
Food, Agriculture, and the Environment Discussion Paper 25. Google Scholar

 
Appendix
 
Box 1. Formulas used to estimate insect services.

http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Oerke%2C+E.+C.%2C+H.+W.+Dehne%2C+F.+Schonbeck%2C+and+A.+Weber.+1994.+Crop+Production+and+Crop+Protection%3A+Estimated+Losses+in+Major+Food+and+Cash+Crops.+Amsterdam%3A+Elsevier.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Petersen1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.2134%2Fagronj1956.00021962004800100002x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Petersen%2C+R.+G.%2C+H.+L.+Lucas%2C+and+W.+W.+Woodhouse.+1956.+The+distribution+of+excreta+by+freely+grazing+cattle+and+its+influence+on+pasture+fertility%3A+I.+Excretal+density.+Agronomy+Journal+48%3A440%E2%80%93444.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Pimentel1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.2307%2F1313097
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Pimentel%2C+D.%2C+C.+Wilson%2C+C.+McCullum%2C+R.+Huang%2C+P.+Dwen%2C+J.+Flack%2C+Q.+Tran%2C+T.+Saltman%2C+and+B.+Cliff.+1997.+Economic+and+environmental+benefits+of+bio-diversity.+BioScience+47%3A747%E2%80%93757.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Ratcliffe%2C+B.+C.+1970.+Scarab+beetles.+Dung+feeders%2C+jeweled+pollinators%2C+and+horned+giants.+University+of+Nebraska+News+59%3A1%E2%80%934.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Robinson%2C+G.%2C+S.+Willard%2C+R.+Nowogrodski%2C+and+R.+A.+Morse.+1989.+The+value+of+honey+bees+as+pollinators+of+US+crops.+American+Bee+Journal+July.+477%E2%80%93487.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Romoser%2C+W.+S.+and+J.+G.+Stoffolano.+1998.+The+Science+of+Entomology.+4th+ed.+Boston%3A+McGraw-Hill.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=SAS+Institute1996.+SAS%2FSTAT+User%27s+Guide%2C+Release+6.12+ed.+Cary+%28NC%29%3A+SAS+Institute.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Schultz1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1046%2Fj.1526-100X.1998.00637.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Schultz%2C+C.+B.+and+E.+E.+Crone.+1998.+Burning+prairie+to+restore+butterfly+habitat%3A+A+modeling+approach+to+management+tradeoffs+for+the+Fender%27s+blue.+Restoration+Ecology+6%3A244%E2%80%93252.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Schwartz1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1007%2Fs004420050035
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Schwartz1&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=28308280
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Schwartz%2C+M.+W.%2C+C.+A.+Brigham%2C+J.+D.+Hoeksema%2C+K.+G.+Lyons%2C+M.+H.+Mills%2C+and+P.+J.+Mantgem.+2000.+Linking+biodiversity+to+ecosystem+function%3A+Implications+for+conservation+biology.+Oecologia+122%3A297%E2%80%93305.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Shepherd%2C+M.+D.%2C+S.+L.+Buchmann%2C+M.+Vaughan%2C+and+S.+H.+Black.+2003.+Pollinator+Conservation+Handbook.+Portland+%28OR%29%3A+Xerces+Society.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Smil1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1029%2F1999GB900015
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Smil%2C+V.+1999.+Nitrogen+in+crop+production%3A+An+account+of+global+flows.+Global+Biogeochemical+Cycles+13%3A647%E2%80%93662.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Southwick1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1093%2Fjee%2F85.3.621
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Southwick%2C+E.+E.+and+L.+Southwick.+1992.+Estimating+the+economic+value+of+honey+bees+as+agricultural+pollinators+in+the+United+States.+Economic+Entomology+85%3A621%E2%80%93633.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Thorp%2C+R.+2003.+Bumble+bees+%28Hymenoptera%3A+Apidae%29%3A+Commercial+use+and+environmental+concerns.+Pages.+21%E2%80%9340.+in+Strickler+K%2C+Cane+JH%2C+eds.+For+Nonnative+Crops%2C+Whence+Pollinators+of+the+Future%3F+Lanham+%28MD%29%3A+Entomological+Society+of+America.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Thorp%2C+R.+and+M.+D.+Shepherd.+2005.+Species+profile%3A+Subgenus+Bombus.+In+Shepherd+MD%2CVaughan+M%2C+Black+SH%2C+eds.+Red+List+of+Pollinator+Insects+of+North+America.+CD-ROM+Version+1.+Portland+%28OR%29%3A+Xerces+Society+for+Invertebrate+Conservation.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Townsend%2C+G.+F.+1974.+Beekeeping+and+agricultural+development.+World+Animal+Review+12%3A36%E2%80%9340.
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Turchin1&dbid=16&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10.1126%2Fscience.285.5430.1068
http://www.bioone.org/servlet/linkout?suffix=i0006-3568-56-4-311-Turchin1&dbid=8&doi=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282006%2956%5B311%3ATEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2&key=10446053
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Turchin%2C+P.%2C+A.+D.+Taylor%2C+and+J.+D.+Reeve.+1999.+Dynamical+role+of+predators+in+population+cycles+of+a+forest+insect%3A+An+experimental+test.+Science+285%3A1068%E2%80%931071.
http://www.census.gov/prod/3/97pubs/fhw96nat.pdf
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BUS+Census+%5D+US+Bureau+of+the+Census1996.+National+Survey+of+Fishing%2C+Hunting%2C+and+Wildlife-Associated+Recreation.+%2814+February+2006%3B+www.census.gov%2Fprod%2F3%2F97pubs%2Ffhw96nat.pdf%29.
http://www.epa.gov/oppbead1/pestsales/99pestsales/usage1999.html
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%5BUSEPA%5D+US+Environmental+Protection+Agency2003.+1998%E2%80%931999+Pesticide+Market+Estimates%3A+Usage.+%2814+February+2006%3B+www.epa.gov%2Foppbead1%2Fpestsales%2F99pestsales%2Fusage1999.html%29.
http://www.xerces.org/pubs_merch/Farming_for_Bees.htm
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Vaughan%2C+M.%2C+M.+Shepherd%2C+C.+Kremen%2C+and+S.+H.+Black.+2004.+Farming+for+Bees%3A+Guidelines+for+Providing+Native+Bee+Habitat+on+Farms.+Portland+%28OR%29%3A+Xerces+Society.+%2814+February+2006%3B+www.xerces.org%2Fpubs_merch%2FFarming_for_Bees.htm%29.
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Yudelman%2C+M.%2C+A.+Ratta%2C+and+D.+Nygaard.+1998.+Pest+Management+and+Food+Production%3A+Looking+to+the+Future.+Washington+%28DC%29%3A+International+Food+Policy+Research+Institute.+Food%2C+Agriculture%2C+and+the+Environment+Discussion+Paper+25.


22/02/2018 The Economic Value of Ecological Services Provided by Insects | BioScience

http://www.bioone.org/doi/full/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56%5B311:TEVOES%5D2.0.CO%3B2 13/17

Formula used to estimate the number of cattle in the United States whose dung can be
processed by dung beetles:

where

C  = head of cattle producing dung that can be processed by dung beetles,

C  = total head of cattle produced annually in the United States,

P  = the proportion of cattle that are raised on range or pasture, and

P  = the proportion of cattle not treated with avermectins.

Formula used to estimate the value of beef saved because of reduced range fouling
resulting from dung burial by dung beetles:

where

V  = value of reduced forage fouling,

V  = value of cattle (per kilogram),

C  = head of cattle producing dung that can be processed by dung beetles,

L  = losses (per animal) with no dung beetle activity, and

L  = losses (per animal) at current levels of dung beetle activity.

Formula used to estimate the value of native insects for suppressing populations of
potentially pestiferous native herbivorous insects:

where

V  = the value of suppression of native insect pests by other insects,

NC  = the cost of damage from native insect pests with no natural control,

CC  = the cost of damage from native insect pests at current levels of natural control, and

P  = the proportion of herbivorous insects controlled primarily by other insects.

 

Table 1.
Total economic losses averted annually as a result of
accelerated burial of livestock feces by dung beetles.

Table 2.
The value of crop production resulting from
pollination by native insects, 2001–2003.

Table 3.
Value of averted crop losses as a result of predation
or parasitism of native agricultural pests by native
beneficial insects.

Table 4.
Expenditures for hunting, fishing, and observing wildlife that rely on insects as
a critical nutritional resource.
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Table 5.
Insectivory in North American bird species.

Table 6.
Value of commercially landed fish that rely upon
insects as a critical nutritional resource.
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