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Abstract

Insect communities are vital to the ecological and economic success of
cocoa agroforestry systems, providing essential functions such in pollination,
pest control, and nutrient cycling. Their presence and performance are shaped
by field structure, clone genetics, habitat complexity, and agricultural practices.
This research was conducted at the Experimental Station of the Indonesian Coffee
and Cocoa Research Institute in Jember, East Java, which focused on two distinct
types of cocoa fields (differences in planting years, plant density, and shade
trees) and clones (clone ICCRI03, ICCRI09, and MCC02). The research highlights
are the role of field conditions and genetic factors in shaping insect diversity and
abundance. The trapping method used a yellow trap, and field conditions included
plant height, canopy width, and leaf litter amount, which were measured. The
observation revealed 35 insect morphospecies from 30 families and eight non-
insect morphospecies, emphasizing the functional diversity of these communities.
Field conditions and clones did not have a significant effect on insect abundance
and diversity. Field conditions, including plant height, canopy width, and leaf
litter amount, did not show a strong correlation with the abundance of insects.
Field with more shade trees and vegetation, had a greater abundance of insects,
notably predators and decomposers. MCC02 favored pollinator populations,
ICCRI03 boosted predators and parasitoids, and ICCRI09 increased overall diversity.
However, pollinators and omnivores showed minimal variety across fields and
clones. Shannon diversity index values (H’ = 1.59-1.75) suggested moderate biodiversity
with uneven species distribution. The study underscores the importance of main-
taining habitat complexity, optimizing field management, and strategic clone selection
to enhance ecosystem services like pollination and pest control while fostering
biodiversity.
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INTRODUCTION

Insect diversity was categorized into
functional groups and used to assess the extent
of ecosystem services provided on farms.
The functional roles explored include recycling/
detrivore, fungivore, predator, herbivore,

scavenger, parasitoids, and ants that perform
numerous functions at once. In this study,
environmental quality was measured by the
diversity of insects and other arthropods
(arachnids and acarina), which account for
90% of all species’ variability. Ecosystem
structure is dominated by them (Pimentel
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et al., 1992; Bellamy et al., 2018), and explores
the vast world of insects, which represent
the pinnacle of biodiversity. Insects provide
services such as organic matter breakdown,
nutrient recycling, soil conditioning, and pest
predation. Insects serve as pollinators and
food sources for birds and mammals on a
larger landscape scale. Less than 1% of the
detected insects are pests (Verma et al.,
2023).

In a cocoa plantation, the cocoa ecology
may sustain numerous insect groups, and
the cocoa tree has a specific pollination
mechanism (Adjaloo et al., 2013). Cocoa
flower pollination is complex and relies
heavily on insect pollinators (Adjaloo et al.,
2013; Zakariyya et al., 2016). Cocoa flowers
have a distinctive structure that prevents
natural pollination because the fertile stamens
are blocked by sterile stamen structures known
as staminodia. Furthermore, cocoa blooms
lack a nectar-like aroma and have sticky
pollen grains. As a result, natural pollina-
tion can only take place when insects burrow
into the complicated floral structure (Dani
& Rokhmah, 2022). A diverse range of insects
are reported to visit the flowers of various
cocoa species. While farmed cocoa blooms
attract a variety of insect species (Toledo-
Hernández et al., 2017), natural populations
are mostly frequented by Hymenoptera and
Diptera (Chumacero de Schawe et al., 2018).
In Brazil, stingless bees like Plebeia minima
and Trigonisca pendiculana have been spot-
ted visiting Theobroma grandiflorum blooms
(Venturieri et al., 1995; Jaramillo et al., 2024).
In Ecuador, 68 insect morphospecies were
observed, including just one Ceratopogonidae
species, Dasyhelea sp., which visited Theobroma
bicolor flowers (Ponce-Sánchez et al., 2021).
The variety of insects that visit Theobroma
flowers suggests that cocoa blossoms may
similarly attract a wide range of insects
(Jaramillo et al., 2024).

Conserving and restoring natural habitats,
along with maintaining landscape diversity,
promotes the growth of wild pollinator popu-
lations. This is especially crucial for cocoa
production, which relies heavily on non-bee
pollinators. A study conducted in Ghana found
that the distance from cocoa farms to forests
had no impact on either the number of midges
present or the resulting cocoa fruit set (Frimpong
et al., 2011). A study in Indonesia found that
the number of insects on flowers was not
affected by how far the plantation was from
a forest. Instead, it was influenced by increased
canopy cover and the presence of potential
pollinator habitats, such as leaf litter and
secondary forests, in the area surrounding
the plantation (Toledo-Hernández et al.,
2021). A clear positive relationship exists
between pollinator numbers and cocoa tree
density, leaf litter cover, and decomposing
fruit on the ground. Conversely, the presence
of timber, banana, fruit, and palm trees, as
well as stones, grass, and bare soil, negatively
impacted pollinator abundance. The negative
effect of canopy vegetation seems related
to excessive shade rather than simply the
quantity of plants (Córdoba et al., 2013).

The types of crop varieties (cultivars) grown
can also affect insect communities. According
to research (Prasifka et al., 2018; Stejskalová
et al., 2018; Burns & Stanley, 2022; Tscharntke
et al., 2024), pollinator species exhibit preferences
for particular crop varieties. For example,
the roles of both wild and managed insect
pollinators in apple pollination are influenced
by the specific apple cultivar (Burns & Stanley,
2022). Pollinator identification and community
composition can also vary significantly over
area and time (Winfree et al., 2015). In concrete
terms, pollen genotypes may differ depending
on pollinator species, especially if movement
patterns are unique to each other. As a result,
pollinator identification can affect fruit quality
because the source of pollen (i.e. pollen parentage)
is well known to influence this trait, a pheno-
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menon known as “xenia” (Tscharntke et al.,
2024). Based on these references, by conducting
this research, the effect of several planted
cacao clones on the insect community will
be investigated, especially the community
of pollinators. This research aims to examine
the status of the insect community in two
different cocoa fields and three different cocoa
clones. It looks further into the effect of cocoa
field conditions, such as planting density,
shade trees, plant height, canopy width, and
leaf litter, on the abundance and diversity
of insects.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This research, meticulously conducted
at the Experimental Station of ICCRI in
Jember, East Java, focused on two cocoa
fields which have differences in area size,
planting year, plant density, planted shade
trees, and shade tree density. The difference
between these two blocks is shown in Table 1.
Every field consisted of plots of three chosen
clones (clone ICCRI03, ICCRI09, and
MCC02), and every plot was repeated three
times. Field effect and clones are factors
for this research.

Insect trapping was conducted by installing
yellow sticky traps. Tscharntke et al. (2024)
stated that yellow sticky traps are an effective
and low-cost method for monitoring various
insect populations in agricultural areas. In
this research, the yellow trap was constructed
from 1-liter transparent bottles that were
yellow painted and then covered with a

transparent plastic sheet coated with insect
glue. The trap is then hung on a tree branch
with abundant flowers, at a height of 1.5
meters from the ground. The tree is located
at the center of the plot of the selected clone.
The traps are kept in place for 24 hours
(8 am to 8 am), then the transparent plastic
sheets that trapped insects are collected in
the laboratory for examination. Insect trapping
was only done once.

Trapped insects were then identified to
the morphospecies level in Pasuruan Cocoa
Technical Centre’s Laboratory. Morpho-
species are taxonomic units recognized based
on morphological differences and are used
as substitutes for species names in bio-di-
versity studies (Ikhsan et al., 2020). The
identification process includes the following
steps: 1) Morphological observation by
observing the morphological characteristics
of the arthropods using a microscope and
documenting the findings with a camera
of Microscope Stereo Olympus SZX7. 2)
Matching morpho-logical features with data-
bases by comparing the documented morpho-
logical features of the insects with the data-
base available on the Pollination Guelph
website and the Pollinator Identification data-
base (Pollination Guelph), as per the study
by Windriyanti et al. (2023). Additionally,
use the Barcode of Life Data System (BOLD
Systems) website to determine the morpho-
species of each individual. For confirming
the role of insects, those two websites are
used and other official websites such as
britannica.com/animal/insect, bugguide.net
and other related articles.

Table 1. The difference between the two-field observation
Parameters Field A Field B
Area size 0.83 ha 0.50 ha
Planting year 2017 (7 years) 2018 (6 years)
Plant density 896 plants 508 plants
Shade Trees Leucaena sp. with a population Leucaena sp. with a population

of 841 plants. of 150 plants.Piper nigrum with
a population of 150 plants.



112 PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Budianto et al.

In this project, the impact of canopy height
and soil leaf litter amount is also emphasized.
Canopy height measurement was conducted
by measuring the highest point of growth
of the primary stem from the ground or the
basal stem. Canopy width was measured by
measuring the diameter of the canopy and
an angle (east to west and north to south).
Soil leaf litter amount was measured under
the canopy of sample trees by plotting 2 m x
2 m (4 m2) as many as eight points in each
observation block, then all leaf litters in every
plot were measured and expressed in kilograms.
Climate data such as temperature, humidity,
wind speed, rainfall, and solar radiation
(Table 2) were taken from the weather station
of the experimental plantation of Kaliwining.
Statistical study of insect population parameters
was performed by using analysis of variance
at a 95% through General Linear Models
(GLMs) in the GenStat program. If the treatment
has a significant effect, Tukey’s test (D = 5%)
might be used for additional analysis (Gomez
and Gomez, 1984). Biodiversity index was
performed by using Diversity Indices analysis
in the Genstat program.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Insects that have been collected during
the observation in two fields with three
different clones resulted in the identification
of 35 morphospecies, of which eight belong
to Araneae or non-insect. Those 35 insect
morphospecies belong to 30 families:
Acrididae, Aphididae, Cecidomyiidae,
Ceraphronidae, Ceratopogonidae, Chaoboridae,
Chironomidae, Cicadellidae, Coccinellidae,

Culicidae, Curculionidae, Diapriidae, Diocidiidae,
Drosophilidae, Ectobiidae, Encyrtidae,
Fanniidae, Formicidae, Ichneumonidae,
Ismaridae, Mycetophilidae, Orchesellidae,
Phoridae, Platygastridae, Ptinidae, Rhaphido-
phoridae, Silvanidae, Sphecidae, Trichogram-
matidae, and Triozidae. Then, for eight araneae’s
morphospecies belong to 8 families: Araneidae,
Cheiracanthiidae, Linyphiidae, Oxyopidae,
Pacullidae, Tetragnathidae, Theridiidae, and
Viridasiidae. This result is shown in Tables 3
and 4.

Field A, with 896 cocoa plants and a dense
shade canopy of 841 Leucaena sp. trees,
produces a unique microhabitat that supports
increased abundance of predatory morpho-
species like Chaorobus flavicans (1.33±1.5)
and Mangora sp. (0.66±1.15 under MCC02).
Predators are likely to benefit from the dense
canopy’s shelter and consistent microclimate.
These findings are consistent with Blaser
et al. (2017), who discovered that dense shade
enhances habitat conditions for beneficial
insects by lowering temperature changes and
boosting humidity. Field B, with fewer shade
trees (Leucaena sp. and P. nigrum), has a
somewhat higher abundance of pollinators
such as Placochela sp. (0.44±0.52 under
ICCRI09 and MCC02), probably due to enhanced
light availability and floral resources from
the diversified shade species.

If we place more emphasis on clone effect
size, the varied patterns of insect abundance
and diversity observed in clones ICCRI03,
ICCRI09, and MCC02 highlight the impor-
tance of plant genotype in shaping ecosystem
services. For example, MCC02 promotes
higher pollinator populations, which improves

Table 2. Climate data of the experimental plantation of Kaliwining during the observation

Date
 
Temperature

RelativeSolar
Radiation Wind speed Rain

(°C)
humidity

(W/m2) (m/s) (mm)(%)
28-29 May 2024 (During Trapping Time) * 27.20 87.26 191.25 0.34 0.00
01-31 May 2024 (Whole month) 26.78 87.50 184.65 0.39 67.00
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pollination services. Forcipomyia sp. (Cerato-
pogonidae) shows its highest abundance in
MCC02 (1±1.73), suggesting that this clone
may offer favorable floral resources or micro-
habitat conditions. Similarly, Placochela sp.
(Cecidomyiidae) is more abundant in ICCRI09
(1±1) compared to other clones. These findings
are related to Vansynghel et al. (2022) regarding
flower insect visitors are assumed as cacao
pollinators, who discovered that among all
the visitors, 7% were midges (Ceratopogonidae
and Cecidomyiidae), thought to be respon-
sible for cacao pollination. Further research
needs to be done to confirm that certain types
of insects that visit are influenced by the
characteristics of a particular cocoa clone,
such as floral odor and color. Arnold et al.
(2019) stated that the scents emitted by cacao
flowers are important for attracting or guiding
pollinators. Blaser et al. (2017) also highlighted
those differences in cacao flower structure
and nectar composition across clones influence
pollinator attraction and consequently crop
productivity. On the other hand, ICCRI03
boosts predator and parasitoid numbers,
which aids in pest control. These clone-specific
effects indicate that strategic clone selection
can optimize numerous ecosystem services, as
reported by Mortimer et al. (2018), who found
that genotypebased management strategies
improve both ecological balance and cacao
yield.

The results of analysis of variance (ANOVA)
from Table 5 reveal how field conditions, cacao
clones, and their interaction influence the
abundance of insects across different func-
tional roles (Decomposer, Habitat Indicator,
Herbivore, Omnivore, Parasitoid, Pollinator,
Predator, and total insects), providing insights
into the ecological dynamics in cacao agro-
forestry systems. Table 5 indicates the signi-
ficance levels of field and clone effects on
various insect roles, while Tables 6 and 7
present detailed averages of insect abundance
across different roles. Based on Table 6,

significance only happened in three functional
groups, including Herbivores (Fpr = 0.03),
Omnivores (Fpr = 0.02), and Pollinators (Fpr =
0.04), which are influenced by field conditions.

The results demonstrate that field condi-
tions significantly affect the abundance of
several insect roles, particularly herbivores
and omnivores. Field A exhibited a higher
total insect abundance (11.30±3.65) com-
pared to Field B (8.00±3.39), suggesting that
the more shaded conditions in Field A, with
denser vegetation, provide a more suitable
habitat for a diverse insect community
(Vandromme et al., 2023). Herbivores were
significantly more abundant in Field B
(3.44±2.26) compared to Field A (0.88±0.73),
likely due to the higher exposure to sunlight
and reduced shade in Field B, which might
promote plant growth and attract herbivo-
rous insects. For strengthening these results,
further observations related to microclimate
in both blocks need to be carried out to see
the differences such as data temperature and
relative humidity under the canopy.

The data from Tables 5 and 6 reveal
that pollinator abundance is significantly in-
fluenced by the field factor (p = 0.04). Field
A showed a notably higher abundance of
pollinators (1.11±0.99) compared to Field
B (0.22±0.41), emphasizing the role of en-
vironmental conditions in shaping pollina-
tor communities. These findings align with
previous studies indicating that habitat com-
plexity and microclimatic conditions directly
affect pollinator populations (Tscharntke
et al., 2012). Field A, with denser shade trees
and a more diverse vegetation structure,
likely provides better foraging resources,
nesting sites, and protection for pollinators.
Research by Vandromme et al. (2023) sup-
ports the idea that shaded environments in
agroforestry systems enhance the abundance
and diversity of pollinators by mimicking
natural habitats. The significantly lower
pollinator abundance in Field B (0.22±0.41)



115PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Insect gommunity status in different field conditions and clones in Kaliwining Cocoa Experimental Station

Ta
bl

e 
4.

A
ve

ra
ge

 o
f 

in
se

ct
 a

bu
nd

an
ce

 in
 th

re
e 

di
ff

er
en

t c
lo

ne
s 

in
 F

ie
ld

 B
 (6

 y
ea

rs
 o

ld
)

O
rd

o
Fa

m
ily

M
or

ph
os

pe
ci

es
R

ol
e

C
lo

ne
A

ve
ra

ge
IC

C
R

I0
3

IC
C

R
I0

9
M

C
C

02
A

ra
ne

ae
A

ra
ne

id
ae

C
yc

lo
sa

 s
p.

Pr
ed

at
or

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

11
±0

.3
3

C
he

ir
ac

an
th

iid
ae

St
ro

ta
rc

hu
s 

sp
.

Pr
ed

at
or

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

11
±0

.3
3

O
xy

op
id

ae
O

xy
op

es
 s

p.
Pr

ed
at

or
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
11

±0
.3

3
 

T
he

ri
di

id
ae

Ex
al

bi
di

on
 s

p.
Pr

ed
at

or
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
B

la
tt

od
ea

E
ct

ob
ii

da
e

Pl
un

un
cu

s 
sp

.
D

ec
om

po
se

r
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
C

ol
eo

pt
er

a
C

oc
ci

ne
lli

da
e

C
oc

ci
du

lin
i 

sp
.

Pr
ed

at
or

0.
66

±1
.1

5
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±0

.7
0

C
ur

cu
lio

ni
da

e
U

nk
no

w
n 

Sp
es

ie
s 

2
H

er
bi

vo
re

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

11
±0

.3
3

 
Si

lv
an

id
ae

O
ry

za
ep

hi
lu

s 
sp

.
H

er
bi

vo
re

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

11
±0

.3
3

D
ip

te
ra

C
ec

id
om

yi
id

ae
Pl

ac
oc

he
la

 s
p.

Po
ll

in
at

or
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
66

±0
.5

7
0.

66
±0

.5
7

0.
44

±0
.5

2
C

er
at

op
og

on
id

ae
Fo

rc
ip

om
yi

a 
sp

. 
5E

S
Po

ll
in

at
or

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

11
±0

.3
3

Fo
rc

ip
om

yi
a 

sp
.

Po
ll

in
at

or
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
D

B 
11

42
2

C
ha

ob
or

id
ae

C
ha

ob
or

us
 f

la
vi

ca
ns

Pr
ed

at
or

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

66
±0

.5
7

1.
00

±1
.0

0
0.

66
±0

.7
0

D
ro

so
ph

ili
da

e
Sc

ap
to

dr
os

op
hi

la
 s

p.
D

ec
om

po
se

r
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
11

±0
.3

3
Fa

nn
ii

da
e

Fa
nn

ia
 s

p.
D

ec
om

po
se

r
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
22

±0
.4

4
M

yc
et

op
hi

li
da

e
Ph

th
in

ia
 s

p.
D

ec
om

po
se

r
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
Ph

or
id

ae
En

de
rl

ei
np

ho
ra

 s
p.

D
ec

om
po

se
r

0.
66

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

22
±0

.4
4

 
 

U
nk

no
w

n 
Sp

es
ie

s 
3

D
ec

om
po

se
r

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

33
±0

.5
E

nt
om

ob
ry

om
or

ph
a

O
rc

he
se

lli
da

e
O

rc
he

se
lla

 s
p.

O
m

ni
vo

re
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
66

±1
.1

5
1.

33
±1

.5
2

0.
77

±1
.0

9
H

em
ip

te
ra

T
ri

oz
id

ae
C

as
ua

ri
ni

co
la

 s
p.

H
er

bi
vo

re
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
 

 
H

et
er

ot
ri

oz
a 

sp
.

H
er

bi
vo

re
2.

00
±1

.0
0

2.
00

±1
.0

0
1.

66
±2

.0
8

1.
88

±1
.2

6
H

ym
en

op
te

ra
C

er
ap

hr
on

id
ae

A
ph

an
og

m
us

 s
p.

Pa
ra

si
to

id
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
66

±1
.1

5
2.

00
±1

.7
3

1.
00

±1
.3

2
D

ia
pr

iid
ae

Be
ly

tin
i 

sp
.

Pa
ra

si
to

id
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
Fo

rm
ic

id
ae

D
ol

ic
ho

de
ru

s 
sp

.
Pr

ed
at

or
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
33

±0
.5

7
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
11

±0
.3

3
Sp

he
ci

da
e

C
ha

ly
bi

on
 s

p.
Pa

ra
si

to
id

1.
00

±1
.7

3
0.

00
±0

.0
0

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±1

.0
0

 
T

ri
ch

og
ra

m
m

at
id

ae
Pa

ra
ce

nt
ro

bi
a 

sp
.

Pa
ra

si
to

id
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
00

±0
.0

0
0.

33
±0

.5
7

0.
22

±0
.4

4
7

22
25

 
0.

29
±0

.6
5

0.
32

±0
.6

1
0.

34
±0

.8
1

0.
32

±0
.6

9



116 PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Budianto et al.
Ta

bl
e 

5.
Th

e 
sig

ni
fic

an
ce

 a
na

ly
sis

 o
f t

he
 fi

el
d 

an
d 

cl
on

e 
ef

fe
ct

 o
n 

th
e 

ab
un

da
nc

e 
of

 in
se

ct
’s

 r
ol

e 
an

d 
to

ta
l i

nd
iv

id
ua

l

V
ar

ia
nc

e
df

D
ec

om
po

se
r

H
ab

ita
t

H
er

bi
vo

re
O

m
ni

vo
re

Pa
ra

si
to

id
Po

lli
na

to
r

Pr
ed

at
or

A
ll 

In
se

ct
s

In
di

ca
to

r
 

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

Fi
el

d
1

1.
77

0.
12

1.
27

0.
06

2.
28

0.
03

0.
51

0.
02

1.
91

0.
53

0.
84

0.
04

1.
87

0.
18

4.
69

0.
15

C
lo

ne
2

2.
17

0.
61

1.
55

0.
96

2.
79

0.
79

0.
62

0.
51

2.
33

0.
67

1.
02

0.
39

2.
29

0.
70

5.
75

0.
84

Fi
el

d 
x 

C
lo

ne
2

3.
06

0.
67

2.
20

0.
96

3.
94

0.
86

0.
88

0.
51

3.
30

0.
81

1.
45

0.
71

3.
24

0.
80

8.
13

0.
90

Ta
bl

e 
6.

Th
e 

av
er

ag
e 

of
 in

se
c 

ab
un

da
nc

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 th

e 
ro

le
 w

hi
ch

 is
 a

ffe
ct

ed
 b

y 
di

ff
er

en
t f

ie
ld

 c
on

di
tio

ns
.

Fi
el

d
D

ec
om

po
se

r
H

ab
ita

t 
In

di
ca

to
r

H
er

bi
vo

re
O

m
ni

vo
re

Pa
ra

si
to

id
Po

lli
na

to
r

Pr
ed

at
or

A
ll 

In
se

ct
s

Fi
el

d 
A

2.
33

±2
.0

0
1.

22
±1

.3
1

0.
88

±0
.7

3A
0.

66
±0

.6
6B

2.
33

±1
.8

8
1.

11
±0

.9
9B

2.
77

±1
.6

8
11

.3
0±

3.
65

Fi
el

d 
B

1.
00

±0
.6

6
0.

00
±0

.0
0

3.
44

±2
.2

6B
0.

00
±0

.0
0A

1.
77

±1
.2

2
0.

22
±0

.4
1A

1.
55

±1
.1

6
8.

00
±3

.3
9

A
ve

ra
ge

1.
66

±1
.6

3
0.

61
±1

.1
1

2.
16

±2
.1

1
0.

33
±0

.5
7

2.
05

±1
.6

1
0.

66
±0

.8
8

2.
16

±1
.5

7
9.

66
±3

.9
0

N
ot

e:
Bo

ld
 m

ea
ns

 a
re

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
tly

 a
ffe

ct
ed

 b
y 

fa
ct

or
 a

nd
 m

ea
ns

 v
al

ue
s 

fo
llo

w
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

sa
m

e 
le

tte
r i

n 
th

e 
sa

m
e 

co
lu

m
n 

is 
no

t s
ig

ni
fic

an
tly

 d
iff

er
en

t f
ro

m
 le

ve
l o

f 5
%

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
e 

du
nc

an
 m

ul
tip

le
 d

ist
an

ce
 te

st
.

Ta
bl

e 
7.

Th
e 

av
er

ag
e 

of
 in

se
ct

’s
 a

bu
nd

an
ce

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
ro

le
 w

hi
ch

 is
 a

ff
ec

te
d 

by
 d

iff
er

en
t c

lo
ne

s.
C

lo
ne

D
ec

om
po

se
r

H
ab

ita
t 

In
di

ca
to

r
H

er
bi

vo
re

O
m

ni
vo

re
Pa

ra
si

to
id

Po
lli

na
to

r
Pr

ed
at

or
A

ll 
In

se
ct

IC
C

R
I0

3
1.

66
±1

.1
0

0.
66

±1
.1

0
1.

66
±1

.5
9

0.
16

±0
.3

7
2.

33
±2

.4
9

0.
33

±0
.4

7
2.

66
±2

.2
8

9.
50

±3
.5

9
IC

C
R

I0
9

1.
16

±1
.0

6
0.

50
±0

.5
0

2.
33

±1
.9

7
0.

50
±0

.5
0

1.
50

±0
.7

6
1.

00
±0

.8
1

2.
00

±1
.0

0
9.

00
±2

.9
4

M
C

C
02

2.
16

±2
.2

6
0.

66
±1

.4
9

2.
50

±2
.5

6
0.

33
±0

.7
4

2.
33

±0
.7

4
0.

66
±1

.1
0

1.
83

±0
.8

9
10

.5
±4

.7
8

A
ve

ra
ge

1.
66

±1
.6

3
0.

61
±1

.1
1

2.
16

±2
.1

1
0.

33
±0

.5
7

2.
05

±1
.6

1
0.

66
±0

.8
8

2.
16

±1
.5

7
9.

66
±3

.9
0

Ta
bl

e 
5.

Th
e 

sig
ni

fic
an

ce
 a

na
ly

sis
 o

f t
he

 fi
el

d 
an

d 
cl

on
e 

ef
fe

ct
 o

n 
th

e 
ab

un
da

nc
e 

of
 in

se
ct

’s
 r

ol
e 

an
d 

to
ta

l i
nd

iv
id

ua
l

V
ar

ia
nc

e
df

D
ec

om
po

se
r

H
ab

ita
t

H
er

bi
vo

re
O

m
ni

vo
re

Pa
ra

si
to

id
Po

lli
na

to
r

Pr
ed

at
or

A
ll 

In
se

ct
s

In
di

ca
to

r
 

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

LS
D

Fp
r

Fi
el

d
1

1.
77

0.
12

1.
27

0.
06

2.
28

0.
03

0.
51

0.
02

1.
91

0.
53

0.
84

0.
04

1.
87

0.
18

4.
69

0.
15

C
lo

ne
2

2.
17

0.
61

1.
55

0.
96

2.
79

0.
79

0.
62

0.
51

2.
33

0.
67

1.
02

0.
39

2.
29

0.
70

5.
75

0.
84

Fi
el

d 
x 

C
lo

ne
2

3.
06

0.
67

2.
20

0.
96

3.
94

0.
86

0.
88

0.
51

3.
30

0.
81

1.
45

0.
71

3.
24

0.
80

8.
13

0.
90



117PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Insect gommunity status in different field conditions and clones in Kaliwining Cocoa Experimental Station

suggests that simplified landscapes with less
vegetation can lead to a decline in pollinator
populations. This is consistent with studies
showing that open and less shaded areas often
lack the floral resources and microhabitats
necessary for pollinator survival (Vansynghel
et al., 2022).

Clone-specific differences were less noti-
ceable compared to field effects (Table 5).
However, insect abundance varied slightly
among clones (Table 7). Clone MCC02 had
the highest total insect count (10.5), espe-
cially for herbivores (2.50), decomposers
(2.16), and parasitoids (2.33). This suggests
it may be more attractive to insects due to
its traits (Schowalter et al., 2018). Clone
ICCRI09 had fewer insects overall (9.00)
but slightly more habitat indicators (0.50)
and pollinators (1.00). Clone ICCRI03
showed a balance between parasitoids and
predators, suggesting it could be useful in
pest management.

Field and clone interactions weren’t
statistically significant (Table 5), but the
slight variations among clones across fields
highlight the importance of both environ-
ment and genetics. For instance, MCC02
consistently supported more insects, regard-
less of the field, indicating its adaptability.
Optimizing field conditions like vegetation
and shade could increase insect numbers and
variety.

Statistical analysis showed that field
conditions, cocoa clones, and their interac-
tion didn’t significantly affect insect diversity
(Table 9). The Shannon diversity index (H’)
values (Tables 10 &11) show moderate diver-
sity in insect communities across fields and
clones. Table 10 shows that Field A (H’ =
1.75) and Field B (H’ = 1.59) both fall in
the moderate range (1  H’  3), suggesting
balanced communities with multiple species,
but uneven abundance, aligning with Tassoni
et al. (2024). In accordance with Ulfah et al.,
(2019) stated the diversity index in the mild

category, in the sense that the ecosystem
is still in a stable condition.

Based on Table 11, clones (ICCRI03:
H’ = 1.60, ICCRI09: H’ = 1.75, MCC02:
H’ = 1.67) also had moderate diversity.
ICCRI09’s higher diversity may support
more balanced insect communities, especially
for herbivores and parasitoids, possibly due
to genetic traits (Gols & Harvey, 2023).
MCC02 had a slightly lower total H’ but the
highest decomposer diversity (H’ = 0.29),
indicating a role in nutrient cycling. Polli-
nators and omnivores showed zero diver-
sity across all clones, suggesting a system-
wide issue possibly due to monoculture and
lack of resources (Asmah et al., 2017).

A concern is the zero diversity of om-
nivores and pollinators across all clones and
fields. Lack of variety in cacao fields may
limit resources like prey or nesting sites for
omnivores (Andersson et al., 2014). Polli-
nators need floral resources like nectar and
pollen. The absence of flowering plants near
cacao plantations can lead to a lack of polli-
nators (Winfree et al., 2015). Pollinators also
depend on microhabitats like leaf litter and
shaded areas. Simplified farms with less
complexity fail to support these habitats
(Blaser et al., 2017).

The Bray-Curtis similarity index (SI)
measures how similar insect communities are.
Table 8 shows varying degrees of similarity
among insect communities across fields and
clones, giving insight into how environment
and genetics affect insect diversity. The Bray-
Curtis similarity index between Field A and
Field B is 0.29, indicating low similarity in
insect composition. Field A likely has more
resources or habitat complexity, fostering
a different community than Field B. This aligns
with Lucatero et al. (2024), who showed that
habitat complexity and management prac-
tices can lead to different insect communities
in farms. Also, the number of morphospecies
in Field A and Field B combined (174) and
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Table 8. The Bray-Curtis similarity index (SI) of insects between two fields and three clones

Parameters

Field Clone
Field A ICCRI03 ICCRI03 ICCRI09

vs vs vs vs
Field B ICCRI09 MCC02 MCC02

Number of Species A + B —etc 174 111 120 117
Number of Similar Morphospecies 8 8 8 5 9 3 9 0
Similarity Index (SI) 0.29 0.6 0.57 0.66

the shared morphospecies (88) reflect a rela-
tively small overlap, further emphasizing
environmental impacts. Asmah et al. (2017)
highlight that less vegetation variety in mono-
culture systems can limit shared morpho-
species across fields.

From a clone perspective, ICCRI09 and
MCC02 show the most similarity (SI = 0.66).
They share 90 out of 117 total insect species,
suggesting they have common traits that
attract similar insects. Genetic similarities
between these clones could lead to compa-
rable insect communities, as plant genetics
can influence pollinator and herbivore commu-
nities (Mertens et al., 2021). A further obser-
vation needs to be conducted to confirm the
difference between clones such as canopy
structure and leaf density which may affect
the insect community.

These factors didn’t significantly affect
insect abundance (Fpr > 0.05). A) In Field
A, there was a very weak positive relationship
between plant height and insect abundance
(R² = 0.004). B) Similarly, in Field B, the
relationship between plant height and insect
abundance was very weak (R² = 0.009). C)
Canopy width in Field A showed a weak
positive relationship with insect abundance
(R² = 0.009), but more expansive canopies
tended to have fewer insects. D) Field B
showed a weak positive association between
canopy width and insect abundance (R² =
0.072). E) Leaf litter in Field A had a weak
relationship with insect abundance (R² =
0.036). F) Field B showed a higher corre-
lation (R² = 0.32), suggesting leaf litter pro-
vides a more beneficial habitat for insects.

Statistical analysis indicates that the
correlation between field conditions (plant
height, canopy width, and leaf litter) and insect
abundance is not significant (Fpr > 0.05).
However, canopy width in Field A shows
the strongest correlation (R2 = 0.349)
(Figure 1A), suggesting that increased canopy
width in Field A leads to a decrease in insect
abundance. This aligns with Tscharntke et al.
(2012), who stated that more expansive canopies
reduce sunlight, limiting resources for insects
like understory plants.

Leaf litter in Field B also shows a strong
positive association with insect abundance
(R2 = 0.32) (Figure 1F), possibly indicating
a more beneficial habitat. Camargo-Vanegas
et al. (2024) note that leaf litter provides
shelter, moisture, and protection for insects
like beetles, ants, and springtails. Grimbacher
et al. (2018) found that beetle and ant popu-
lations correlated positively with litter volume,
indicating increased habitat and resources.

The weak correlation between plant height
and insect abundance suggests that plant height
alone isn’t a key factor in insect distributions.
Other factors like leaf litter, canopy width,
and floral resources likely play a more critical
role. Future studies should consider these
variables for a better understanding of insect
communities. Leal et al. (2016) highlight that
vegetation structure (plant density and diver-
sity) has a more substantial effect on insect
populations than plant height. Enhancing
plant species richness and diverse vegeta-
tion structures may be more effective than
focusing solely on plant height for influenc-
ing insect abundance.
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Figure 1. Shows the relationship between plant traits (height, canopy width, and leaf litter) and
insect abundance in two fields (A and B)
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CONCLUSION

This study examines the relationships
between environmental factors, cocoa plant
genetics, and insect communities in cocoa
farms. Field A, with more shade, has a
higher overall insect count and a more stable
environment. Field B, with less shade, attracts
more herbivores because of increased sun-
light. Different cocoa clones influence insect
populations. MCC02 supports the most insects,
while ICCRI09 promotes greater insect diver-
sity. However, there’s a lack of diversity among
pollinators and omnivores, likely due to simpli-
fied habitats and insufficient flowers. The
moderate Shannon diversity index (H’ =
1.59-1.75) indicates somewhat balanced but
uneven insect communities, influenced by
both field conditions and cocoa clone charac-
teristics. The findings suggest that managing
shade levels, maintaining diverse habitats,
and selecting specific cocoa clones can improve
pollination, pest control, and overall biodiversity.
Future studies should investigate the role of
flowers and habitat diversity in supporting
pollinator and omnivore populations.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We express our deepest gratitude to the
Indonesian Coffee and Cocoa Research
Institute (ICCRI) for providing the facili-
ties and experimental sites in Jember, East
Java, which were crucial for the successful
execution of this study. Especially for pest
and disease scientists and technicians that
supported the field activities.

REFERENCES

Adjaloo, M.;B.K.B. Banful & W. Oduro (2013).
Evaluation of breeding substrates for
cocoa pollinator, Forcipomyia; spp. and
subsequent implications for yield in a
tropical cocoa production system.

American Journal of Plant Sciences,
04(02), 204–211. https://doi.org/
10.4236/ajps.2013.42027.

Andersson, G.K.S.; J. Ekroos; M. Stjernman;
M. Rundlöf & H.G. Smith (2014).
Effects of farming intensity, crop rota-
tion and landscape heterogeneity on
field bean pollination. Agriculture,
Ecosystems and Environment, 184,
145–148. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.agee.2013.12.002.

Arnold, S.E.J.; S.J. Forbes; D.R. Hall; D.I. Farman;
P. Bridgemohan; G.R. Spinelli; D.P. Bray;
G.B. Perry; L. Grey; S.R. Belmain &
P.C. Stevenson (2019). Floral odors and
the interaction between pollinating
Ceratopogonid midges and cacao.
Journal of Chemical Ecology, 45(10),
869–878. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10886-019-01118-9.

Asmah, S.; A. Ghazali; M. Syafiq; M.S. Yahya;
T.L. Peng; A.R. Norhisham; C.L. Puan;
B. Azhar & D.B. Lindenmayer (2017).
Effects of polyculture and monoculture
farming in oil palm smallholdings on
tropical fruit-feeding butterfly diversity.
Agricultural and Forest Entomology,
19(1), 70–80. https://doi.org/10.1111/
afe.12182.

Bellamy, A.S.; O. Svensson; P.J. van den Brink;
J. Gunnarsson & M. Tedengren (2018).
Insect community composition and
functional roles along a tropical agri-
cultural production gradient. Environ-
mental Science and Pollution Research,
25(14), 13426–13438. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11356-018-1818-4.

Blaser, W.J.; J. Oppong; E. Yeboah & J. Six (2017).
Shade trees have limited benefits for
soil fertility in cocoa agroforests. Agri-
culture, Ecosystems and Environment,
243, 83–91. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.agee.2017.04.007.

Burns, K.L.W. & D.A. Stanley (2022). The impor-
tance and value of insect pollination
to apples: A regional case study of key
cultivars. Agriculture, Ecosystems and
Environment, 331. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.agee.2022.107911.



122 PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Budianto et al.

Camargo-Vanegas, J.; S. de la Hoz-Pedraza;
H. Sierra-Chamorro & R.J. Guerrero
(2024). The taxonomic and functional
diversity of leaf-litter dwelling ants in
the tropical dry forest of the Colom-
bian Caribbean. Diversity, 16(11).
https://doi.org/10.3390/d16110687.

Chumacero de Schawe, C.; M. Kessler; I. Hensen
& T. Tscharntke (2018). Abundance
and diversity of flower visitors on wild
and cultivated cacao (Theobroma
cacao L.) in Bolivia. Agroforestry
Systems, 92(1), 117–125. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10457-016-0019-8.

Córdoba, C.; R. Cerda; O. Deheuvels; F.A.J. DeClerck
(2013). Polinizadores, polinizacion ´y
produccion potencial de cacao en
sistemas agroforestales de Bocas del
Toro. Panam  ́a. Agroforestería en las
Am´ericas 49, 26–32.

Dani, D. & D.N. Rokhmah (2022). A review of
the role of pollination on the yield of
cocoa plant. Kultivasi, 21(3). https://
doi.org/10.24198/kultivasi.v21i3.41513.

Frimpong, E.A.; B. Gemmill-Herren; I. Gordon;
& P.K. Kwapong (2011). Dynamics of
insect pollinators as influenced by
cocoa production systems in Ghana.
Journal of Pollination Ecology (Vol.
5, Issue 10).

Gols, R. & J.A. Harvey (2023). Integrating
chemical plant trait- and ecological-
based approaches to better under-
stand differences in insect herbivory
between cultivated and natural systems.
Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environ-
ment, 356. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.agee.2023.108643.

Gomez, K. & A.A. Gomez (1984). Statistical
procedures for agricultural research.
Second edition. A Wiley-intersclence
Publication. Wiley, J. & York Chichester
Brisbane Toronto, Singapore.

Grimbacher, P.S.; W. Edwards; M.J. Liddell;
P.N. Nelson; C. Nichols; C.W. Wardhaugh
& N.E. Stork (2018). Temporal variation
in abundance of leaf litter beetles and
ants in an Australian lowland tropical

rainforest is driven by climate and litter
fall. Biodiversity and Conservation,
27(10), 2625–2640. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10531-018-1558-2.

Ikhsan, Z.; Hidrayani; Yaherwandi & H. Hamid
(2020). The diversity and abundance
of Hymenoptera insects on tidal swamp
rice field in Indragiri Hilir district,
Indonesia. Biodiversitas, 21(3), 1020–
1026. https://doi.org/10.13057/biodiv/
d210323.

Jaramillo, M.A.; J. Reyes-Palencia & P. Jiménez
(2024). Floral biology and flower visi-
tors of cocoa (Theobroma cacao L.)
in the upper Magdalena Valley, Colom-
bia. Flora: Morphology, Distribution,
Functional Ecology of Plants, 313.
h t tps: / / doi .org/10.1016/ j. flora .
2024.152480.

Leal, C.R.O.; J. Oliveira Silva; L. Sousa-Souto;
& F. de Siqueira Neves (2016). Vegeta-
tion structure determines insect herbi-
vore diversity in seasonally dry tropical
forests. Journal of Insect Conserva-
tion, 20(6), 979–988. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10841-016-9930-6.

Lucatero, A.; S. Jha & S.M. Philpott (2024). Local
habitat complexity and its effects on
herbivores and predators in urban
agroecosystems. Insects, 15(1). https:/
/doi.org/10.3390/insects15010041.

Mertens, D.; K. Bouwmeester & E.H. Poelman
(2021). Intraspecific variation in plant-
associated herbivore communities
is phylogenetically structured in
Brassicaceae. In Ecology Letters (Vol.
24, Issue 11, pp. 2314–2327). John
Wiley and Sons Inc. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ele.13852.

Mortimer, R.; S. Saj & C. David (2018). Sup-
porting and regulating ecosystem
services in cocoa agroforestry systems.
Agroforestry Systems, 92(6), 1639–1657.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-017-
0113-6.

Pimentel, D.; U. Stachow; D.A. Takacs; H.W. Brubaker;
A.R. Dumas; J.J. Meaney; J.A.S. O’Neil;
D.E. Onsi & Corzilius D.B. (1992). Con-



123PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Insect gommunity status in different field conditions and clones in Kaliwining Cocoa Experimental Station

serving biological diversity in agricul-
tural/forestry systems: Most biologi-
cal diversity exists in human-managed
ecosystems. BioScience, 42(5), 354–
362. https://doi.org/10.2307/1311782.

Ponce-Sánchez, J.; M.G. Zurita-Benavides &
M.C. Peñuela (2021). Reproductive
ecology of white cocoa (Theobroma
bicolor Humb. & Bonpl.) in Ecuador,
western Amazonia: floral visitors and
the impact of fungus and mistletoe on
fruit production. Brazilian Journal of
Botany, 44(2), 479–489. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s40415-021-00709-9.

Prasifka, J.R.; R.E. Mallinger; Z.M. Portlas;
B.S. Hulke; K.K. Fugate; T. Paradis;
M.E. Hampton & C.J. Carter (2018).
Using nectar-related traits to enhance
croppollinator interactions. Frontiers
in Plant Science, 9. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpls.2018.00812.

Schowalter, T.D.; J.A. Noriega & T. Tscharntke
(2018). Insect effects on ecosystem
services—Introduction. In Basic and
Applied Ecology (Vol. 26, pp. 1–7).
Elsevier GmbH. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.baae.2017.09.011.

Stejskalová, M.; V. Konradyová; M. Suchanová
& J. Kazda (2018). Is pollinator visita-
tion of Helianthus annuus (sunflower)
influenced by cultivar or pesticide treat-
ment? Crop Protection, 114, 83–89.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.
2018.08.018.

T, C., N, S., B. R, A., A. R. V, K.; Mulimani V.;
& C.N,L.R. (2024). Insect diversity and
abundance in yellow sticky traps across
various growth stages of the cabbage
ecosystem. Journal of Advances in
Biology & Biotechnology, 27(9), 778–
787. https://doi.org/10.9734/jabb/2024/
v27i91351.

Tassoni, S.; D. Becker; M.K. Kasten; J. Morinière
& I. Grass (2024). Insect conservation
in agricultural landscapes needs both
high crop heterogeneity and semi-
natural habitats. Global Ecology and
Conservation, 55. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.gecco.2024.e03218.

Toledo-Hernández, M.; T. Tscharntke; A. Tjoa;
A. Anshary; B. Cyio & T.C. Wanger (2021).
Landscape and farm-level management
for conservation of potential pollina-
tors in Indonesian cocoa agroforests.
Biological Conservation, 257. https:/
/doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon. 2021.109106.

Toledo-Hernández, M.; T.C. Wanger & T. Tscharntke
(2017). Neglected pollinators: Can enhanced
pollination services improve cocoa
yields? A review. In Agriculture, Ecosys-
tems and Environment (Vol. 247, pp.
137–148). Elsevier B.V. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.agee.2017.05.021.

Tscharntke, T.; Y. Clough; T.C. Wanger; L. Jackson;
I. Motzke; I. Perfecto; J. Vandermeer
& A. Whitbread (2012). Global food
security, biodiversity conservation
and the future of agricultural intensi-
fication. In Biological Conservation
(Vol. 151, Issue 1, pp. 53–59). https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.01.068.

Tscharntke, T.; C. Ocampo-Ariza & W. Kämper
(2024). Pollinator, pollen, and cultivar
identity drive crop quality. In Trends
in Plant Science. Elsevier Ltd. https:/
/doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2024.10.004.

Ulfah, M.; S.N. Fajri; M. Nasir; K. Hamsah &
S. Purnawan (2019). Diversity, even-
ness and dominance index reef fish in
Krueng Raya Water, Aceh Besar. IOP
Conference Series: Earth and Environ-
mental Science, 348(1). https://doi.org/
10.1088/1755-1315/348/1/012074.

Vandromme, M.; E. Van de Sande; T. Pinceel;
W. Vanhove; H. Trekels & B. Vanschoen-
winkel (2023). Resolving the identity
and breeding habitats of cryptic
dipteran cocoaflower visitors in a
neotropical cocoaagroforestry system.
Basic and Applied Ecology, 68, 35–
45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2023.-
03.002.

Vansynghel, J.; C. Ocampo-Ariza; B. Maas;
E.A. Martin; E. Thomas; T. Hanf-
Dressler; N.C. Schumacher; C. Ulloque-
Samatelo; F.F. Yovera; T. Tscharntke
& I. Steffan-Dewenter (2022). Quanti-
fying services and disservices provided

;



124 PELITA PERKEBUNAN, Volume 41, Number 2, August 2025 Edition

Budianto et al.

by insects and vertebrates in cocoa-
agroforestry landscapes. Proceedings
of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences, 289(1982). https://doi.org/
10.1098/rspb.2022.1309.

Venturieri, G.A. & A.A. Ribeiro Filho (1995).
A polinizaçao manual do cupuaçuzeiro
(Theobroma grandiflorum). Acta Amazon,
25, 181–192.

Verma, R.C.; M.A. Waseem; N. Sharma; K. Bharathi;
S. Singh; A. Anto Rashwin; S.K. Pandey
& B.V. Singh (2023). The role of insects
in ecosystems, an in-depth review of
entomological research. International
Journal of Environment and Climate
Change, 13(10), 4340–4348. https://
doi.org/10.9734/ijecc/2023/v13i103110.

Windriyanti, W.; N. Rahmadhini; I. Fernando;
& R.M. Kusuma (2023). Arthropods dis-
covered on refugio flowering plants in
Mangifera indica plantation. Biodiversitas,
24(9), 4747–4754. https://doi.org/10.
13057/biodiv/d240915.

Winfree, R.;J.W. Fox; N.M. Williams; J.R. Reilly
& D.P. Cariveau (2015). Abundance of
common species, not species richness,
drives delivery of a real-world ecosystem
service. Ecology Letters, 18(7), 626–635.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele. 12424.

Zakariyya, F.; E. Sulistyowati & D.S. Rahayu
(2016). Abundance of pollinator insect
(Forcipomyia spp.) of cocoa under
some shade trees. Pelita Perkebunan,
32(2), 91–100.


