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Abstract: Agroecosystem function is related to the positioning of the agroecosystem and its connec-
tivity relationship with the surrounding landscape. Herein, three methodologies are presented, which
allow assessment of the links between agroecosystems and the surrounding matrix, yielding informa-
tion for promoting patterns and mechanisms that foster biodiversity and the provision of multiple
ecosystem services such as biological pest control, as well as energy flows and material exchanges.
The three methodologies are complementary when assessing agrolandscape-level interactions in
situations of regional agroecological transition. Through the use of 11 indicators, a methodology
(Assessment of Beneficial Insect Habitat Suitability-ABIHS) was applied in two northern California
vineyards to determine whether each agrolandscape provided suitable environmental opportunities
to sponsor biological insect pest control. The Main Agroecological Structure [MAS] applied in Chilean
family farms elucidates some of the relationships between farms and their biophysical environment,
generating data to analyze the links between agroecosystem landscapes, management practices, and
insect diversity in family farms. Social Agrarian metabolism (SAM) applied in Spanish agroland-
scapes quantifies the biophysical and energy flows in agricultural systems, testing whether such flows
are capable of reproducing and/or improving fund elements such as soil, biodiversity, and landscape
vegetation in successive production cycles. The three methodologies provide key information for the
design of sustainable agroecosystems in the context of an agroecological transition.
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1. Introduction

Evidence from around the world indicates that agriculture’s negative impacts on
biodiversity increase as production intensifies through the expansion of large scale mono-
cultures, removal of non-crop habitat and increased input of pesticides and fertilizers [1].
The simplification of landscape natural habitats and the decline of biodiversity affects the
functioning of agroecosystems by reducing the provision of multiple ecosystem services [2].
In order to restore such services and optimize agroecosystem function, the area of suitable
natural or semi-natural habitat should be maximized in agrolandscapes, balancing crop
yields and biodiversity conservation. Some researchers have found that species richness
falls precipitously once habitat area falls below about 30% [3], suggesting that at least 20%
of the native habitat needs to be retained in most agrolandscapes in order to support the
provision of many of nature’s contributions to crop productivity and stability [4].

Many agroecologists therefore suggest that a moderately heterogeneous matrix of
natural vegetation in agrolandscapes is essential for promoting mechanisms that foster
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biodiversity and the provision of ecosystem services such as biological pest control, soil
biological fertility, and resilience in agricultural fields [5]. As in the case of many small
farms, the ideal is to have a high-quality landscape matrix within which fragments of
high-diversity native vegetation persist along with biodiverse agroecosystems [6]. A recent
meta-analysis covering 122 studies conducted in Asia, Europe, and North and South
America reveals consistently positive effects of crop and landscape heterogeneity on plant,
invertebrate, vertebrate, pollinator, and predator biodiversity [7]. Such agrolandscapes
are still common in many regions dominated by small-scale agriculture characterized
by polycultures and agroforestry systems surrounded by hedgerows, grassy borders,
and forest patches, generating positive co-benefits for production, biodiversity, and local
people [8].

Given the socio-ecological impacts of industrial agriculture and its vulnerability to
climate change, a growing number of scholars and policymakers are calling for a transition
from input-intensive monocultures to more biodiverse, low-input farming systems [9].
One requirement of such conversion is to increase plant diversity in agroecosystems in
the form of rotations, intercropping, enriched field borders, etc, which promote ecological
interactions which in turn favor crop yield stability, pollination, weed suppression, and
pest suppression [10]. In addition, agroecosystems consisting of mosaics of crops, livestock,
and forests can foster critical functions such as maintaining water quality, regulating water
flow, recharging underground aquifers, mitigating flood risks, and moderating sediment
flow [11]. All these benefits are expected to be greatest in agroecosystems surrounded
by a complex landscape matrix with strong connectivity relationships with semi-natural
habitats [12].

Since complex socio-ecological nature-agriculture interdependencies emerge in bio-
diverse agrolandscapes, there is a need to analyze and assess the ecological relationships
between agricultural systems and the surrounding matrix, including the exchange of energy
and materials between a given agroecosystem and its environment. Such information is key
for the design of sustainable agroecosystems that are resilient and dependent on ecological
processes rather than external inputs in the context of an agroecological transition at the
territorial level.

A line of inquiry has been to elucidate landscape factors that mediate arthropod abun-
dance and species richness differences between farms surrounded by simple or complex
habitats, and how landscape biodiversity enhancement can improve the functioning of
natural pest control [13]. The first methodology presented herein (Assessment of Bene-
ficial Insect Habitat Suitability-ABIHS) assesses whether a particular landscape matrix
is conducive to enhancing natural enemies of insect pests, utilizing simple indicators
that, depending on their score, can suggest habitat improvements in the form of specific
crop/vegetation designs and management practices.

To visualize agroecological relationships established between farms and their biophys-
ical environment, a second methodology called Main Agroecological Structure (MAS) has
been proposed as an environmental index using metrics of composition, configuration,
connectivity, and heterogeneity of landscapes surrounding agroecosystems [14]. Since the
transition to more sustainable agri-food systems implies laying out new agroecological ter-
ritories where an increased number of diversified farms are integrated with the landscape,
it is important to assess the closure of basic biophysical cycles at the territorial level [15].
The third methodology, Social Agrarian metabolism (SAM), is a tool to assess agricultural
sustainability by quantifying the biophysical flows, i.e., energy, macronutrients, and carbon
of agricultural systems, and by testing whether these flows are capable of reproducing
and even improving fund elements such as soil, biodiversity, and woodland in successive
production cycles [16].

1.1. Landscape Diversity and Biological Pest Control

It is well documented that diversification of cropping systems at the field level can lead
to enhanced biological regulation of insect pests, as in diversified farms natural enemies
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tend to be more abundant and efficient than in monocultures [17,18]. Effects of plant
diversification on insect populations extend beyond the field level, as research shows
how landscape spatial heterogeneity through increased diversity of crop and non-crop
cover types in agricultural landscapes benefits biological control of pests [19]. The general
consensus is that crop fields surrounded by complex landscapes versus simple landscapes
exhibit higher natural enemy abundance and species richness as well as lower pest pressure.
A review documented the effects of landscape composition on natural enemies in 24 studies
showing that landscape complexity enhanced natural enemy populations in 74% of the
cases [20]. Despite such robust evidence, researchers debate to what extent landscape
composition vs. configuration affects pest-natural enemy interactions at different scales.
Evidence indicates that small fields with irregular shapes bordered by seminatural margins
exhibit greater biocontrol services than large fields with few or no margins [21].

Available information from landscape studies has been valuable in guiding agroecosys-
tem designs aimed at enhancing pest regulation mechanisms. For example, in vineyards
where natural enemy abundance is usually higher in fields close to weedy hedgerows or
forests [22], the creation of corridors that connect vines with a semi-natural habitat is an
interesting strategy. In northern California a corridor composed of a mixture of succession
flowering species connected to a riparian forest that cut across an organic monoculture
vineyard, enhanced timely circulation and dispersal movement of predators from the forest
into the center of the field, leading to reduced pest densities up to 50 vine rows away from
the corridor [23].

Landscape heterogeneity is also related to the diversity of crop species deployed in a
geographical area. Creating a crop mosaic by increasing the number of crop types in an
agrolandscape may enhance natural enemies sustaining biological control processes [24].
This depends on the spatial scale, particularly on the life histories and movement capabili-
ties of different natural enemies. For example, specialist parasitoids often perform better in
smaller spatial scales than larger predators [25]. Crop diversity enhanced aphid regulation
in fields with mosaics of various crops compared to low-crop-diversity landscapes [26].
These studies suggest that many pests can be reduced by optimizing the composition,
configuration, and temporal heterogeneity of the crop mosaic in a landscape. However
desirable effects may be hard to replicate year after year if the spatial and temporal hetero-
geneity of crops changes in a given landscape.

1.2. A Simple Methodology to Assess Beneficial Insect Habitat Suitability at the Agrolandscape
Level (ABIHS)

Most studies documenting the effects of landscape diversity on insect pests and natural
enemies have been conducted by selecting independent gradients of landscape-wide crop
diversity and fields exhibiting various configurations of semi-natural vegetation borders
with variable floral composition. Research plots usually consist of fields of contrasting land-
scape matrices (simple versus complex) where crop diversity, semi-natural habitat cover,
and natural enemy/pest densities are estimated using various sampling methods [27].
Research results document the effects of landscape composition on interactions between
natural enemies and insect pests, population densities of predators and herbivores, par-
asitization rates, and seldomly levels of crop damage. Although useful, results do not
necessarily lead to defined crop and landscape diversification schemes that farmers can im-
plement. Therefore, there is a need to provide practical tools that farmers can use to assess
whether the prevalent crop/habitat composition and configuration of the agrolandscape is
conducive to enhancing biocontrol under their agroclimatic conditions, and if not, what
agroecological designs may be needed to improve habitat quality for beneficial insects.

Assessing beneficial insects’ habitat at the field and landscape levels requires evalua-
tion of landscape (i.e., presence of woodlands, riparian forests, etc) and farm (crop diversity,
rotations, cover crops, etc) features, and the dominant agricultural practices utilized (use of
pesticides, conventional versus organic practices, etc), which determine the conditions for
natural enemies to thrive or not. Based on a practical field guide [28], the herein proposed
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methodology (Assessment of Beneficial Insect Habitat Suitability-ABIHS) provides a set of
indicators that farmers can apply through a series of field observations and simple mea-
surements (i.e., the number of crop species and varieties grown in time and space, soil and
pest management practices, as well as observations of the landscape matrix surrounding
the farms).

The indicators described in Table 1 can be assessed and ranked separately and assigned
a value between 1 and 5 according to the criteria described in Table 1 (1 being a poor value
for habitat suitability, 2.5 a moderate value, and 5 indicating a high or good value). Once
the indicators are applied, each farmer can visualize the overall quality or suitability of
their habitats for enhanced biological control in an amoeba diagram. By applying the
same methodology simultaneously to several farms in a particular region, it is possible to
visualize which farms are closer (or farther) to what can be considered an agroecological
optimum. Scores obtained from the rapid observations permit farmers to determine
which indicators are performing poorly and make design and management decisions
to improve such indicators, thus enhancing overall agrolandscape habitat quality. The
methodology requires farmers’ participation in the selection and validation of indicators,
particularly in defining common criteria on how to rank each indicator. As measurements
are based on the same indicators, the methodology can allow quick comparisons to reveal
differences between various farms but also allow farmers to monitor the evolution of their
agrolandscape habitat quality along a timeline. The method is flexible and applicable to a
wide assortment of agroecosystems in a series of geographical and socio-economic contexts.

Table 1. Indicators and evaluation criteria to assess the habitat suitability of a particular agro-landscape
for natural enemies that regulate insect pest populations (Altieri and Nicholls, unpublished data).

Indicator Value Evaluation Criteria

Landscape Level

% of farm area with natural (N) or
Semi-natural area (SN)

1 <10%
2.5 10–30%
5 >30%

% of fam perimeter with N or SN habitat
1 0–10%

2.5 10–30%
5 >30%

Plant diversity composition of N
and SN habitats

1 Hedgerow or weed patches composed of one or two species
(naturalized or invasive)

2.5 Mix of 3 to 5 native or naturalized species
5 >5 native and naturalized plant species

% of vegetation composed of wildflowers
and flowering shrubs and trees

1 <20%
2.5 20–50%
5 >50%

% of plant species flowering in early, mid,
and late crop season

1 <20%
2.5 20–50%
5 >50%

Farm Level

# crops species deployed in the farm area
in various fields or plots (crop mosaics)

1 One or two crops
2.5 2–5
5 >5

Crop spatial diversity
1 Monoculture

2.5 2–3 species intercropped
5 >4 species intercropped

Crop temporal diversity
1 No rotation, no vegetative fallow

2.5 One crop rotation per year, with or without fallow
5 >2 rotations per year, including legume crop, with fallow
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Table 1. Cont.

Indicator Value Evaluation Criteria

Management Level

Pesticide use
1 Frequent use of chemical insecticides and herbicides

2.5 Use of microbial or botanical pesticides
5 Reliance on practices that encourage biological control

Provision of flowering resources

1 No flower provisioning
2.5 Provision of 1–2 flower species dispersed in the field

5 Provision of 3 or > flower species along borders
or strips within fields

Practices to provide shelter

1 No practices
2.5 Use 1–2 practices (i.e rock piles, dispersed shrubs)

5 >3 practices (i.e., fallows, rock piles, undisturbed ground,
mulch, dead wood piles, etc.)

Figure 1 shows a comparison between two vineyard farms located nearby in northern
California (Altieri and Nicholls, unpublished data), A: diversified organic vineyard with
a moderately diverse landscape matrix and B: monoculture vineyard in transition to
becoming organic surrounded by a vegetation-poor landscape. Results from the rapid
assessment presented in the amoeba diagram show values of 11 indicators applied in
the two vineyards. Farm A exhibited values above 2.5 for most indicators, as it featured
landscape and crop level diversification schemes; however, some indicator values, such as
crop rotation, could be improved by adopting summer cover crops in addition to the winter
cover crops used. The indicator of the presence of flowers year-round in the surrounding
habitat could be improved by enriching the floral composition of field borders. As the
indicators suggest (all values under 2.5), the habitat of farm B is far from being considered
suitable, with significant room for improvement regarding redesign and agroecological
management practices conducive to enhanced biological control, as it lacks landscape and
crop plant diversity and soil cover. Major interventions are required to improve landscape
and farm agroecological features, including the elimination of organic pesticides, use
of cover crops, planting of flowering hedgerows, and extending them to surround the
whole farm perimeter. Such farm design should increase positive interactions between soil,
plants, and insects, thus promoting biological pest control while minimizing the use of
pesticide inputs.
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2. The Main Agroecological Structure (MAS): Assessing Interactions Between the
Matrix of Semi-Natural Vegetation with Agroecosystems

MAS is a methodology that helps in the analysis of the spatial and functional organiza-
tion of the matrix of semi-natural elements in interaction with the agricultural structure [29].
MAS provides information essential to promote agroecological schemes yielding critical in-
sights that must be taken into account when designing agrolandscapes to foster biodiversity
and the provision of multiple ecosystem services [30–32]. By employing metrics pertaining
to the composition, configuration, and heterogeneity of the landscapes that encircle agroe-
cosystems, MAS provides an environmental index that encompasses both ecosystemic and
cultural parameters, thereby facilitating the visualization of key interactions between farms
and their biophysical surroundings [14].

MAS was utilized to analyze the agrarian landscape of the Chilean Mediterranean,
home to approximately two million rural inhabitants occupying 80% of the area [33,34]. Re-
cent geopolitical transformations have significantly altered the region’s landscape matrices,
agrarian structures, and social dynamics, leading to economic disruption and increased
social–environmental risks [35–38]. Evidence indicates that agricultural sustainability is
linked to the management of both cultivated and uncultivated landscape diversity. Agroe-
cological transition in larger farms surrounded by a simple matrix tends to be slower and
more troublesome than in smallholder agroecosystems employing agroecological practices
within a moderately heterogeneous matrix [4,39]. MAS-generated data to analyze the links
between agroecosystem landscapes, management practices, and insect diversity in family
farms near Cauquenes, Chile herein presented (Salazar Rojas, unpublished data).

2.1. Applying MAS to an Agrarian Landscape in the Chilean Mediterranean

The agricultural surface of the Maule region of Chile is dominated by agroexport crops
that are highly industrialized, including (65%) forest pine/eucalytus plantations, (14%)
fruit plantations (cherries, European hazelnuts, apples, and walnuts), and (8%) vineyards,
occupying 87% of the total arable land, while the rest of the area is composed of small farms
with small orchards, leguminous crops, vegetables, tubers, and home gardens [40]. To
quantitatively and qualitatively measure agrobiodiversity, particularly in terms of structure,
the following indicators were utilized (Table 2).

Table 2. MAS indicators: metrics evaluated, description, and method (based on [29]).

Parameter Description Method

Connection with the main ecological
landscape structure [CMELS]

Assesses the distance of the farm in relation to the
nearby fragments of natural vegetation, mainly forest
covers and bodies of water.

GIS/focus group

Extension of external connectors [EEC] Evaluates the percentage of the linear extension of live
fences located in the perimeter of the farms. GIS/focus group

Extension of internal connectors [EIC] Internally evaluates the percentage of the linear
extension of the rows of vegetation. GIS/focus group

Diversification of external
connectors [DEC]

Evaluates the diversity of live fences or hedges located
in the perimeter of the major agroecosystem. GIS/focus group

Diversification of internal
connectors [DIC] Evaluates the diversification of internal live fences. GIS/focus group

Soil Use and Conservation [USC]
This parameter evaluates the distribution percentage
of different covers within the farm and the
conservation of the soil (evidence of erosion).

GIS/Interview/focus group

Management of Weeds [MW] Evaluates the management practices and
systems of weeds. Interview/focus group
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Table 2. Cont.

Parameter Description Method

Other Management Practices [OP]
Is an indicator that expresses the type of production
system (ecological, conventional, or in transition)
of each farm

Interview/focus group

Perception-Awareness [PA] Evaluates the degree of conceptual clarity and
awareness of producers regarding agrobiodiversity. Interview/focus group

Level of Capacity for Action [CA] Evaluates the capacities and possibilities of farmers to
establish, maintain, or improve their MAS Interview/focus group

In order to understand the connection between the types of agroecosystems in the
Maule region and the surrounding landscape, MAS uses the following Equation (1).

MAS = CMELS + EEC + EIC + DEC + DIC + LU + WM + OP + PC + CA (1)

Surveys were conducted in each of the agroecosystems studied (N = 67), which
included field observations and questionnaires applied to farmers [41]. Data obtained was
analyzed using a generalized linear model (GLM), where a Poisson distribution for the
count variables of predator and parasite abundance is assumed. All graphs and analyses
were carried out using R version 4.3.2. and its packages “ggplot2” and “stats” [42,43].

2.2. Landscape Structure, the Presence of Native Vegetation Patches, and the Response of
Natural Enemies

As described in Table 3, the surface of the study area was 48.98 ± 79 ha (mean ± sd),
which showed a moderate presence of semi-natural vegetation patches, representing
5.5 ± 12.1% (mean ± sd) of the monitored surface, constituting important semi-natural
areas for the maintenance of auxiliary entomological fauna at the landscape level [44].
The indicators obtained for the degree of connectivity with the agroecosystems studied
are represented by the distances calculated between vegetation patches of 92.59 ± 73.88 m
(mean ± sd), the distances of these vegetation patches to the center of the farm of
102.8 ± 55.1 m (mean ± sd), suggesting high connectivity according to Leon-sicard et al. [45].
This is also influenced by the large extension of these vegetational patches of 507.5 ± 242 m
(mean ± sd), with a diversity that varied between 5–10 spp. distributed in 2–3 plant layers.
This highlights the importance of plant connectors at the periphery of agroecosystems as
they facilitate the movement of functional agrobiodiversity into productive systems [46].
The average condition of the agroecosystems is 64.6 ± 9.4 (see Figure 2a), indicating that
the connection between agrobiodiversity and surrounding native vegetation is slightly to
moderately developed [14,47].

Table 3. Parameters evaluated in the agroecosystems (n = 12) [Salazar Rojas, unpublished data].

Agroecosystems Assessment

Area cultivated (ha) 1.17 ± 1.1
Parameters

Area of influence (ha) 48.98 ± 79
Semi-natural habitat patches (%) 5.5 ± 12.1

CMELS

• Distance between SNH patches (m) 92.59 ± 73.88

• Distance between SNH patches and center of agroecosystem (m) 102.8 ± 55.1

The insect communities identified as taxonomically recognizable units were domi-
nated by species of the orders Hemiptera (55.4%), Diptera (35.2%), Coleoptera (5.5%), and
Heminoptera (2.8%), mostly predators and parasitoids of the main pests that attack the
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crops of the area, including aphids, leafhoppers, and moths. Figure 3 shows the results of
the models simplified, where it can be observed that the abundance of predators was posi-
tively influenced by the MAS index (x2 = 51.25; df = 1; p = 0.008) and parasitoid abundance
was slightly, but not statistically, influenced by MAS (x2 = 0.24; df = 1; p = 0.62). These
results show how biodiversity patterns are influenced by MAS, particularly the influence
of the complexity of the surrounding landscape on natural enemies, which can provision
natural pest control services under scenarios of a well-structured matrix [48].
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natural enemies, MAS aids in understanding the positive effects of maintaining and in-
creasing areas of natural and semi-natural vegetation within the agroecosystem and its
surrounding perimeter.

3. A Metabolic Approach to Agricultural Landscapes: Assessing Energy, Material, and
Information Exchange Between Agriculture and Its Socio-Ecological Environment

Social Agrarian Metabolism (SAM) adapts Social Metabolism methodology to agri-
culture [49,50], utilizing an agroecological perspective [51]. The hybridization between
Agroecology and Social Metabolism enables the design and fine-tuning of a theoretical
and methodological tool capable of analyzing any agrarian system from the integrated and
multidimensional perspective of sustainability.

SAM assesses the exchange of energy, materials, and information between the agri-
cultural sector and its socio-ecological environment (see Figure 3). The main aim of the
metabolic process is the growing and appropriation of plant biomass (net primary pro-
ductivity) from the land in order to directly or indirectly satisfy crops, livestock, and raw
consumption human needs. Every agroecosystem is endowed with fund elements: bio-
physical funds such as levels of soil fertility, biodiversity, water, organic matter, etc., and
social fund elements such as means of production, human labor, etc.; both are interlinked
and make the production of biomass and the provision of agroecosystem services possible.
Such funds are fed by energy and material flows that are consumed or dissipated during
the metabolic process, such as fertilizers, seeds, energy, etc. The fund elements use these
inputs to transform them into goods, services, and waste. The economy’s ultimate goal
is not the production and consumption of goods and services, but the reproduction and
improvement of the processes necessary for their production and consumption [52]. There-
fore, attention should shift away from energy and material flows and instead focus on
whether fund elements are improved or at least reproduced during each productive cycle.
In other words, the focus switches from the production and consumption of goods and
services—what conventional economics and agronomy focus on—to sustainability, and
whether both production and consumption can be maintained indefinitely.

Figure 3. Flowchart of Social Agrarian Metabolism. Source: [51].
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SAM analyzes the role of energy flows within agroecosystems as a significant part
of the biomass generated that must recirculate in order to perform the basic productive
and reproductive functions of the agroecosystem. Therefore, the sustainability of agroe-
cosystems correlates positively with the quantity and quality of its internal loops and
exchanges with the landscape matrix and the energy flows that circulate within it, and
from the matrix whose function is to reproduce the fund elements [53,54]. So when the
surrounding landscape and internal biodiversity of a monocultural agroecosystem are
reduced, external and internal loops diminish, needing to generate internal order through
the import of significant amounts of energy via external inputs, seriously compromising
its level of sustainability. The maintenance of internal loops in agroecosystems is directly
related to the use of a significant part of net primary production to fuel them. This has major
implications when it comes to calculating Net Primary Productivity (NPP), which must
then be broken down into different categories according to its productive or reproductive
functionality. A new methodology [55,56] allows researchers to know whether the flows
that enter and recirculate within agroecosystems are capable of reproducing the biophysical
fund elements, or whether, on the contrary, these elements are being compromised.

SAM also considers information flows within the Social Metabolism, allowing the
integration of social and economic dimensions of sustainability [57,58]. The monetary flows
received by farmers for selling their products usually inform decision-making, therefore
determining the reproduction—or not—of social fund elements (human labor and technical
capital). Below, two examples of the application of this socio-metabolic approach to the
case of Spanish agriculture in the 20th century are presented; results come from previous
research cited below.

3.1. The Landscape as a Socio-Metabolic Footprint

Each specific arrangement of the agroecosystem is reflected in a specific organiza-
tion of the landscape which imposes a particular footprint on the territory [59–61]. For
example, in organic metabolic regimes [62], agroecosystems function in an integrated
manner in such a way that the internal loops clearly extend beyond the cultivated land
and cover surrounding environments. In the past, most of the energy and materials in
agroecosystems came from domestic extraction, and very little was imported. Therefore,
agroecosystems had to maintain a strict balance between the different uses of the territory;
for example, the conservation of forest patches to provide timber and firewood for building
and heating houses, the restriction of arable land to maintain grazing land to feed livestock,
etc. The increase in entropy that came about with agricultural intensification was usually
compensated by the import of nutrients, generally through livestock (manure), and other
low-entropy areas in the agrolandscape such as pastureland or woodland. The landscape
heterogeneity and agrosilvopastoral integration were key to the structuring of the different
loops that captured, stored, and transferred energy.

On the contrary, the landscapes of industrialized agriculture are simplified to the
same extent that the internal loops within their agroecosystems are reduced [63]. The
Spanish case is a paradigmatic example. The changes caused by the industrialization
of agriculture profoundly affected landscapes via the breakdown of synergies between
different land uses, the dramatic decrease of hedgerows, the simplification of crop rotations,
the expansion of monoculture, the separation of livestock from cropland and pastureland,
the expansion of forest plantations at the expense of natural ones excluding other non-
forest uses, etc. The breakdown of internal circuits increasingly forced the use of external
inputs, changing the metabolic relationship with the territory. Agricultural production
grew essentially in two main ways: the total amount of biomass per hectare and the
percentage of the net primary productivity appropriated by society [64,65]. Among all
extracted biomass components, biomass from primary crops (grain from cereals, fruit from
fruit trees, etc.) almost tripled. In turn, the bulk of extracted biomass is concentrated on
specialized crops of greater commercial value (olive groves, fruits, and vegetables). Since
the 1960s, and more intensely since the 1990s, the Spanish agricultural sector has intensified
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stockfeed production to partially sustain livestock specialization. Both production and
technological efforts have been directed towards maximizing the share of biomass of the
highest commercial value, entailing the reduction of crop multifunctionality. In other words,
agricultural production growth has been much greater than the growth of agroecosystems’
net primary productivity [51].

Spanish agriculture’s industrialization led to increasingly segregated land uses and
the loss of functional synergies typical of agrolandscapes with agrosilvopastoral integration.
Livestock grew progressively on landless farms (as they depended on forage and feed
brought from imports), breaking the close ties between agricultural and livestock activities,
making the replenishment of soil fertility with animal manure and the use of animal traction
difficult. Therefore, the introduction of synthetic chemical fertilizers and mechanization
were necessary, increasing the use of external inputs coming from fossil fuels and depressing
the energy efficiency of agricultural activity. The same phenomenon affected forest lands
dedicated to forestry plantations or conservation areas, restricting traditional uses of the
landscape such as grazing, gathering, firewood collection, etc.

Such agrolandscape simplification has compromised the reproduction of agroecosys-
tem fund elements, particularly biodiversity levels, which is problematic given its strong re-
lationship with the productivity of agroecosystems (measured in terms of total biomass) [53].
Biodiversity expresses the link (complex food chains) between low entropy and dissipative
structures: some types of biomass feed others and vice versa, and ecosystems with larger
amounts of energy entering the food web will be able to support longer food chains and
hence greater biodiversity [66]. In the particular case of agroecosystems, different authors
have found that the incorporation of forage crops in rotations is one of the drivers of the
biodiversity increase associated with the conversion of conventional farms into organic
farms [67–69]. The measurement of energy efficiency through indicators such as Energy
Return on Investments (EROIs) can reflect the interconnection of agroecosystem internal
cycles. Biodiversity EROI [70] provides useful information on the extent to which energy
invested in the agroecosystem contributes to sustaining the food chains of heterotrophic
species. “Biodiversity EROI” has been estimated for Spanish agriculture over the last
hundred years (2).

Biodiversity EROI = UhB/TIC (2)

where UhB is the non-harvested portion of the net primary productivity and TIC is total
input consumed to produce it.

Biodiversity EROI decreased by 14%, from 0.86 in 1900 to 0.74 in 2010, indicating a
decrease in UhB in relation to TIC, which entails a lower level of relative energy availability
for wild heterotroph organisms, particularly on cropland, where a major decline was
observed for UhB, both below and above ground. The drop of this indicator on cropland
reflects the declining state of biodiversity associated with changes undergone by Spanish
agriculture [51,70].

3.2. Restoring the Internal Loops in Spanish Agrolandscapes

Each landscape structure configures a metabolic arrangement which in turn conditions
the ecological processes (energy and material flows, natural population regulation, etc.) in
the agroecosystem. The restoration of internal loops in Spanish agriculture would require
a major transformation of the landscape matrix and a redesign of the crop and livestock
systems. However, the necessary redesign of the territory requires knowing the territory
needed to sustain the Spanish population in a sustainable manner beforehand. In this
regard, a study was performed by a research team at the Universidad Pablo Olavide in Spain
quantifying the land cost of the transformation of Spanish agriculture and livestock farming
to organic production, assuming that the Spanish territory would provide the nitrogen flows
and functional biodiversity necessary to allow the functioning of the agroecosystems [56].
The land cost was evaluated in two different scenarios. In scenario 1, all conventional
Spanish agriculture is transformed into organic farming, adopting current organic farming
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practices and yields. Scenario 2 is based on scenario 1 but seeks to model the land cost of
intensive organic farming based on low-entropy internal loops. This requires practices such
as the sowing of green legume manures and the use of agroindustrial waste as fertilizer. In
addition, it supposes the development of integrated crop/livestock systems, where animals
are fed hay, grain, and by-products from food production, and in turn, provide manure for
the most demanding crops.

Figure 4 shows the increase in total crop area and changes in production orientation
that would be required under scenario 1. The crop area would have to grow to 20 Mha
(2.7 million more than the area available in 2008), fallow land would disappear, and the
extra crop area devoted to ecological infrastructure would approach a million hectares,
improving the landscape and connectivity of crops with areas of natural vegetation. The
largest growth would be seen in winter herbaceous crops (including barley), which would
multiply the current crop area by 1.5.

Land 2024, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 13 of 17 
 

 
Figure 4. Cropland distribution at present and in different organic scenarios by crops (excluding 
80,924 ha of non-food crops). Source: [70]. 

In scenario 2, the conversion from conventional to organic farming alone (17.4 Mha) 
would mean a fall of 13% in Spanish agricultural production. However, it would not be 
necessary to increase the crop area due to changes in the orientation of production and 
more intensive farm management, reducing the land cost of conversion to organic 
farming. With increased manure input for nitrogen fertilization (see scenario 2a in Figure 
2), fallow would be reduced by 2.2 Mha; the area would be used for feed barley and hay 
vetch (1 Mha), arable crops (green manure seed production, 0.4 Mha), and hedges around 
fields (0.8 Mha). With a higher contribution of green manure (see scenario 2b in Figure 4) 
instead of animal manure, fallow would only be reduced by 1.1 Mha. A similar reduction 
(1 Mha) would be seen in the crop area of feed barley and hay vetch, which, in this 
scenario, would not be so necessary to provide flows of N for fertilization in organic 
farming. In contrast, there would be an increase of 0.9 Mha in the crop area devoted to 
green manure and 0.5 Mha devoted to arable crops (green manure seed production). Such 
management would allow the area occupied by hedgerows and other seminatural habitats 
to rise to 0.7 Mha, thus enhancing the provision of biological control and pollination 
services to crop production. 

4. Conclusions 
The conversion of agroecosystems to agroecological management is linked to the 

positioning of the agroecosystem and its connectivity relationships with the different 
types of surrounding natural and semi-natural habitats. Understanding the spatial and 
functional organization of the landscape matrix in interaction with neighboring 
agroecosystems is essential to promote patterns and mechanisms that foster biodiversity 
and the provision of multiple ecosystem services. For example, it is well documented that 
the effects of plant diversification on insect pest populations are mediated at the landscape 

Figure 4. Cropland distribution at present and in different organic scenarios by crops (excluding
80,924 ha of non-food crops). Source: [70].

In scenario 2, the conversion from conventional to organic farming alone (17.4 Mha)
would mean a fall of 13% in Spanish agricultural production. However, it would not be
necessary to increase the crop area due to changes in the orientation of production and more
intensive farm management, reducing the land cost of conversion to organic farming. With
increased manure input for nitrogen fertilization (see scenario 2a in Figure 2), fallow would
be reduced by 2.2 Mha; the area would be used for feed barley and hay vetch (1 Mha),
arable crops (green manure seed production, 0.4 Mha), and hedges around fields (0.8 Mha).
With a higher contribution of green manure (see scenario 2b in Figure 4) instead of animal
manure, fallow would only be reduced by 1.1 Mha. A similar reduction (1 Mha) would be
seen in the crop area of feed barley and hay vetch, which, in this scenario, would not be
so necessary to provide flows of N for fertilization in organic farming. In contrast, there
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would be an increase of 0.9 Mha in the crop area devoted to green manure and 0.5 Mha
devoted to arable crops (green manure seed production). Such management would allow
the area occupied by hedgerows and other seminatural habitats to rise to 0.7 Mha, thus
enhancing the provision of biological control and pollination services to crop production.

4. Conclusions

The conversion of agroecosystems to agroecological management is linked to the
positioning of the agroecosystem and its connectivity relationships with the different types
of surrounding natural and semi-natural habitats. Understanding the spatial and functional
organization of the landscape matrix in interaction with neighboring agroecosystems is
essential to promote patterns and mechanisms that foster biodiversity and the provision
of multiple ecosystem services. For example, it is well documented that the effects of
plant diversification on insect pest populations are mediated at the landscape level because
diversified surrounding natural and semi-natural vegetation benefits natural enemies and
thus the biological control of pests. In this regard, the ABIHS methodology is a useful tool
to assess whether the configuration and botanical composition of the agrolandscape are
conducive to enhancing biocontrol, and if not, what agroecological plant compositional and
configurational designs may be needed to improve habitat quality for beneficial insects, as
shown in the comparison of two California vineyards.

MAS complements ABIHS by providing metrics on the composition, configuration, and
heterogeneity of the landscapes that encircle agroecosystems, yielding critical insights to be
considered when designing agroecosystems in agroecological transition. In the Chilean case
study, MAS allowed us to observe the relationship between landscape structure, the presence
of native vegetation patches, and the response this generates to natural enemies. The data
generated reinforced the need to preserve and even increase areas of natural and semi-natural
vegetation within the agroecosystem and its surrounding perimeter.

Spanish agriculture’s industrialization led to the loss of functional synergies typical
of integrated agrosilvopastoral systems, limiting the replenishment of soil fertility with
animal manure, thus increasing the use of chemical fertilizers while diminishing the energy
efficiency of agroecosystems. The advance of monocultures reduced forest lands com-
promising biodiversity levels and farm total productivity. SAM methodological analysis
suggests that restoring the agrolandscape structure via organic farming featuring animal
integration and the use of green manures would allow substantial restoration of areas
occupied by hedgerows and other seminatural habitats, thus creating positive conditions
for the provision of biological control and pollination services to crop production.

The three methodologies can be applied simultaneously to assess agrolandscape-
level interactions in situations of regional agroecological transition. The challenge lies
in the capability of research teams to implement the approaches at the field level and
integrate the various indicators to assess relationships between the habitat diversity and
ecosystem services linked to beneficial insects and the material and energy flows between
agroecosystems and surrounding environments at a regional level. Results from the analysis
can inform landscape planning for agroecological transition to promote robustness and
resilience towards climate change while restoring biodiversity for agricultural productivity
and establishing ecological networks in the landscape.
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22. Franin, K.; Barić, B.; Kuštera, G. The role of ecological infrastructure on beneficial arthropods in vineyards. Span. J. Agric. Res.

2016, 14, 8. [CrossRef]
23. Nicholls, C.I.; Parrella, M.; Altieri, M.A. The effects of a vegetational corridor on the abundance and dispersal of insect biodiversity

within a northern California organic vineyard. Landsc. Ecol. 2001, 16, 133–146. [CrossRef]
24. Redlich, S.; Martin, E.A.; Steffan-Dewenter, I. Landscape-level crop diversity benefits biological pest control. J. Appl. Ecol. 2018,

55, 2419–2428. [CrossRef]
25. Chaplin-Kramer, R.; O’Rourke, M.E.; Blitzer, E.J.; Kremen, C. A meta-analysis of crop pest and natural enemy response to

landscape complexity. Ecol. Lett. 2011, 14, 922–932. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Bosem Baillod, A.; Tscharntke, T.; Clough, Y.; Batáry, P. Landscape-scale interactions of spatial and temporal cropland heterogene-

ity drive biological control of cereal aphids. J. Appl. Ecol. 2017, 54, 1804–1813. [CrossRef]
27. Chaplin-Kramer, R.; Kremen, C. Pest control experiments show benefits of complexity at landscape and local scales. Ecol. Appl.

2012, 22, 1936–1948. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s42977-020-00015-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34554532
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1906419116
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31358630
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12773
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0905455107
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20339080
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.14412
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2007.2165
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352689.2011.553515
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau6020
https://doi.org/10.1614/WS-04-050R1.1
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142113738
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124043
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.en.36.010191.003021
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-2026.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2024.171296
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.3530
https://doi.org/10.1890/15-0856
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2016141-7371
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1011128222867
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13126
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01642.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21707902
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12910
https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1844.1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23210310


Land 2024, 13, 1746 15 of 16

28. Foltz, J.S.; Lee-Mader, E.; Hopwood, J.; Heidel-Baker, T.; Cruz, J.K.; Borders, B.; Gill, K.; Adamson, N.L.; Vaughan, M. Ben-
eficial Insect Habitat Assessment Guide and Form: Farms and Agricultural Landscapes; The Xerces Society for Invertebrate Con-
servation: Portland, OR, USA, 2015. Available online: https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/15-022_01_XercesSoc_
HabitatAssessGuide_Beneficial-Insects_Farms+Ag_web.pdf (accessed on 25 September 2024).

29. León-Sicard, T. La Estructura Agroecológica Principal de los Agroecosistemas: Perspectivas Teórico-Prácticas; Universidad Nacional de
Colombia, Instituto de Estudios Ambientales, IDEA: Bogotá, Colombia, 2021.

30. Vanbergen, A.J.; Aizen, M.A.; Cordeau, S.; Garibaldi, L.A.; Garratt, M.P.; Kovács-Hostyánszki, A.; Lecuyer, L.; Ngo, H.T.;
Potts, S.G.; Settele, J.; et al. Transformation of agricultural landscapes in the Anthropocene: Nature’s contributions to people,
agriculture and food security. In Advances in Ecological Research; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2020; Volume 63,
pp. 193–253.

31. Marull, J.; Herrando, S.; Brotons, L.; Melero, Y.; Pino, J.; Cattaneo, C.; Pons, M.; Llobet, J.; Tello, E. Building on Margalef: Testing
the links between landscape structure, energy and information flows driven by farming and biodiversity. Sci. Total Environ. 2019,
674, 603–614. [CrossRef]

32. Cappelli, S.L.; Domeignoz-Horta, L.A.; Loaiza, V.; Laine, A.L. Plant biodiversity promotes sustainable agriculture directly and via
belowground effects. Trends Plant Sci. 2022, 27, 674–687. [CrossRef]

33. FAO. FAOSTAT. 2017. Available online: http://www.fao.org/faostat (accessed on 20 July 2020).
34. INE. Censo Poblacional. Instituto Nacional de Estadística. 2017. Available online: https://www.bcn.cl (accessed on 20 September 2024).
35. Kay, C. Chile’s neoliberal agrarian transformation and the peasantry. J. Agrar. Chang. 2002, 2, 464–501. [CrossRef]
36. Armesto, J.J.; Manuschevich, D.; Mora, A.; Smith-Ramirez, C.; Rozzi, R.; Abarzúa, A.M.; Marquet, P.A. From the Holocene to the

Anthropocene: A historical framework for land cover change in southwestern South America in the past 15,000 years. Land Use
Policy 2010, 27, 148–160. [CrossRef]

37. Nahuelhual, L.; Carmona, A.; Lara, A.; Echeverría, C.; González, M.E. Land-cover change to forest plantations: Proximate causes
and implications for the landscape in south-central Chile. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2012, 107, 12–20. [CrossRef]

38. Wratten, S.D.; Shields, M.W.; González-Chang, M. Posibilidades para la agricultura regenerativa en Chile. Agric. Sustain. 2019, 47,
1–6.

39. Tamburini, G.; Bommarco, R.; Wanger, T.C.; Kremen, C.; Van Der Heijden, M.G.; Liebman, M.; Hallin, S. Agricultural diversifica-
tion promotes multiple ecosystem services without compromising yield. Sci. Adv. 2020, 6, eaba1715. [CrossRef]

40. ODEPA. Oficina de Estudios y Políticas Agrarias. Fichas Regionals. 2024. Disponible en Maule.pdf. Available online: http://www.
odepa.gob.cl/ (accessed on 25 September 2024).

41. Córdoba, C.; Triviño, C.; Toro Calderón, J. Agroecosystem resilience. A conceptual and methodological framework for evaluation.
PLoS ONE 2020, 15, e0220349. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Wickham, H.; Chang, W.; Wickham, M.H. Package ‘ggplot2’. Create elegant data visualisations using the grammar of graphics.
Version 2016, 2, 1–189.

43. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing; R Core Team: Vienna,
Austria, 2023. Available online: https://www.R-project.org/ (accessed on 12 August 2024).

44. Liere, H.; Jha, S.; Philpott, S.M. Intersection between biodiversity conservation, agroecology, and ecosystem services. Agroecol.
Sustain. Food Syst. 2017, 41, 723–760. [CrossRef]

45. León-Sicard, T.E.; Toro Calderon, J.; Martínez-Bernal, L.F.; Cleves-Leguízamo, J.A. The main agroecological structure (MAS) of
the agroecosystems: Concept, methodology and applications. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3131. [CrossRef]

46. Van Geert, A.; Van Rossum, F.; Triest, L. Do linear landscape elements in farmland act as biological corridors for pollen dispersal?
J. Ecol. 2010, 98, 178–187. [CrossRef]

47. Salazar-Rojas, A.; Castro-Huerta, R.; Altieri, M. The main agroecological structure, a methodology for the collective analysis of
the Mediterranean agroecological landscape of San Clemente, Region del Maule, Chile. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 2023, 7, 1241648.
[CrossRef]

48. Jeanneret, P.; Aviron, S.; Alignier, A.; Lavigne, C.; Helfenstein, J.; Herzog, F.; Kay, S.; Petit, S. Agroecology landscapes. Landsc. Ecol
2021, 36, 2235–2257. [CrossRef]

49. Fisher-Kowalski, M.; Haberl, H. Tons, Joules, and Money: Modes of Production and Their Sustainability Problems. Soc. Nat.
Resour. 1997, 10, 61–85. [CrossRef]

50. Eurostat. Economy-Wide Material Flow Accounts and Derived Indicators. A Methodological Guide; Eurostat, European Commission,
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities: Luxembourg, 2001; pp. 1–92.

51. González de Molina, M.; Soto Fernández, D.; Guzmán Casado, G.; Infante-Amate, J.; Aguilera Fernández, E.; Vila Traver, J.; García
Ruiz, R. The Social Metabolism of Spanish Agriculture, 1900–2008: The Mediterranean Way Towards Industrialization. Springer
Open Access. 2020. Available online: https://www.springer.com/gp/book/9783030208998 (accessed on 3 August 2024).

52. Georgescu-Roegen, N. The Entropy Law and the Economic Process; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1971.
53. Ho, M.W.; Ulanowicz, R. Sustainable systems as organisms? BioSystems 2005, 82, 39–51. [CrossRef]
54. Ho, M.W. Circular Thermodynamics of Organisms and Sustainable Systems. Systems 2013, 1, 30–49. [CrossRef]
55. Guzmán, G.; Aguilera, E.; Soto, D.; Cid, A.; Infante, J.; García Ruiz, R.; Herrera, A.; Villa, I.; González de Molina, M. Methodology

and Conversion Factors to Estimate the Net Primary Productivity of Historical and Contemporary Agroecosystems. DT-SEHA n
1407. 2014. Available online: https://ideas.repec.org/p/seh/wpaper/1407.html (accessed on 2 April 2015).

https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/15-022_01_XercesSoc_HabitatAssessGuide_Beneficial-Insects_Farms+Ag_web.pdf
https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/15-022_01_XercesSoc_HabitatAssessGuide_Beneficial-Insects_Farms+Ag_web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.04.129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2022.02.003
http://www.fao.org/faostat
https://www.bcn.cl
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-0366.00043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2009.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aba1715
http://www.odepa.gob.cl/
http://www.odepa.gob.cl/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0220349
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32320393
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2017.1330796
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093131
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01600.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1241648
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-021-01248-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941929709381009
https://www.springer.com/gp/book/9783030208998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystems.2005.05.009
https://doi.org/10.3390/systems1030030
https://ideas.repec.org/p/seh/wpaper/1407.html


Land 2024, 13, 1746 16 of 16

56. Guzmán, G.I.; González de Molina, M. Energy in Agroecosystems. A Tool for Assessing Sustainability, 1st ed.; CRC Press: Boca Raton,
FL, USA, 2017; p. 399.

57. Altieri, M.A. Agroecology: The Science of Sustainable Agriculture; Westview Press: Boulder, CO, USA, 1995.
58. Guzmán GGonzález de Molina, M.; Sevilla Guzmán, E. Introducción a la Agroecología como Desarrollo Rural Sostenible; Mundi

Prensa: Madrid, Spain, 2000.
59. Ho, M.W. Are Sustainable Economic Systems Like Organisms. Evolution, Development and Economics; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,

Germany, 1998.
60. Guzmán, G.I.; González de Molina, M. Preindustrial agriculture versus organic agriculture. The land cost of sustainability. Land

Use Policy 2009, 26, 502–510. [CrossRef]
61. Guzmán, G.I.; González de Molina, M.; Alonso, A.M. The land cost of agrarian sustainability. An assessment. Land Use Policy

2011, 28, 825–835. [CrossRef]
62. González de Molina, M.; Toledo, V. The Social Metabolism. A Socio-Ecological Theory of Historical Change, 2nd ed.; Springer:

Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2024.
63. Agnoletti, M.; Emanueli, F. (Eds.) Biocultural Diversity in Europe; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2016.
64. Soto, D.; Infante-Amate, J.; Guzmán, G.I.; Cid, A.; Aguilera, E.; García, R.; González de Molina, M. The social metabolism

of biomass in Spain, 1900–2008: From food to feed-oriented changes in the agro-ecosystems. Ecol. Econ. 2016, 128, 130–138.
[CrossRef]

65. González de Molina, M.; Soto Fernández, D.; Infante-Amate, J.; Aguilera Fernández, E.; Vila Traver, J.; Guzmán Casado, G.
Decoupling Food from Land: The Evolution of Spanish Agriculture from 1960 to 2010. Sustainability 2017, 9, 2348. [CrossRef]

66. Thompson, R.M.; Brose, U.; Dunne, J.A.; Hall, R.O.; Hladyz, S.; Kitching, R.L.; Martinez, N.D.; Rantala, H.; Romanuk, T.N.;
Stouffer, D.B.; et al. Food webs: Reconciling the structure and function of biodiversity. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2012, 27, 689–697.
[CrossRef]

67. Döring, T.F.; Kromp, B. Which carabid species benefit from organic agriculture? —A review of comparative studies in winter
cereals from Germany and Switzerland. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2003, 98, 153–161. [CrossRef]

68. Rundlöf, M.; Nilsson, H.; Smith, H.G. Interacting effects of farming practice and landscape context on bumble bees. Biol. Conserv.
2008, 141, 417–426. [CrossRef]

69. Gabriel, D.; Sait, S.M.; Kunin, W.E.; Benton, T.G. Food production versus biodiversity: Comparing organic and conventional
agriculture. J. Appl. Ecol. 2013, 50, 355–364. [CrossRef]

70. Guzmán, G.I.; González de Molina, M.; Soto Fernández, D.; Infante-Amate, J.; Aguilera, E. Spanish agriculture from 1900 to 2008:
A long-term perspective on agroecosystem energy from an agroecological approach. Reg. Environ. Chang. 2018, 18, 995–1008.
[CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2008.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2011.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.04.017
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9122348
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(03)00077-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12035
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-017-1136-2

	Introduction 
	Landscape Diversity and Biological Pest Control 
	A Simple Methodology to Assess Beneficial Insect Habitat Suitability at the Agrolandscape Level (ABIHS) 

	The Main Agroecological Structure (MAS): Assessing Interactions Between the Matrix of Semi-Natural Vegetation with Agroecosystems 
	Applying MAS to an Agrarian Landscape in the Chilean Mediterranean 
	Landscape Structure, the Presence of Native Vegetation Patches, and the Response of Natural Enemies 

	A Metabolic Approach to Agricultural Landscapes: Assessing Energy, Material, and Information Exchange Between Agriculture and Its Socio-Ecological Environment 
	The Landscape as a Socio-Metabolic Footprint 
	Restoring the Internal Loops in Spanish Agrolandscapes 

	Conclusions 
	References

