
CRITERIA FOR REJECTION WITHOUT REVIEW 
 
1. Out of scope.  Articles should present results or information that significantly 
advance our fundamental understanding of how one or more organisms can 
contribute to biological control of a pest.  Studies focusing on the underlying 
evolutionary, ecological, molecular or biotechnological aspects of biological 
control welcome.  As such, the majority of studies submitted to ‘Biological 
Control’ should be hypothesis driven.  Studies of plant compounds, extracts, etc., 
that do not involve living biological control agents are not suitable for review. 
 
Special cases and examples 
  

Pathogens as biological control agents of arthropods or weeds:  
manuscripts must deal with the activity of living microbes and not just their 
toxins/ secondary metabolites in the absence of the organism producing 
them. 
 
Intercropping as means of weed control also does not meet the criterion of 
biological control agents as direct antagonists of pests unless such studies 
focus on how these practices influence interactions between biological 
control agents and their targets. 

 
2. Insufficient novelty.  Empirical papers should present data that generate 
novel and original conclusions; they should not simply repeat or confirm results of 
experiments that have been reported elsewhere using the same or closely 
related organisms.  Review papers should summarize the findings of current 
research in a particular field and synthesize novel implications for biological 
control, or at least identify broader trends that would not be evident from the 
individual papers.  Review papers may be either solicited or proffered by authors 
responding to a recognized need; the cover letter should state whether the article 
was solicited and if so, by whom. 
 
Special cases and examples  
 

Pathogens as biological control agents: bioassays for pathogenicity or 
virulence alone are insufficient for publication unless the results from them 
are combined with subsequent experimentation to test particular 
hypotheses of relevance to biological control. 
 
Parasitoids and predators as biological control agents: laboratory studies 
that extend a host range, add a new prey species, or simply present new 
functional response/survivorship data without any ascribed conceptual 
significance are not suitable for review unless there is special context. An 
example of an acceptable topic related to changes in host range would be 
if the new host range included beneficial species previously not included. 
For example, an extended host range may include beneficial organisms. 



 
3. Too preliminary.  Experiments should be sufficiently extensive (replication 
and repetition), thorough (and have a clear design), and appropriately controlled 
and analyzed so that the results and conclusions can be accepted with a 
reasonably high level of confidence. 
 
Special cases and examples  
 

Field studies: trials conducted in the field must be replicated, and the 
entire experiment must be conducted more than a single time.  They can 
be repeated in time or at different locations. 
 
Laboratory trials: sufficient replicates and controls must be included in the 
experimental design.  Proper analysis must be included 

 
 
4. Scholarship inadequate.  The English composition is not of sufficient quality 
or clarity to permit lucid understanding of the methodology and findings, or the 
poor writing does not allow an evaluation of interpretations drawn from the data. 
 
Special cases and examples  

 
Poor English language: If the use of English is not clear, the manuscript 
will be returned without review.  It is the authors’ responsibility to amend 
their paper.  Editors and reviewers should be responsible for scientific 
quality only. 
 
Plagiarism:  any intentional plagiarism is grounds for immediate rejection.  
Editors must judge whether a plagiarized section is actually intentional.  
For example, describing a PCR reaction in one paper may be very close 
to the same description in another as there are only so many ways to 
describe this method. 

 
 
5.  Methods papers.  Papers that describe only methodological protocols without 
the collection and presentation of efficacy data to verify functionality and 
practicality are not acceptable.   
 
Special cases and examples  
 

Rearing or mass production: papers that describe only minor refinements 
to well-established techniques to improve rearing, mass-production, or 
release of beneficial organisms without presenting data that assess the 
feasibility and effectiveness of the approach in an actual application 
scenario will not be sent out for review.  
 



Formulation: papers that describe new methods of formulating 
biopesticides must include data that show how the new formulation 
improves some aspect of the biopesticide, such as shelf-life, 
environmental tolerance, price, etc. 
 
Molecular and/or mathematical insights: papers that describe significant 
new methodological insights utilizing molecular techniques or 
mathematical approaches are strongly encouraged. 

 
6. Surveys and species catalogues.  Papers that present only survey data or 
species lists of putative biological control agents observed in association with a 
particular pest will not be sent out for review.  Such studies must include 
concomitant data on pest mortality or evidence of impact, whether for individual 
agents, or collectively for a guild of natural enemies before they are suitable for 
review. No survey papers will be accepted if the species of the organism is not 
identified or undescribed. 


