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Abstract: Nowadays, the biological diseases in crop production are continuously increasing day by 

day. Organic agriculture has considerably augmented in significance in the current eras. Crop diseases 

are also a severe delinquent over the decades, and it’s a chief hazard for the yield food manufacture. 

Biological control agents for herbal syndromes are presently existence inspected as substitutes to 

artificial insecticides owing to their apparent improved level of care and negligible ecological 

influences. It affects the plants also by the biological diseases of the organic food production. Plant 

diseases can disturb florae by intrusive with numerous procedures such as the absorbance and 

translocation of water and nutrients, photosynthesis, flower and fruit growth, plant growth and 

expansion, and cell separation and increase. In this paper, we explain how biological diseases affect 

organic crop production. 
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1. Introduction 

The drastic growing population (approx. 9 billion by 2050) and global climatic change 

will have significant demands over natural resources, including the availability of water and 

land for food-crop production. The serious and major problems are crop diseases that greatly 

affect food production and its variety [1]. The solution to this issue is somewhat managed by 

strengthening consumer awareness along with EU legislation prohibiting access to other 

agricultural resources like agrichemicals and the dearth of consumer acceptance of genetically 

modified crops, especially in Europe, and strict regulatory procedures in regards to their 

registration, initiate to search for new and sustainable agricultural practices. The current major 

challenge facing stakeholders is ways to implement a sustainable crop production system that 

aids in improving the above-stated problems, which led to global food security at risk. One 

such example of integrated sustainable crop production is the one that includes useful 

microorganisms like bacteria that can contribute to plant growth, either directly through 
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activities like bio-fertilization and photostimulation or indirectly by suppressing pathogens. An 

organic method that incorporates the use of bacterial-derived agents may provide an 

opportunity to reduce the use of agrichemicals [2]. The use of biological controls to treat plant 

diseases, especially soil-borne diseases, has been the subject of ongoing research for several 

decades. It has been found that the most commonly applied and practiced way to control the 

biological inoculative, or inundative diseases [3] depends on the purposeful incorporation of 

living organisms to overpower the activity of plant pathogens. However, initially, its utility in 

the real-world as an alternative to disease management was the basis for early testing of this 

discipline, the field of biological disease control has encouraged research and discovery beyond 

the aim of finding solutions or products for use in crop production systems. The discussions 

can be made that the greatest benefit of the results from research programs that focus on the 

natural control of soil-borne plant diseases is to inform our understanding the microbial nature 

of soil and to identify useful microbial bodies and processes that work along with saprophytic 

plant-related microorganisms to suppress diseases [4] and can retain in soil environments [5,6]. 

In recent years, the role of fungi in the environment has been extensively exploited to control 

and regulate plant pathogens in forestry systems, horticulture, and agriculture. The role of fungi 

in the environment has been extensively exploited. Many fungi have special properties and 

mechanisms that effectively aids them in treating both root and foliar diseases and damages 

that trigger due to pathogenic fungi. Mycoparasitism, a process in which a mycoparasites or 

fungus derives its nutrients from other fungi (host), is used to control bacteria [7, 8]. Since the 

bio-controlling agents for plant diseases have increased safety and the least environmental 

impacts, they are now being evaluated as substitutes and alternatives to synthetic/artificial 

pesticides. Several mechanisms of fungal bio-controlling agents aid in the production of 

enzymes or antibiotics, defense from plant host, helps to control pathogens, including 

mycoparasites, and competition for nutrients requirement. However, in effectively controlling 

plant diseases, these methods can threaten non-targeted species, plants, animals (both aquatic 

and terrestrial), insects, soil microbes, saprophytic and mycorrhizal fungi, even human beings. 

Some of the non-targeted impacts associated with fungal bio-controlling agents are reducing 

the colonization of plant roots by mycorrhizal fungi, mycoparasitism of mycorrhizae, and 

mushroom disorders Rhizobium species nodulation, and changes in plant growth. Moreover, 

the genera Gliocladium has been associated with shellfish toxicity and Trichoderma with 

respiratory disorders in humans. Biological controlling agents, like Talaromyces flavus, 

Pythium oligandrum, Coniothyrium minitans, and Ampelomyces quisqualis have potential 

harmful mechanisms against non-targeted bacteria, fungi, plants, and animals [9]. The 

widespread use of pesticides has also had a significant effect on the environment and public 

health. Research is being carried out in many institutes to find suitable environment-friendly 

methods to replace the currently used pesticides. In such a case, pest control through biological 

agents is as promising as the use of other chemicals. It is generally known that biological 

controlling agents are much safer and environment friendly than relying on the use of a huge 

amount of pesticides, fungicides, and other antimicrobial chemicals. Increasing research and 

scientific interest towards biological control of plant-based pathogens and plant disease 

responds to the rising public concern about chemical pesticides. However, there is still an 

equally important need to control currently partially controlled biologically or uncontrolled 

pathogens by general traditional methods. Therefore, the importance of expense over chemical 

control must not matter regarding bio-control since it can prove its value reasonably [10]. These 

biocontrol substitutes must be reliable, efficient, economical, environment friendly, and 
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consistent before they can become an integral part of plant disease controlling agents. To fulfill 

these requirements, the correct understanding of biocontrol agents' overall nature and biology 

in question is very important, which is far restricted in many conditions. In addition, biocontrol 

agents can also be genetically modified to develop superior strains with delivery systems that 

improve their activity and characteristics [11]. Cook and Baker defined ‘Biological control’ as 

“the reduction in the disease-causing activity of pathogens or in the amount of inoculum that 

is carried out by using one or more organisms other than man” [12]. Based on this broad 

definition, the organisms and processes involved in biological control include: (I) hypo-virulent 

or avirulent populations of pathogenic species, (II) modified plants having resistance to 

pathogens, and (iii) antagonistic microorganisms. Biological control can be achieved in many 

ways, including plant breeding, introducing large amounts of antagonism, and certain specific 

cultural practices by altering microbial balance [12]. Organic farming (OF) can be defined as 

“an ecosystem that is environmentally friendly, economically and socially, providing a 

sustainable supply of safe and healthy food and fiber, minimal possible loss of nutrients and 

energy, and small environmental impacts, as regulated by certification agencies” [13, 14]. OFA 

has grown significantly globally in the last 20 years, including in developing countries, with 

the global market for natural products reaching nearly $ US 72 billion in 2013 [15]. The OF is 

governed by the idea that all environmental processes within the agro-ecosystem system are 

self-sufficient and that management should aim at achieving and supporting self-regulation 

through environmental processes. This is set out in detail at the OF levels as organized by the 

IFOAM (International Federation of Organic Agricultural Movements). Therefore, solutions 

to the problems are sought primarily within the natural possibilities of the agricultural system. 

Biological control is the striking and ideal management strategy for those post-harvest diseases 

in which the pathogen intervenes throughout or after harvest [16]. Several post-harvest diseases 

in citrus fruits and pomegranate are triggered by pathogens that need the injured and wounded 

plant area to get into and start the infection. Contacting different fruits with machinery and 

shipping containers during harvesting, handling, and shipping may result in injury, wound 

puncture, stem removal, and damage to fruit surfaces, which can be a promising source of entry 

for pathogens to cause infection. In addition, a high percentage of the fruits will be stored in a 

well-controlled environment. Temperature, atmospheric composition, and relative humidity 

can all be regulated and controlled more accurately. This infection timing and controlled 

environment make post-harvesting systems almost perfect conditions from allowing the 

introduction of biological controlling agents to prevent the decay of the plant system. The post-

harvest and handling are possible in harvesting plant systems by adding a bio-control agent to 

the plant area that needs protection, in the right place for it to work properly, and control 

environmental conditions [17] effectively. Similarly, applying biopesticides to the fruits before 

storage is possible in the post-harvesting and handling system. The Bio-save products contain 

bacteria resistant to a variety of substances used during post-harvest management, such as 

diphenylamine and the fungicides (imazalil and thiabendazole) used to protect scald and rot, 

respectively [17, 18]. There are several ways applied to treat fruits before packing; in all the 

cases, the fruit is firstly cleaned, filtered to remove damaged or rotten fruit, and then placed in 

storage containers. Usually, the fruit is cleaned by using in-line sprayers or by directly putting 

it in disposal tanks. After that, the fruit is either washed with clean water or treated with 

fungicides. Many times to reduce the severity of post-harvest rot (except in the case of fungal-

resistant bacteria), fruits are firstly pre-filtered or stored, and then fungicides are often 

sometimes mixed with waxes. In potatoes, biopesticides and Bio-Save are used as a spray for 
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the treatment before storage. The suitable construction of bio-controlling agents and Bio-save 

is a continuing concern. This product was first synthesized in liquid table powder or “frozen 

pellets” [17]. Brain-based disease control has been considered an alternative to chemistry. 

However, it still has to meet the expectations of effective disease control under the conditions 

of the field. However, many plant conservationists agree that biological control plays a vital 

role in controlling the number of germs in agricultural events. With only a handful of products 

available on the market, we remain unaware of any environmental limitations that may be 

biological control products. Although society has approved developing “green” strategies for 

“agricultural production”, biological control has not received much effort in manufacturing 

chemical pesticides. With the decline in the tools to control products, there is a rapid 

acceleration of the development in plant disease control. In addition, there will also be a need 

to review the production methods used to treat plant diseases before the chemical era. Before 

discovering chemical fertilizers, natural supplements, like animal manure and compost, had 

made their way in agricultural fields for production because of their reproductive value. Due 

to reducing pathogens, these advancements also provide additional benefits like enhanced plant 

health [18]. The use of biodiversity supplementation in agriculture to grow crops and control 

soil pests peaked in the 1930s and was later widely described by Waksman [19, 20]. In order 

to be effective in controlling organic diseases, their efficiency must be that of those used for 

pesticides. To achieve this, however, tools need to be developed to measure the effectiveness 

of environmental-based control products. We have been using a simple and measurable test 

that precisely calculates the effect of a product presented on a soil pathogen. Understanding 

how biological supplements (manure, compost) work also provides an understanding of how 

and where to suitably use such untapped energy resources for the betterment of plant and soil 

health. Natural nitrogen-fixing supplements (like poultry, meat and bone manure, and soy) have 

caused a subsequent reduction in the number of soil particles in plants carried by the soil. 

Pathogen control has been shown to be derived from ammonia and (or) nitrous acid produced. 

Its concentration is controlled by pH, the content of natural matter, soil volume, and 

nitrification level. Pig manure can reduce the number of pathogens in both these processes and 

in the other process incorporating fatty acids. It has been reported that most of the fatty acids 

having pH below 6.0 are effective and are found in most but not all liquid fertilizers [21]. 

Disease control through biological control occurs when soil pathogen survival and biological 

material are reduced to activate the processes. Knowing the process and mechanisms permits 

the estimation of performance at the level of soil analysis and biodiversity amendments. In 

some products, for example, a product from the paper and powder industry, sulfonated lignin 

or ammonium lignosulfonate, the indication of disease control can the observed, but the 

mechanism is not yet clearly understood. Even though biological modification reduces the 

number of plant germs, it leads to a rise in soil microorganisms up to 1000 times per use. 

Therefore, pathogens' migration is discerning and may last in sectors for more than a few years 

after a sole application [21]. Many manufacturing and processing industries, plant pathologists, 

consumers, and farmers are using chemical products as a supplement to reduce soil diseases. 

Soil modification has been found to be an essential part of an integrated pest/pathogen 

management system and sustainable agricultural practice for farmers. Due to the reduced use 

of pesticides and consumers’ demand and need for naturally enhanced products, this strategy 

is re-implemented. Additionally, the safe, economical, and right way to use or dispose of 

chemical products are the utmost important aspect for manufacturing, processing, and 

sanitation industries. Therefore, for this purpose, while some products are utilized by 
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converting to animal fertilizer or feed, others are burned or mixed with soil. Despite discarding 

or disposing of, proper utilization is popular since it leads to growth in the market and provides 

market value to the re-used products. Also, it allows circulating nutrients and energy again into 

the world in its better form [21]. It was reported that high consumer interest for residual 

chemical products in food, implementation of domestic standards and guaranteed product 

exports, the strength of prices, and the common decrease in agricultural products in trade have 

in total pave the momentum to pest-free, organic, or natural farming [22]. 

2. Comparison of Natural and Conventional Farming (in terms of crop protection) 

Natural or organic farming systems is a system that incorporates crops and livestock. 

This system often recycles and re-uses farm manure for composting and even applies bio-

control or methods to protect crops. Fertilizer, crop rotation, and soil farming techniques vary 

from conventional farming systems [23]. Generally, in conventional management practices, 

synthetic fertilizers and pesticides are often used and use organic fertilizers and avoided. 

Though biological changes have positively impacted various soil structures, the conventional-

integrated composting techniques make use of a blend of synthetic fertilizers [24]. In organic 

or natural farming, soil plays a major role in defining “sustainable land management” because 

it is the main root for food production. If the soil is worn or reduced to a larger degree, society 

can loosen its base for well-being and independence [25, 26]. Other common aspects of 

agriculture also have a negative impact on the environment and human health and higher prices. 

According to the “National Research Council Reports”, the total cost of fertilizer application – 

i.e., fertilizer in excess of the number of plants that can consume it is $2.5 billion per year. In 

an estimate, the annual cost of soil erosion associated with public and environmental health 

exceeds $45 billion [25]. The general sowing system of herbicides and its application 

represents standard feed for grain, crop line and uses a simple five-year cycle (maize, maize, 

beans, maize, beans) that reflects normal commercial activity in the region and across the 

Midwest. Fertilizer and pesticide applications for maize and soybeans follow the “Pennsylvania 

State University Cooperative Extension (PSUCE)” recommendations. To conserve the soil and 

water resources, crop residues are left on the earth’s surface. Thus, this benefits the growing 

season, as no soil is exposed in the normal system than in legume systems [29]. The current 

framework is being analyzed, and the need to redefine the issue of the harvest gap is highlighted 

with regards to the questions like, “Can living feeds the earth?”, “How can agriculture 

contribute to land tenure?”. In addition, the challenges are based on the standards followed in 

existing yield comparison studies. They are completely based on different aspects of farming 

methods, after which a novel model is introduced to more clearly understand the type of 

harvesting spaces and estimates set in. Therefore, it can be concluded that “by establishing 

appropriate measures, prioritizing research needs, and focusing on natural resource 

transformation rather than input, biodiversity programs can increase their productivity and play 

a significant role in sustainable agriculture and food production in the future” [30]. Organic 

farming is becoming more and more popular around the world. The organic sowing system 

strictly bounds to the fact and principle that neither plant chemicals should be used nor mineral 

fertilizers. Additionally, such plants should be placed at the right place and at the correct 

interval with that of normal plants (consumer area). This aids in providing a better quality of 

agriculture with better properties [31, 32]. In addition, as per the ‘EU’s Nitrate Directive’, a 

viable agricultural system reduces the amount of nitrogen available in the soil [33]. Therefore, 

healthy and safe food production can be achieved by adopting such agricultural practices, even 
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though the natural environment should be respected as nutritious, rich, and healthy soil is the 

“foundation” of food security. The cause of reduction in biodiversity and soil degradation is 

thought to be due to ‘Agricultural consolidation’ [34-36]. Organic matter, which is the basis of 

fertilization under the organic system or organic farming, provides the major positive impacts 

on soil quality, improved structure, increased water content, and soil infiltration. Several 

studies have revealed that organic farming methods aids in increasing soil activity by 

accumulating high organic matter and high chemical or micronutrients content. Therefore, one 

can achieve this by using host crops, animal manure, and other organic fertilizers, making use 

of crop residues, and decreasing agricultural activities such as farming. Conventional farming, 

too, often contributes to excessive soil accumulation of nitrogen, phosphorus, and potassium 

compounds not found in plants [37, 38]. The type, type, and variety of plant species also have 

a significant impact on the chemical composition of the soil. Previous research suggests that 

root crops [31] and plants Fabaceae / Leguminosae [39, 40] contribute to the formation of better 

soil chemicals and enzymatic properties than grain plants. This is due to the highly beneficial 

chemical composition of plant and powder residues entering the soil [41]. Conventional and 

organic agriculture have different values, even if lower inclusion practices are used in standard 

systems and standard organic comparisons are much smaller than continuous. The traditional 

approach thinks that the production of food, fiber, and fuel should be increased to meet the 

needs of growing people. Organic agriculture seeks to balance yields and other values, such as 

biodiversity and conservation of natural resources. The highest yields available for biodiversity 

should be kept at a lower level than normal if it will leave room for other species to survive 

and protect from environmental exploitation. The diversity of many species of insects and 

plants is negatively associated with fruit [42]. Recent research has also suggested using 

pesticides, increased fertilizer application, and intensive agriculture throughout the year as 

compelling reasons for the decline in biomass flight over 27 years [43]. Indigenous agriculture 

should not be judged by the production system driven by a standard agricultural product but 

rather by standards corresponding to its prices. 

3. Biological Pest Management, Its Techniques (Older (Import), Imported Inputs)  

3.1. Ancient pest control or importation. 

“Classical Biological control is based on the introduction of natural enemies (parasites, 

predators, or pathogens) and their long-term formation in a new environment, a strategy that 

can provide long-term control of arthropod or targeted weeds”. Such a biological control 

method is effective, as nearly hundreds of fruitful projects have minimized the harm caused by 

various weed-resistant pests [44, 45]. Between 1964 and 1976, around 170 successes were 

achieved by putting natural enemies in the second place after they were shown to be effective 

in the first place of introduction [46].  As many scientists worry about the extinction or loss of 

species and biodiversity, on the other hand, pest control experts focus on the addition of plant 

and animal fragments to agricultural systems. In 1971, the United States (U.S.) Department of 

Agriculture enforced a team to evaluate the performance of independent plants to prevent the 

access of rare pests and assess the risks associated with it [47]. They compiled a list of alien 

pests, and related arthropods in the U.S. classify immigrants as insects, beneficial species, and 

subspecies that are not economically important. The list keeps on increasing as more and more 

species become available. At the end of the 1971-1972 study, 1115 species were identified as 

foreign, and this number had risen to 1385 in 1977. Sixteen orders for insects, caterpillars 
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(Acarina), and spiders (Araneae) are represented among different arthropod species. Old pest 

control has been used for nearly a century and has been very successful, which in economic 

terms has been surprisingly natural: the estimated return from dollar investment to pest control 

is about 30 1, and chemical control (pesticides) is 5 to 5 1 [48]. However, biocontrol is not a 

panacea control insecticide, and the success achieved is more than just snow in the field. Of all 

biocontrol agents imported, only about 35% have been reported to be naturally established in 

the new ecosystem [49], and only about 60% of these facilities have any form of economic or 

biocontrol success [50]. De-Bach and Hagen [51] wrote: “One of the great obstacles to the 

work of biological control is that many natural enemies have been moved from one country to 

another in the same climate of failure”. Perhaps the most commonly cited cause for failing 

adverse weather conditions at the time of departure [52, 53]. Another important parameter of 

failure is occasionally mentioned in the world’s review, the introduction [53]. The host-specific 

parasitoids are brought from the region of origin of an exotic invasive pest for implying 

biological control methods. Such a method aims to introduce the parasitoid established 

throughout the region selected by the invading insects and provide long-term suppression to 

low insect infestations. The invasion of ‘Aphytis paramaculicornis’ and ‘Coccophagoides 

utilis’ in California in the 1950s to control the olive scale (Pararlatoria oleae) provides a stellar 

example of the olive scale that is a rare insect in California about 50 years after the first 

parasitoid introduction [54, 55]. While there has been a series of significant success in 

combating pest infestations in many different regions of the world, there is still a huge list of 

failures where imported parasitoids have not been established in the target region or, if they do, 

have not had a significant impact on target pest infestation. Using the historical record of 

ancient biological introductions worldwide, only 3850 unique insect-introduced parasitoids 

have led to the establishment, and 44% of the 551 established parasitoids have provided part 

of total pest control, equivalent to an average of 17% overall of success [56, 57]. In contrast, 

insect repression is caused by an exotic parasitoid that begins to develop in a healthy 

environment. This process usually happens within six to 13 generations [58] and extends to a 

broader geographical scale [59, 60]. Moreover, there is a rising indication that parasitoids may 

detect differences in the frequency of intercourse between distant patches using info-chemical 

signals [61, 62]. Therefore, selective decision-making by parasitoids determining the 

distribution of the parasitoid dietary effort between the patches may have a greater impact on 

the biological control factors of the past than dietary decisions made within patches. 

3.2. Inductive Inoculative Biological Pest Control. 

In addition to the introduction of natural enemies from the region of invasive insect 

habitats, biological controls include the occasional extraction of certain people from insect 

repression. Increased production of large parasitoids has led to the development of commercial 

pesticides in many parts of the world over the last 30 years, and it is predicted that more than 

125 species of natural enemies are commonly accessible and utilized on around 16 million 

hectares worldwide per year [63]. At the beginning of the season, breeds of natural enemies in 

plants or in targeted surroundings, along with several inventors, are produced with the help of 

inoculative extracts. This continues throughout the growing season incorporating several stages 

of generation. One of the best inoculative supplementations of parasitoids is the use of “E. 

formula” to control greenhouse whitefly in Europe [64]. The aroma of the artificial plant plays 

a vital part in the food behavior of edible and animal arthropods. This was first demonstrated 

by predators, who, in search of spider larvae, made good use of plant volcanoes in response to 
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spider attacks [65, 66, 67]. Insects that seek out caterpillars feed on healthy food as their 

reproductive organs use a similar strategy: they use volcanic-carrying volcanoes to find their 

food [68 - 73]. Wet extracts of insect parasitoids are applied rapidly to insects for getting instant 

effect on them, even without expecting successful breeding and passing on to future 

generations. In this way, the use of parasitoids in increasing energy can be compared with that 

of pesticides [74,75]. Therefore, water replenishment increases the ability to quickly kill 

parasitoids released rather than the parasitoid concentration potential in a series of generations. 

The entomopathogenic organic pest control biomarkers are similar to those of other pest control 

agents [76, 77]. They can be used to add natural diseases (supplementation), stored or synthetic 

(conserved), used by insecticides as classical anti-control agents to establish and implement 

long-term pest control (inoculative release), or used for temporary control (release). 

4. Importance and Various Biological Controlling Agents 

Continuous invasion of biodiversity threatens biodiversity and the integrity of natural 

ecosystems [78]. Biological control is an essential means of combating biological attacks, but 

bio-control agents may cause a detrimental effect on indigenous species. Awareness of the risks 

accompanying change in the host has resulted in increased prominence on a specific host of 

invasive weed bio-control agents. Nevertheless, previous researches have suggested that bio-

control agents may also show significant non-target impacts by indirect communication or 

web-based support. Based on these observations, it can be concluded that the potential for 

interaction between biocontrol agents and their mediators is at least as important as the 

administrator's specification to determine the effect of biocontrol implants. Biocontrol agents 

are developed initially, but failure to reduce the effectiveness of their hostages can produce 

low-yielding links that link to other traditional weeds through food webs, thereby increasing 

the effects of invasive weeds. The indirect impact of certain bio-control regulating mechanisms 

resulting from dietary interventions could be a greater risk for native species than the direct 

effects of non-target at present seen in genetic modification [79]. 

Table 1. Importance and various biological controlling agents 

 Agents Examples References 

 

 

a) Insect pests 

• predators Spiders fall within the general area of 

natural control factors. 

[80] 

• parasitism A. rhopalosiphi in the existence of 

annual buck-wheat. 

[81] 

• pathogens (Bacteria, Fungi, 

Viruses, Oomycota) 

Verticillium lecanii and Hirsutella 

thompsonii of fungi, Oryctes rhinoceros 

(L.) of virus, Rhizobium of bacteria, 

Phytophthora Infestans of oomycota, 

[82,83,84,85] 

• competitors aphid honeydew on the leaf surface [84] 

b) Weeds • Seed predators Chenopodium album L. [86] 

• herbivores Cotesia flavipes [87] 

c) Plant diseases • Antagonist 

 

Heterobasidion annosum, 

Agrobacterium radiobacter K84. 

[89] 

5. Conservation and Enhancement of Biological Control Agent (Natural Enemies) of Pests 

Biodiversity management highlights the conservation as well as improvement of natural 

enemies and forms the foundation of all biological control methods. The efforts of recent and 

current research on the preservation of biodiversity control by predators and Bemisia parasites 

worldwide are taken into consideration. In many agricultural systems, a huge variety of natural 
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enemy species have been identified. Additionally, other research has shown that these natural 

enemies can work with other death agents to create higher mortality rates for B people. Tabaci. 

Little effort has been put into determining what constitutes stressful or powerful factors in 

increasing biological control. The extensive use of pesticides in a variety of plants has strictly 

limited the effect of parasitoids and predators in reducing pests. Moreover, the stockpile of 

selected pesticides has full-fledged over the decades, and its ongoing use could permit for ‘true 

integration’ of biological control into ‘IPM systems’. In addition, the factors of inter-breeding 

and plant characteristics treated in biological control disturbances are not well addressed in 

many systems [90]. Biodiversity management involves managing the environment to improve 

natural enemies' survival, abundance, permanency, and behavior to upsurge their effectiveness. 

Such management can lead to reducing risk factors and improving well-being. Conservation 

practices can be divided into categories; 1) those that focus on reducing mortality, 2) 

controlling secondary enemies, 3) modifying current plant characteristics for providing benefit 

to natural enemies, and 4) providing more resources [91, 92]. Biological control should be a 

significant element in all biological control efforts due to its quality of enhancing the 

performance and functioning of the natural enemy [93]. Such success has contributed to the 

very high cost of biodiversity management systems and has made the management of 

archaeology a very lucrative investment and development [94]. However, a recent analysis of 

the history of pest control history, the BIOCAT database, has shown that the percentage of 

entries contributing to success falls to a range of 5 ± 15% [95]. Biodiversity management 

(CBC) aims to enhance the performance and function of natural enemies and help create safer 

ways to control biodiversity. Significant advancement has been made in this field over the 

years. The following articles, with a strong emphasis on arthropod CBC by arthropods, covered 

in this issue: 1) bee dew as a source of food for natural enemies, 2) the diversity of the natural 

enemy, 3) chemical environment and CBC, 4) habitats, 5) non-food sprays, 6) the CBC in the 

landscape scale, 7) the economic and acceptance of the CBC, and 8) the CBC as a provider of 

several environmental services. Research has shown that this interpretation in reducing pest 

damage, increased yields or quality, and better economic profits for farmers is still unusual. 

Thus, it can be said that future researchers should investigate the impact of CBC on these levels, 

and also it is crucial to understand better the factors and conditions that will lower the pests in 

the field. The expansion of ecosystem services without biological control is possible because 

of the greater potential of CBC. Additionally, attention paid to the economic benefits of this 

will tend to increase the chances of CBC acquisition as well [96]. The conservation and 

prevention of natural enemies perhaps is the oldest form of pest control. A similar method to 

control pests was enforced around 900 AD by Chinese citrus growers. They placed nests of the 

dangerous ant Oecophylla smaragdina F. on mandarin orange trees in order to reduce the 

number of leaf-feeding pests [97,98,99]. Biodiversity management can be broadly divided into 

three distinct areas: the study and strength of extinct natural enemies, the identification and use 

of resources that interfere with or enhance the natural enemy's function and function, and 

evaluate the effectiveness of [100] biological control. A published environmental control study 

denotes ‘about 1/3rd of all biological management documents in B. tabaci, and this series did 

not change over time’. Further analysis of this biological-control literature proposes that the 

detection of useful natural enemies includes quite large efforts in research. While several 

studies addressed the factors that either inhibit or enhance biological control  [108] and the 

effects of insecticides on predators and parasitoids, very limited studies have emphasised the 

effectiveness of biological control [110-114], and many studies deliver initial or incomplete 
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results—these three factors and their mechanisms consistent with their approaches [91, 101-

109]. 

 

 

 

  

Figure 1. Components and approaches of conservation biological control [102,106,107]. 

6. Discussion 

It has been observed that it is not easy to test the interaction of biological disease control 

agents with all creatures in surroundings and unidentified pathogenic relations with non-

targeted fungi, florae, faunae, or bacteria that could be exposed after the issue. In the expression 

of cumulative intimidations to worldwide food safety and compression on normal possessions, 

there is crucial to classify and marketplace naturally founded crops as agricultural crop protect 

and yield accompaniments. The difficulties and tasks characteristic in the credentials, 

presentation valuation, and registration of biological disease control agents need important 

collaboration from administrative activities and the educational and manufacturing 

subdivisions to provide maintainable agriculture growth. 

7. Conclusions 

The release of biological disease control agents can be optimistic in relation to the 

manufacture of nutrition and fiber meanwhile, they are measured fewer poisonous to people 

and surroundings than artificial biochemical insecticides. However, the epidemic extent of 

numerous plant syndromes can be limited due to superior crop variety in period and 

interplanetary and the usage of normal plants, barriers, and asylum yields. Thus, a biological 

disease control agent would be observed as a conceivable risk until the technical proof has 

established that it is harmless. This will permit the use of bacterial causes through preserving 

passable nursing and investigation to agree on early discovery and extenuation of harmful 

organic and ecological influences. 
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