
620

Fourteenth Australian Weeds Conference

Summary   Weed science societies have long played 
an important role in providing a forum for weed scien-
tists to present, discuss, and network on weed specifi c 
issues. A formalisation and extension of this role is 
the development of specialised working groups. The 
European Weed Research Society (EWRS) demon-
strates this with the formation of their specialist work-
ing groups. Building on European models, the Council 
of Australian Weed Societies (CAWS) in conjunction 
with the Society of Agricultural Engineering (SEAg) 
has established a specialist group focused on physical 
weed control. 

This group is designed to interlock with the EWRS 
Physical and Cultural Weed Control working group and 
similar specialist groups in other countries. It is also 
designed to link the expertise and experience within 
two organisations, CAWS and SEAg. The develop-
ment of such groups supported by email networks and 
accessible web based sites enables effi cient sharing 
and progressing of specifi c aspects of weed manage-
ment under the umbrella of parent specialist societies. 
Development and maintenance of such groups at a 
national level is relatively simple but provides a power-
ful international networking tool for weed specialists 
and practitioners. 

This paper describes the CAWS/SEAg Physical 
Weed Control Working Group and its membership, 
how the group was formed, its current activities, and its 
potential activities. The authors explore the relevance 
of this case study as a model to progress other aspects 
of weed science.
Keywords    Physical,  cultural,  weed control,  networks, 
 IWM.

INTRODUCTION
Integrated Weed Management (IWM) principles have 
evolved over centuries along with our developing ag-
ronomic practices. With the development of the fi rst 
synthetic herbicides in the 1940s and the benefi ts that 
ensued from using chemical tools, other techniques 
became secondary. Herbicides became the primary 
weed management tool in crops in Australia. Signifi -
cant pressures to reduce synthetic pesticide use have 
been building over a number of years. The prominent 
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role of IWM in delaying the onset of herbicide resist-
ance has also resulted in a surge of interest in IWM.

Northern Europe is an example where there have 
been signifi cant pressures to reduce herbicide inputs. 
Since the Danish Parliament’s directive in 1985 to re-
duce pesticide use in Denmark, activities in the Weed 
Ecology group of the Danish Institute of Agricultural 
Research were focused on developing physical weed 
management options for cereal and vegetable produc-
tion (Bishop 2002). Other European countries have 
had similar programs.

The result has been increased expertise amongst 
weed scientists in the areas of physical and cultural 
weed management and increased applications of agri-
cultural engineering solutions to develop practical and 
effi cient solutions to non-herbicide weed control.

It is not surprising that this level of expertise, inter-
est and focus fl ows into the professional organisation 
for weed scientists in Europe, the European Weed Re-
search Society (EWRS). The Society has mechanisms 
in place to establish specialist working groups for those 
involved in particular weed management areas to net-
work, communicate their fi ndings, and work jointly to 
solve problems of mutual interest.

In Australia in recent years there has been a grow-
ing interest in enhancing IWM and reducing synthetic 
herbicide inputs primarily in agricultural and horticul-
tural production systems. Two years ago it was identi-
fi ed that individuals working in the area (scientists and 
engineers) and practitioners in Australia could benefi t 
from the synergy of a virtual network of expertise. The 
importance of such a network is particularly evident 
in a country such as Australia. Those working in the 
area are physically isolated by large distances and in 
some cases isolated within their own organisations 
with few team approaches to this work and several 
cases of individual workers progressing developments 
(Melander unpublished data).

Physical weed control as a specialist topic clearly 
requires the application of multiple disciplines i.e. 
weed scientists and agricultural engineers.

This paper describes the Council of Australian 
Weed Societies/Society of Agricultural Engineering 
Physical Weed Control Working Group (CAWS/
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SEAg), its membership, how it was formed, and its 
activities. The authors explore the relevance of this 
case study as a model for other specialist Australian 
working groups to progress weed science.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE CAWS/SEAG 
PHYSICAL WEED CONTROL WORKING 

GROUP
The following are the primary steps in the development 
of the working group. It was based on, and inspired 
by, the EWRS specialist working group model. Ex-
tensive discussions were held with EWRS members 
during visits to Europe and these members’ visits to 
Australia (Melander unpublished data) and the basic 
principles of a working group of relevance to Australia 
were established. It was clearly obvious that the inter-
est in establishing such a working group was spread 
across those who were members of both the Council 
of Australian Weed Societies (weed scientists) and 
members of the Society for Agricultural Engineer-
ing Australia (engineers). As well as developing a 
valuable national network for a specialist topic, the 
original scoping exercise also identifi ed as useful the 
establishment of some valuable professional cross-
links across two professional societies. This was done 
deliberately to enhance the strength of the working 
group and combine the practical elements of expertise 
needed in a working group representative of all the 
necessary technical skills to progress physical weed 
control. The important role of practitioners was also 
identifi ed early in the scoping process and a decision 
was made to open the working group to all those with 
an interest in the topic.

Development of the CAWS/SEAg Physical Weed 
Control Working Group   The following are the pri-
mary steps in the development of the working group.
1. Formative discussion with EWRS members.
2. Development of working group objectives and 

scope.
3. Preparation of formal working group proposal.
4. Presentation of proposal to Executive committees 

of CAWS and SEAg concurrently seeking endorse-
ment.

5. Once endorsed, preparation and distribution of 
promotional material.

6. Establishment of State contacts and email lists.
7. Formal affi liation with EWRS Physical and Cul-

tural Weed Control working group.
8. Establishment of list server and web site.
9. Agreed process for on-going maintenance and 

development of the working group.
10. Initiation of f irst in-person meeting of the 

working group to be held at the 14th Australian 

Weeds Conference, Wagga Wagga, New South 
Wales.

RESULTS
The following results indicate the scope of the working 
group and statistics associated with its membership.

Defi ned objective   The objective of the group is to 
promote the development, application, and promotion 
of physical methods of weed control in horticulture, 
agriculture, and environmental weed management.

Scope   The group aims to:
1. maintain and develop an information network 

of scientists, engineers, practitioners, and those 
interested in physical weed control;

2. gather and document global information on physi-
cal weed management techniques;

3. encourage research, development, extension, 
and development of technology in Australia that 
incorporate physical and cultural weed control 
techniques into existing weed management sys-
tems;

4. stimulate discussion and ideas amongst members 
for relevant events and activities that will assist in 
the development and adoption of these technolo-
gies;

5. establish and maintain contacts with international 
physical/cultural weed control groups;

6. undertake activities that encourage physical and 
cultural weed control project work; and

7. organise and conduct workshops at each of the 
Australian Weeds and SEAg conferences.

Membership   Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the distribu-
tion of working group members by locality and work 
area.

List server   The primary communication function for 
the group is via an email based list server established 
at Yahoo!Groups. This tool is available at no cost and 
is straightforward to establish and activate. Working 
group members can email questions direct to the rest 
of the network or gather information via a single email. 
Discussions can also be conducted electronically. The 
list server can be accessed at: http://groups.yahoo.com/
group/PhysicalWeedControl/.

Web site   The web site for the group is hosted by 
CAWS (www.caws.org.au). This is the central elec-
tronic location where details such as member lists in-
cluding expertise and contact details can be accessed. 
Links to other working groups e.g. EWRS working 
group, access points for discussion list, and published 

www.caws.org.au
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/PhysicalWeedControl
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information, results, and fi ndings about physical weed 
control are progressively made available by members 
via the Executive Offi cer of the Working Group.

DISCUSSION
The process of establishing this specialist network 
has resulted in not only the development of a useful 
specialist network for workers and practitioners in Aus-
tralia involved in non-herbicide weed management, 
it also demonstrates the potential for joint ventures 
between professional societies to address issues of 
common interest. 

Undoubtedly the availability of electronic network 
support enables this sort of approach to be under-
taken with minimal maintenance. Specialist working 
groups are a valuable focus for workers in areas where 
geographic isolation or institutional isolation means 
minimal collegiate support is available. In addition 
to joint ventures between professional organisations 
within one country, the partnership can be extended to 
similar societies in other countries strengthening the 
network from a national one to an international one. 

Though electronic structures require minimal 
administration they do require active input of a larger 
number of working group members e.g. providing 
information for electronic publication.

Based on the experience obtained in developing 
the CAWS/SEAg Physical Weed Control Working 
Group, the authors would encourage similar ap-
proaches within weed societies to address issues of 
particular concern/interest to weed managers in Aus-
tralia. In addition once the framework of the group is 
established, a natural evolution should be allowed to 
take place governed mainly by the working group’s 
membership.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors would like to thank Bo Melander and 
Paolo Barberi of the European Weed Research Soci-
ety for their advice, assistance, and encouragement in 
establishing the Australian network. 

REFERENCES
Bishop, A. (2002). The Swire Group Churchill Fel-

lowship to study advanced integrated pest man-
agement techniques, systems, and adoption in 
Scandinavia, Holland, and the United Kingdom, 
with potential application in Australian horticul-
ture. http://www.churchilltrust.org.au. Accessed 
23 March 2004, 11-16.

Figure 1.   Distribution of working group member 
numbers across States (Total membership = 75, March 
2004, O/S = Overseas).

Figure 2.   Distribution of working group members 
by work area.
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