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Summary
Weed management has been likened to a 
war – the war on weeds. Whilst the con-
cept of a war has created a sense of unity, 
supported by ‘propaganda’ and emotive 
language, the campaign has been far 
from a success. In fact it has actually ham-
pered weed management by maintaining 
a deep-seated emphasis on the act of kill-
ing weeds, rather than on the outcome of 
that killing – an example of an outcome 
might be the response of native species 
that are threatened by a particular weed. 
In order to increase the effectiveness of 
weed management I argue that it is time 
for a changing of the guard or a transition 
from this so-called ‘war on weeds’ to a 
new approach: one that is focused on the 
outcome, which is not a war. Whilst an 
outcome-orientated weed management 
system is not new, i.e. it has already been 
used in a few specific cases, it is distinctly 
different from the concept of a war, and 
more in line with the broader objectives 
of many weed management programs. In 
order to transition to an outcome-orien-
tated weed management system several 
challenges need to be overcome, specifi-
cally around establishing appropriate 
goals and monitoring weed management 
programs. In addition we need to ensure 
policy is aligned with management and 
research. Lastly, some deeply entrenched 
individual and institutional views on 
weed management need to be overcome. 
None of the challenges outlined pose a 
significant barrier to a transition to an 
outcome-orientated approach. Given the 
failure of the war on weeds it is now time 
to make such a transition.

Introduction
Over the past few decades, management 
of weeds in Australia has been likened to 
a war, the war on weeds (e.g. Lonsdale 
2002). This phenomenon has not been re-
stricted to either Australia or the past few 
decades (e.g. Hildebrand 1946, McMillen 
1989, Evans 2002). Whilst the analogy of 
war, backed by the process of killing of 
weeds (the enemy) plus the use of emo-
tive terminology, created unity around the 
central cause of tackling the weed problem 
in Australia, it has not delivered the ex-
pected victories and successful triumphs 
of war. Instead, the analogy of a war has 

actually stifled and hampered weed man-
agement by overemphasis on a few specif-
ic ‘war like’ actions of weed management. 
For example, where weeds are being man-
aged for the protection of biodiversity, the 
emphasis of weed management must be 
on the response of that biodiversity to 
weed control, rather than on the act of kill-
ing weeds per se. In this paper I argue that 
the way we approach weed management 
needs to move away from the concept of a 
war to being directly focused or orientated 
towards management outcomes. Whilst 
some researchers and weed managers 
have already embarked on such a transi-
tion, it is important at this time to have a 
wider discussion on the challenges asso-
ciated with making a broader transition, 
as well as on the potentially contentious 
issues that need to be resolved/addressed 
during the process.

The war on weeds
There have been at least two main factors 
that have contributed to the philosophy of 
a war on weeds. Firstly the idea of killing 
a common enemy has been a central focus 
of many weed programs, which has con-
tributed to a mind-set that killing weeds 
at all costs, and the causalities involved, 
are just an unfortunate consequence of the 
war. The idea that we can unite to fight the 
weed enemy, ‘those plants that we all hate 
growing in places we do not want them’, is 
highly emotive. Apart from the killing and 
casualties, it is not a war – there is no con-
flict – the enemy [weeds] are not actively 
hostile towards us; it is a one sided affair.

The desire to wage a war on weeds, 
especially by weed practitioners, has also 
prevented the monitoring of many weed 
management programs, as monitoring is 
perceived as a waste of resources (mon-
ey and time), effectively diverting those 
resources away from the task of killing 
weeds. Such entrenched attitudes have 
actually been detrimental, as the outcomes 
of the vast majority of weed management 
programs have gone undocumented, de-
spite the significant annual investment in 
weed control. And yet we are constantly 
seeking additional funds to fight this war.

If this had actually been a true war, 
there would have been a higher require-
ment for accountability of the actions. For 
example, set backs or loses in terms of 
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unsuccessful programs or uncontrolled 
weed advances would have been assessed; 
this has not occurred. Instead, senior bu-
reaucrats have started to question the 
value of weed funding because of the lack 
of tangible outcomes or significant ‘wins’, 
resulting in what they perceive as a vir-
tual black hole of funding requirements. 
Instead of appropriately addressing the 
problem they are actually seeking an exit 
strategy.

The use of emotive terminology associ-
ated with war, e.g. ‘invasion’, ‘invaders’ 
and ‘new incursions’, has also played a 
significant role in linking the management 
of weeds to tactics of war. With emotive 
terminology such as that incorporated in 
the ‘weed warriors’ program, e.g. Kwong 
(2002), we have even conscripted children 
to help fight in the war on weeds. The no-
tion of a war implies a winner, but due 
to a lack of significant victories, it has in-
creasingly been likened to an un-winnable 
quagmire. Whilst the weed war propagan-
da or awareness raising may have led to 
weed deaths, it has unfortunately diverted 
the focus of weed management away from 
the desired outcome of a more compre-
hensive long-term strategy for managing 
weeds.

It seems that the war on weeds has been 
nothing more than a ‘well-oiled’ propa-
ganda machine. If this had been a true war 
we would have been far more strategic, 
employed and deployed an army to fight 
the war, monitored every battle thor-
oughly, capitalized on our victories, and 
destroyed all new incursions, all of which 
would have been backed by sufficient re-
sources to win the war over an appropri-
ate period of time, i.e. we would have had 
a war chest. The actions and events of this 
so-called war on weeds could be likened 
more to ‘Dad’s Army’ than an actual war 
(G. Carr 2011 personal communication). 
Despite all the effort of killing weeds, the 
number of weed species in Australia has 
continued to grow annually (e.g. Groves 
and Hosking 1998), as has the size of most 
weed infestations. The use of the term 
‘war’ to describe the interaction between 
weed species, in terms of their relative 
dominance and ability to compete with 
other species, has real merit however, in 
our understanding of how weeds become 
dominant (e.g. Lawes and Grice 2010).

I would argue that, in the last few years 
we have lost the motivation to win the 
war, with most government departments 
substantially reducing their number of 
weed researchers as well as their capacity 
to deliver on-ground outcomes, e.g. ex-
tension and control; a virtual exit strategy 
by stealth. In addition, there has been a 
growing push towards targeting new in-
cursions (mainly based on the economic 
argument that it is more cost effective to 
prevent the problem in the first instance), 
seemingly at the sacrifice of established 

and ongoing weed programs. However, 
there has been very little assessment of the 
effectiveness of this approach within the 
holistic context of weed management: a 
notable exception being Downey (2010a).

Whilst strategies may be an integral part 
of war, there does not have to be a war to 
have a strategy. There is no denying that 
during the so-called war on weeds, signifi-
cant progress has been made in the man-
agement of weeds in Australia. We have 
increased our strategic focus through two 
national weed strategies, i.e. The National 
Weeds Strategy (ARMCANZ et al. 1999) 
and the subsequent Australian Weeds 
Strategy (NRMMC 2006), and the focus 
on the Weeds of National Significance 
(WoNS: Thorp and Lynch 2000). This in-
crease in strategic focus was more in line 
with broader approaches to managing 
natural resources and strategies for man-
aging invasive species (e.g. Mooney 1999, 
McNeely et al. 2001, Simons 2008). There 
was also an increased focus on weed re-
search for environmental weeds, but this 
was mainly due to two consecutive Weeds 
Cooperative Research Centres, which 
gave considerable emphasis to weeds of 
natural ecosystems. Despite which, weed 
research capacity has decreased in many 
government agencies. We have also pro-
tected our borders with the introduction 
of a Weed Risk Assessment system (Ph-
eloung et al. 1999).

I argue most of these initiatives would 
have occurred without the so-called war 
on weeds, because they reflect sound 
management practices. Given the many 
failures of the so-called war on weeds, it is 
time to embark on a new direction in weed 
management; a direction that is outcome-
orientated, and does not reference ‘war’.

A changing emphasis
Concurrent with the war on weeds, there 
has been a significant change in the focus 
or emphasis of weed management from 
agricultural to environmental weeds, 
and in the way we think about manag-
ing weeds. For example, historically, the 
research and management of weeds was 
solely focused on the weed species, specif-
ically the development and improvement 
of control techniques, including herbicide 
trials. Later assessments were made on the 
likely impacts, specifically to agricultural 
production (or loss thereof), along with 
research on the biology or autecology of 
the weed species. In the last two decades, 
there has been an increasing emphasis on 
environmental weeds and their impacts to 
biodiversity (unpublished data originat-
ing from Downey (2010a)). This change 
has occurred in part because the major-
ity of our current weeds have originated 
from ‘gardens’, e.g. 94% of the non-native 
plants imported into Australia have been 
for the gardening industry, and 66% of 
weeds are garden escapes (Groves et al. 

2005). These weeds have primarily in-
vaded natural ecosystems as opposed to 
agricultural lands. This changed emphasis 
has also reflected broader global changes 
in the way we value and actively manage 
the environment.

Changing of the guard
In order to move away from the war on 
weeds we need to select a new focus that 
is linked directly with management and 
the changing nature of weed management 
(as identified above). Here I outline one 
possible approach, being an outcome-
orientated weed management focus. The 
aim of this approach is to ensure that all 
weed management programs and actions 
are directed towards the outcome of the 
management activities being implement-
ed. For example, if the aim of weed man-
agement is biodiversity conservation, then 
the outcome of targeted weed control is 
the protection of the native species at risk. 
In order to transition to this new approach 
a number of challenges need to be over-
come.

Matching policy with management
In a recent paper I examined articles pub-
lished in the Proceedings of the last five 
Australian Weeds Conferences, and in 
volumes of the journal Plant Protection 
Quarterly that covered the same 10 year 
time frame, to establish if weed policy 
was aligned with weed management and 
research (Downey 2010a). The results of 
this analysis showed a mismatch between 
weed management aims and weed policy 
objectives, in that many weed programs 
were addressing established widespread 
weed species and not new incursions. If 
there is going to be a move towards an 
outcome-orientated weed management 
system, then weed policy needs to be 
better aligned with management and re-
search needs, and vice versa. For example, 
almost two-thirds of the papers I exam-
ined covered widespread weed species, 
the vast majority of which (>90%) focused 
on their management, control and/or re-
search. These results do not align with 
the national emphasis on early detection 
and eradication of new weed incursions. 
Whilst I have already presented a number 
of possible reasons for this situation 
(Downey 2010a), further assessment of the 
potential mismatch between management 
and policy relating to weeds in Australia 
is needed.

For example, a close examination of 
weed eradication programs has shown 
that they tend to be very expensive and 
commonly take >10 years to reach their 
objective (Mack and Lonsdale 2002), and 
are typically only successful under certain 
circumstances (Myers et al. 2000), which 
led Panetta and Brooks (2008) to argue 
that an evaluation of progress is needed 
during the program, rather than only at 
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the completion. Whilst such reasons may 
contribute to the mismatch I observed, to 
determine if there is an actual mismatch 
between the policy for new weed incur-
sions and their management, data is need-
ed on the number of new species detected 
annually, and on the number that are ei-
ther under an active eradication program 
or not.

In addition, assessments of the rela-
tive comparison between the manage-
ment of new incursions and widespread 
weed species are needed; other than from 
a purely economic perspective. Indeed, 
the economic argument for preventative 
action could be applied equally to most 
widespread species, as I would argue 
very few have reached their full distribu-
tion or geographic range, and thus it is 
more cost effective to manage them now 
than let them reach their full potential. Ir-
respective of which action is taken, such 
decisions typically do not account for the 
extent of the impacts posed by widespread 
weeds, which can be very high, e.g. Lan-
tana camara L. poses a threat to over 1300 
native plant species in Australia (Turner 
and Downey 2010). One reason for this sit-
uation is that the impacts for most weeds 
are unknown or poorly quantified, e.g. 
they threaten ‘biodiversity’. Examination 
of the costs associated with protecting na-
tive species from the widely spread weed, 
bitou bush (Chrysanthemodies monilifera 
subsp. rotundata (DC). T.Norl.), showed 
a benefit-cost ratio of $2.56 for every dol-
lar spent on the Bitou Bush Threat Abate-
ment Plan (Sinden et al. 2008). This result 
illustrates how outcome-orientated weed 
control for widespread species can pro-
vide economic benefits, and suggests that 
a broader evaluation of other such pro-
grams is needed to balance the discussion 
and decision making processes.

When is eradication an achievable 
goal?
Many weed managers have eradication as 
a their primary focus, without undertak-
ing any kind of assessment as to whether 
it is actually achievable, or the degree to 
which it is even feasible, in part because 
their idea of eradication does not match 
the actual definition (see below). Whilst 
the concept of eradication is desirable, 
even aspirational, it is rarely practical. 
In fact relatively few alien species have 
been eradicated (Myers et al. 2000); nota-
ble exceptions include island invaders, e.g. 
Mack and Lonsdale (2002) and those with 
small infestations, e.g. <1000 ha (Rejmánek 
and Pitcairn 2002). Following a thorough 
review of eradication programs, Myers et 
al. (2000) identified six factors that contrib-
ute to successful eradication: (i) resources 
must be sufficient to fund the program to 
its conclusion, (ii) lines of authority must 
be clear and allow appropriate stakehold-
ers to take all necessary actions, (iii) the 

biology of the eradication target must 
make it susceptible to control actions, 
(iv) re-invasion must be prevented, (v) 
the eradication target must be detectable 
at low densities, and (vi) removal of the 
eradication target must not lead to subse-
quent increases in other invasive species 
(see examples in Myers et al. 2000). There 
have been very few successful weed eradi-
cation programs in Australia, e.g. Dodd 
(2004). Thus I would argue that for many 
weed management programs eradication 
is not an achievable goal.

Compounding the situation is that 
there is considerable misunderstanding 
about the actual definition of eradica-
tion, with many weed managers think-
ing eradication is simply the control of 
a weed from a patch of land, with lim-
ited consideration of the weed seedbank 
(propagules) or reinvasion potential from 
surrounding areas. In the strictest sense 
eradication is the removal of all individ-
uals, be they seeds, seedlings or adults, 
supported by mechanisms like buffers or 
barriers to prevent reinvasion. Thus the 
term eradication should only be used in a 
few instances, such as for new incursions, 
for plants that are outside of containment 
zones, e.g. those established for the Weeds 
of National Significance, and for other out-
lier populations. Taking into account the 
issues associated with eradication, weed 
managers need to set more realistic and 
achievable goals. However, this will re-
quire significant individual and institu-
tional change, mainly associated with the 
aspirational desire to remove the weed.

Establishing context-specific 
management goals and outcomes
To move to an outcome-orientated weed 
management system, the goals (including 
objectives and aims) of weed management 
need to clearly articulate the outcome/s 
to be achieved. In addition, careful evalu-
ation of the actions (management and 
monitoring) to be undertaken is needed 
to ensure that they can actually achieve 
the goals established. For example, if the 
goal of a weed management program is 
biodiversity conservation then the specific 
biological assets, e.g. threatened species or 
ecological communities to be protected, 
need to be clearly defined (Downey et al. 
2010). Next, in order to protect such bio-
logical assets, weed control actions need 
to be tailored in such a way as to ensure 
that control will lead to the greatest pos-
sible protection (Downey 2010b). To en-
sure protection of biological assets during 
weed management, Downey et al. (2010) 
outlined a number of key requirements 
in the planning stage, being to determine 
the: (i) assets at risk, (ii) threat to the as-
set and the priority for action, (iii) sites 
where the threat is greatest as well as the 
condition/value of the asset present, and 
(iv) probability of protecting the asset, by 

assessing the feasibility of control, and 
the other threats present. Whilst Downey 
(2010b) outlined a number of key require-
ments in the actual management stage: (i) 
the area to be treated needs to focus on 
protecting the asset in the first instance, 
i.e. primary control in the immediate vi-
cinity of the asset, (ii) an assessment of the 
proposed control techniques is needed to 
determine the likely off-target damage, 
(iii) an evaluation of post-control options, 
and (iv) inclusion of specific monitoring 
actions (see below).

There are growing numbers of instanc-
es demonstrating that weed control alone 
will not lead to a biodiversity benefit, e.g. 
Humphries et al. (1993), Luken (1997), 
Turner and Virtue (2006), Reid et al. (2009), 
especially where the weed has altered the 
ecosystem irreversibly, e.g. transformer 
species. There is a widely held assumption 
amongst many weed managers, however, 
of the exact opposite; that weed control 
will lead to a positive response by na-
tive species. Such assumptions need to be 
overcome in order to establish tangible, 
realistic and achievable outcome-orientat-
ed weed management goals. Adoption of 
the 11-step process outlined by Downey 
(2010b), or other focused weed manage-
ment approaches, will help to overcome 
such assumptions, because the decision 
making process is structured around the 
delivery of tangible and measurable out-
comes.

Context-specific monitoring and 
evaluation
Over a decade ago Blossey (1999) out-
lined how the lack of monitoring of weed 
programs was hampering our ability to 
deliver effective weed management, es-
pecially for conservation outcomes. Un-
fortunately this situation has remained 
relatively unchanged, despite an ever-
increasing emphasis on the need to moni-
tor the outcomes of weed management 
programs (Grice 2004, Martin and van 
Klinken 2006, Reid et al. 2009, Maxwell 
et al. 2009, Downey and Hughes 2010). 
Some of the main reasons for this situ-
ation were highlighted by Downey and 
Hughes (2010) who outlined that monitor-
ing poses a series of challenges to many 
land managers with respect to routine 
decisions such as (a) what to monitor, (b) 
which techniques to use, (c) how to design 
a monitoring program, (d) where to moni-
tor, and (e) how to analyse and report the 
results, all of which are compounded by a 
lack of guidance and availability of defini-
tive texts aimed at land mangers, despite 
many land managers seeking such guid-
ance (King and Downey 2008). In addition 
to these reasons, there are a range of other 
reasons why monitoring fails, which are 
outlined in a recently published book on 
effective ecological monitoring (Linden-
mayer and Likens 2010). As a result many 
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weed management programs either (i) do 
not include any form of monitoring, or (ii) 
use very simplistic qualitative monitoring 
methods like photo points, or (iii) collect 
data that are not analysable, or (iv) collect 
data that can not contribute to answering 
the aim of the control or management pro-
gram (Downey and Hughes 2010). Con-
tributing to this is the fact that the ques-
tions to be answered from monitoring 
programs are either lacking or poorly de-
veloped (Lindenmayer and Likens 2010).

Whilst books like Lindenmayer and 
Likens (2010) and standard monitoring 
guidelines like those developed to assess 
both bitou bush control and the response 
of native plant species to weed manage-
ment (Hughes et al. 2009, Downey and 
Hughes 2010), help to resolve this situ-
ation, additional guidance is needed. In 
particular, guidance is needed to ensure 
that weed managers match their monitor-
ing questions to their management goals 
and actions. This is a critical first step if 
we are to move to an outcome-orientated 
weed management system.

To assist this transition a greater em-
phasis needs to be given towards (i) ensur-
ing that monitoring actions are established 
in weed management programs/plans, 
(ii) the quarantining of project resources 
for monitoring, (iii) the development of 
standard monitoring methods (including 
datasheets and analysis), e.g. like those de-
veloped by Hughes et al. (2009), which are 
aligned with management goals, (iv) train-
ing weed managers in monitoring tech-
niques and the importance of monitoring, 
and (v) ensuring that results are made 
available. Whilst there is a temptation to 
make reporting of results a mandatory re-
quirement of funding, funding should not 
be tied to successful short-term outcomes, 
in that because there was not a response 
in the native species in year 1, funding is 
stopped. Many programs will take time to 
deliver outcome-based results, especially 
for threatened species, because they typi-
cally have low population densities, or 
because unavoidable setbacks or compli-
cations may have been encountered.

Monitoring outcomes as well as 
outputs
Because of a lack of guidance and avail-
ability of easy to use monitoring protocols, 
as well as the many monitoring failures 
outlined above, monitoring has been di-
rected towards reporting on outputs rath-
er than outcomes. To complicate things, 
there is confusion over the difference be-
tween the two terms. An output is really 
a measure of ‘busyness’, e.g. how many 
management programs have been put in 
place?, whilst an outcome is a measure of 
what has been achieved as a result of the 
outputs, e.g. how did the native species at 
risk respond after the weed management 
programs were implemented? In addition, 

funding bodies often set output measures 
in isolation from the actual goals of the 
specific programs. One such output meas-
ure, the number of hectares treated, has 
become widely used as a way of assessing 
weed control activities. This measure is 
symptomatic of the whole war on weeds 
phenomena in that it only reports on weed 
deaths, e.g. weeds in a 10 ha area were 
killed. Also, there is confusion and great 
ambiguity on how the values are reported 
when the same area is treated in succes-
sive years, which can profoundly influ-
ence the results reported (Table 1). In this 
example, as weed control in years two and 
three is aimed at re-treatment of resprout-
ing plants and seedling recruitment, the 
value for both years could be reported as 
zero because this control activity is a con-
tinuation of the initial program (Option 
1) or be reported as three separate events, 
as the area was treated three times (Op-
tion 2); both of which are valid, but which 
is correct? Irrespective of which option is 
used, this measure tells us nothing about 
the effectiveness (outcome) of the control 
measure implemented. Thus we need to 
ensure that weed management monitor-
ing programs are also outcome focused 
and tied to the management goals. This 
is not to say that output measures are not 
necessary, rather that there needs to be a 
better balance between the two.

Funding needs to be tied to 
management and research outcomes
Funding for many weed management 
programs has been piecemeal to say the 
least. What is required is a rethink on the 
way weed funding is delivered. The weed 
problem is not going to go away; in fact all 
the evidence to date is that it is going to in-
crease. However, this is no justification for 
the current lack of funding, and consist-
ency to programs at all levels of govern-
ment. The proportion of Australia’s GDP 
devoted to tackling prickly pear (Optunia 
sp.), one of Australia’s most successful 
weed control programs, would have far 
exceed that currently allocated to tackling 
the 20 Weeds on National Significance 
(WoNS), despite many of them posing 
equally as much of a problem as prickly 

pear, if only in terms of the area occupied 
(see Raghu and Walton (2007) for broader 
discussion about the timeframe of the con-
trol program and area occupied). In ad-
dition, unlike the prickly pear program, 
current funding is based on political cycles 
rather than on the outcome; the prickly 
pear program ran for over 30 years, cul-
minating with a well-funded 15-year pe-
riod (1920–1935: Raghu and Walton 2007), 
whilst many of the WoNS are having their 
management scaled back, despite the pro-
grams running for <10 years and each still 
posing a significant problem.

Changing mindset – individual and 
institutional change
There are many deeply held beliefs and 
entrenched views on weed management, 
which are held by both individuals and 
institutions, some of which are associated 
with the war on weeds. These entrenched 
war-like views on weed management have 
even influenced significant weed manage-
ment strategies, e.g. one of Western Aus-
tralia’s statewide weed plans was subti-
tled ‘a new strategy in the war on weeds’ 
(Anon. 2001). In order to move away from 
the concept of just killing weeds as part of 
a war on weeds, to an outcome-orientat-
ed system, will require a cultural change 
in the mindset of many weed managers 
and weed control organizations, i.e. insti-
tutional and individual change. Making 
this change will take time, education and 
training. However, increasing account-
ability and monitoring of weed programs 
will go a long way in helping to initiate 
this change in the short term, especially if 
weed managers have access to their data, 
and use adaptive management techniques 
to improve management effectiveness.

Outcome-orientated weed 
management system
The concept of an outcome-orientated 
weed management system is not new. 
For example, in New Zealand a system 
of weed- and site-led weed manage-
ment programs has been implemented 
in which weed-led programs focus on 
the eradication of new weed incur-
sions, whilst site-led programs focus on 

Table 1. A fictional example to illustrate how the reporting of hectares 
treated can vary considerably, using the same 10 hectare area over three 
successive years, and two possible valid reporting options.

Total area reported

Reporting options Year 1 A Year 2 A Year 3 A Total

Option 1 B 10 ha 0 ha 0 ha 10 ha

Option 2C 10 ha 10 ha 10 ha 30 ha
A the same 10 hectare area is treated each year.
B because no new area is treated in years 2 and 3, no value is reported.
C the actual location treated is ignored between years, i.e. they are considered to be 
independent events.
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protecting the value of specific sites, e.g. 
the biodiversity present (Owen 1998). 
Downey and Sheppard (2006) outlined a 
number of reasons why the New Zealand 
system has not been adopted in Austral-
ia, which mainly include confusion over 
what is a weed- or site-led program; due 
to an inherit assumption of the meaning 
based on the words ‘weed’ and ‘site’ rath-
er than the actual definitions described. 
In Australia, several outcome-orientated 
systems have been developed. For exam-
ple, in the Otway Ranges of Victoria a case 
study was undertaken of an outcome-
orientated weed management system for 
biodiversity conservation (see Platt et al. 
(2008) for more details). In New South 
Wales a more comprehensive system was 
developed and implemented for the pro-
tection of biodiversity from bitou bush. 
The NSW Bitou Bush Threat Abatement 
Plan (DEC 2006) is now in its fifth year, 
and is being implemented with high suc-
cess at over 110 sites (Hamilton et al. 2010). 
This system was recently adapted for the 
management of Lantana camara (Turner 
and Downey 2010). All these examples of 
outcome-orientated weed management 
systems have proven successful in their 
own right, thereby illustrating the value of 
broader adoption of such a system.

As outlined above, in order to move 
away from the failed concept of a war on 
weeds, we need to move to a new weed 
management system. What I have sug-
gested here is the broader adoption of 
an outcome-orientated concept of weed 
management. This transition will require 
considerable changes in current practice, 
some of which I have highlighted here, 
and others that will no doubt become ap-
parent during the transition process; none 
of which are sufficient to prevent such a 
transition. It is imperative that we make 
this transition swiftly in order to regain 
momentum in the management of weeds 
in Australia.
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