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Table 1. Mean squares of percent control, shoot dry weight at 4 and 9 weeks after spraying
Mugwrot weed in greenhouse.

Mean of square

Shoot
Degree of -
SHOAY fregedom Perctenlt dry weight
contro 4 weeks after 9 weeks after
spraying spraying
Replication 3 164.2 * 0.6618** 0.00463*
Herbicide type 5 6080.4** 9.6828** 0.126111**
*k Kk
Concentration 5 17856.4** 29.3149 0.335278
Herbicide xConcentration 25 511.5** 0.8131** 0.006944**
Error 105 19.6837 0.1311880 0.00220106

CVv 8.71 18.16 21.37
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Figurel. Percent control of Mugwort at 4 weeks after spraying, LSD= 6.22. Bars
represent the standard error of the mean; P = 0.05.
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Table 2. Shoot dry weight of Mugwort (mean +standard error) at 4 and 9 weeks after treatment
with different herbicides in the greenhouse.

. . . Shoot dry weight (g)
Herbicide Concentration (k ai hat) - -
4 weeks after spraying 9 weeks after spraying
0 4.02 +0.31 0.40 £0.00
0.28 2.52 £0.35 0.28 £0.05
0.56 254041 0.28 £0.05
2,4-D
1.1 2.08 £0.35 0.25 +0.06
2.2 1.98 +0.33 0.20 £0.00
11+11 1.19 +0.30 0.15 +0.06
0 4.85 +0.16 0.50 £0.00
0.28 1.57 +0.06 0.20 £0.00
. 0.56 1.46 +0.10 0.18 +0.05
Clopyralid
1.1 1.33+0.11 0.18 £0.05
2.2 1.23+0.11 0.13 £0.05
1.1+11 1.14 +0.07 0.10 £0.00
0 4.54 +0.19 0.50 +0.00
0.28 2.17 £0.59 0.25 +0.06
. 0.56 1.55 %0.11 0.20 £0.00
Dicamba
1.1 1.39 +0.13 0.18 £0.05
2.2 0.52 +0.62 0.05 +0.10
11+11 0.82 +0.14 0.10 £0.00
0 3.43+0.41 0.38 £0.05
0.28 2.22 £0.33 0.25 +0.06
0.56 1.87 +0.42 0.20 £0.08
Glyphosate
1.1 1.43 £0.52 0.18 £0.05
2.2 1.53 ¥1.50 0.13 £0.05
1.1+11 0.98+0.19 0.10 £0.08
0 4.06 +0.23 0.48 £0.05
0.28 3.25+0.29 0.35 +0.06
. 0.56 2.910.34 0.33 £0.05
Glufosinate
1.1 2.85 +0.29 0.28 £0.05
2.2 2.25 +0.29 0.28 £0.05
11+11 2.1+0.29 0.25 +0.06
0 3.91 +0.16 0.40 £0.00
0.28 0.63 +0.06 0.10 £0.00
. 0.56 0.525 +0.10 0.08 £0.05
Picloram
1.1 0.39 +0.11 0.05 +0.06
2.2 0.29 +0.11 0.00
11+11 0.20 +0.07 0.00

LSD 0.507 0.06
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Abstract

Mugwort, (Artemisia vulgaris L.,) is a rhizomatous perennial weed common in
field grown nursery crops, landscape plantings, and turf grass. Greenhouse
experiment was conducted based on a factorial in randomized completely block
design in 2014. Mugwort rhizomes were collected around Karaj and were
trimmed into 3 cm-long segments. Three of these Mugwort rhizome segments
were planted in 20-cm-diameter pots containing sandy loam soil, with pH 7.5 and
0.9 % organic matter content. Experimental factors included type of herbicide at
six levels (2,4-D, glufosinate, picloram, dicamba, glyphosate and clopyralid) and
herbicide concentration at six level (0, 0.28, 0.56, 1.1, 2.2 and 1.1+1.1 ai hal).
Results showed that shoot dry weight of Mugwort was 2.52, 1.57, 2.17, 2.22, 3.25
and 0.63 g at 4 weeks after treatment and 0.28, 0.2, 0.25, 0.25,0.35and 0.1 g at9
weeks after treatment with application of 2,4-D, clopyralid, dicamba, glyphosate,
glufosinate and picloram, respectively. So long-term control of mugwort plants
and rhizomes can be achieved with picloram at lower concentrations. This level of
mugwort control is more than likely because of the greater persistence of picloram
in the soil compared with other growth regulator-type herbicides 2,4-D and

glufosinate could not control this weed in long-term and extensive regrowth from
underground rhizomes was observed 9 weeks after spraying. This suggests that
inadequate concentrations of glufosinate reach the underground rhizomes of
mugwort, resulting in immediate regrowth and unacceptable long-term mugwort
control. Clopyralid, dicamba and glyphosate were moderately effective in
controlling mugwort under greenhouse conditions, but re-growth occurred after all
herbicide concentrations, but higher rates were needed for complete control.

Key words: Picloram, percent control, herbicide concentration and dry weight.
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