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Table 1- The applied treatments to Swallow —wort combl during 3 experiments

The 1¥ experiment: The Z‘experiment: The 39 experiment:

1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha 2 times Triclopyr 2L/ha 3 times Triclopyr 2 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 2 L/ha 2 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha 3 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 4 L/ha 2 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha 3 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha 2 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha 3 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha

1 time Paraquat 3 L/ha 2 times Paraquat 3 L/ha 3 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

Triclopyr 2 L/ha + Glyphosate 6 L/ha 2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha 3 times cutting

1 time Cutting 2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha 2 times cutting+ Glyphosate 6 L/ha

2 times cutting 2 times cutting+ Triclopyr 2 L/ha
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Table 2- Analysis of varianve (MS) of decrease pezatage of Swallow-wort density in comparison to weky
checkduring the first year

S.0.V. DF after the 1% experiment after the 2°° experiment DF after the 3% experiment DF

Replication 2 19.00680 10.39929 2 1.103750 2

Traetment 6 3239.29744* 3300.32793* 7 424.769524** 7

Error 12 39.37510 45.14021 14 45.530417 14

Total 20 23 23

C.V.(%) 21.66 23.6 19.9
** *: significant at level 0.01and 0.05, respeety.
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Table 3- Mean comparison of control percentage ofv@&llow-wort density in comparison to weedy checkfter the
first experiment during first year

Treatments Swallow wort density
control (%)

1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha 100a

1 time Glyphosate 2 L/ha 15.96de

1 time Glyphosate 4 L/ha 33.%

1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha 46.6b

1 time Paraquat 3 L/ha 50.37b
Triclopyr 2 L/ha + Glyphosate 6 L/ha 89.17a

1 time Cutting 21.15d

Means followed by same letter are not signifibadifferent at 5% probability level according BMRT
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Table 4- Mean comparison of control percentage ofv&allow-wort density in comparison to weedy checkfter the
second experiment during first year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

2 times Triclopyr 2L/ha

2 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha

2 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha

2 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha

2 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha

2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha
2 times cutting

98.2a
28.7d
46.5¢
86.9ab
43.4d
75.3b
92.6a
30.7d

Means followed by same letter are not significadifferent at 5% probability level according t&/IRT
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Table 5 - Mean comparison of control percentage @wallow-wort density in comparison to weedy checkuting
after the third experiment during first year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

3 times Triclopyr 2 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha

3 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

3 times cutting

2 times cutting+ Glyphosate 6 L/ha
2 times cutting+ Triclopyr 2 L/ha

97.4a

51.7c
73.47b

91.57ab

65.6bc

47.5c¢
85.23b
92.1ab

Means followed by same letter are not Sigently different at 5% probability level accondj to DMRT
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Table 6- Analysis of varianve (MS) of decrease pesatage of Swallow-wort densityn comparison to weedy
checkduring the second year

S.0.V. DF after the 1°' experiment DF after the 2*° experiment DF after the 3%xperiment
Replication 2 15.92403 2 13.491617 2 2.29690
Traetment 6 3030.28824* 7 940.827552* 7 3075.44850*
Error 12 57.86475 14 54.775450 14 59.25929

Total 20 23 23

C.V.(%) 22.2 23.6 19.7 19.9 16.8

% * significant at level 0.01and 0.05, respeely.
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Table 7- Mean comparison of control percentage ofvllow-wort density in comparison to weedy check

after first experiment during second year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 2 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 4 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha

1 time Paraquat 3 L/ha

Triclopyr 2 L/ha + Glyphosate 6 L/ha
1 time Cutting

100a
24.44¢
39.6d
87.7b
55.6¢
89.23ab
30.87¢

Means followed by same letter are not significadtfferent at 5% probability level according t&/IRT
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Table 8- Mean comparison of control percenage of Salow-wort density in comparison to weedy checkfter
second experimeniduring second year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

2 times Triclopyr 2L/ha

2 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha
2 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha
2 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha
2 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha
2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha

2 times cutting

87.63a
20.77¢
32.87d
70.87b
31.03d
46.07c
85.82a
25.23de

Means followed by same letter are not significadtfferent at 5% probability level according t&/IRT
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Table 9- Mean comparison of control percent of Swadw-wort density in comparison to weedy check aftethird
experiment during second year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

3 times Triclopyr 2 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha

3 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

3 times cutting

2 times cutting+ Glyphosate 6 L/ha
2 times cutting+ Triclopyr 2 L/ha

92.93a
24.57de
32.52d
81.57a
31.64d
44.3c
13.13f
58.3b

Means followed by same letter are not significadtfferent at 5% probability level according t&/IRT
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Table 10- Analysis of varianve (MS) of decrease pegntage of Swallow-wort densityn comparison to weedy
checkduring the third year

S.0.V. DF after the 1% experimet DF after the 2" experiment DF after the 3% experiment
Replication 2 172.711548 2 71.44518 2 17.12667
Traetment 6 1136.406071* 7 1472.40907* 7 2075.38381*

Error 12 103.466548 14 166.09771 14 59.62667

Total 20 23 23

C.V.(%) 225 23.6 19.9 20.2

*: significant at level 0.05
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Table 11- Mean comparison of control percent of Swiw-wort density in comparison to weedy checkfter the
first experiment during third year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 2 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 4 L/ha

1 time Glyphosate 6 L/ha

1 time Paraquat 3 L/ha

Triclopyr 2 L/ha + Glyphosate 6 L/ha
1 time Cutting

83.7a

40.4d
43.93d
74.13b
65.47c
75.07b

33.%F

Means followed by same letter are not signifioadtfferent at 5% probability level according t&IRT

53 VeSS LIS s Y S L Y
CaspdS 5 JSe ss i Y TSI g sl e LS
.w;)‘ﬁJ@duo;;)bﬂz&M CJ_}UJ d)Ju_}u.u)JlS

O J3am) 4 58 (S5 2als

P93 alojl (&
1A e Y S s U e e
S L e s 2 Y S5 LY S ks
Joo boles op e Olgea 58 oS15 s 40 5 4t
Y Gl 53 ) § o pidS Les S nl sl adl s S
5 5 2V el e 5 2 Y TSI L



A

e Sl J 1S 5 Sl ko LS e

e Jlw )3 095 ol 51 (s SS9 LS &) Comud (wgilS 0515 (il S yd (54Silo duanglio — VY g

Table 12- Mean comparison of control percentage @wallow-wort density in comparison to weedy checkfter
the second experimenduring third year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

2 times Triclopyr 2L/ha

2 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha
2 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha
2 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha
2 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Triclopyr 2 L/ha

2 times Paraquat 3L/ha + 1 time Glyphosate 6
L/ha
2 times cutting

90.1a
60.8c
84.3ab
93.6a
65.63c
82.53b
84.13ab

27.7d

Means followed by same letter are not significadtfferent at 5% probability level according t&IRT
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Table 13 - Mean comparison of control percentagef &wallow-wort density in comparison to weedy chechfter
the third experiment during third year

Treatments

Swallow wort density control (%)

3 times Triclopyr 2 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 2 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 4 L/ha

3 times Glyphosate 6 L/ha

3 times Paraquat 3 L/ha

3 times cutting

2 times cutting+ Glyphosate 6 L/ha
2 times cutting+ Triclopyr 2 L/ha

95.5a

69.6b
77.87b
94.57a
34.93d
34.13d
55.96¢
93.73a

Means followed by same letter are not signifioadtfferent at 5% probability level according t&IRT
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Evaluating some Herbicides and Mechanical Controldr Swallow-wort
Management Cynanchum acutum) in Yazd
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Abstract

Swallow-wort Cynanchum acutum) is a problematic weed which has recently infestethy agricultural fields in
Iran especially orchards. Therefore, a three-ygpeement was conducted in a randomized completekisldesign
with 3 replications in a pistachio orchard in YaZdeatments included post-emergence herbicideshgkgte
(Roundup 41% SL) at 2, 4, and 6 L/ha+tammonium satpli8 kg/ha), paraquqt (Gramaxon 20% SL) at 3,L/ha
garlon (Triclopyr 62% EC) at 2 L/ha, cutting of dlwaort, and weed infested control. Results of fist year
showed that the best treatment for the controlvallewort was 3 times spraying with glyphosate 6 L/ha. In the
second year, the best treatment for the contrelaflowort was 3 times spraying with glyphosate/Balor 3 times
spraying with Triclopyr 2 L/ha. Based on the resulf the third year, the best treatments for thetrod of
swallowort were 3 times spraying with glyphosate/Ba, 2 and 3 times spraying with triclopyr 2 L/ba2 times
cutting + triclopyr 2 L/ha. Therefore, it seemedtthhe systemic herbicides glyphosate and tricldmad more
efficiency in the control of swallow wort, compartxthe contact herbicide paraquat.
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