






Fig. 2. Experimental area near Tony Grove five years after treament with 2,4-D. 
Note how grasses have occupied the area. In the background is an untreated area 
with mule ear in bloom 

of recovery of some of the treated 
plants that was not evident at the 
time survival data were collected. It 
was evident the year following treat­
ment that plants on treated plots were 
slower to renew growth the following 
year than untreated plants, and the 
more effective the treatment the slow­
er the recovery. 

Whether or not mule ear will even­
tually re-infest the areas may depend 
to a considerable extent on the degree 
of grazing. It is believed generally 
that mule ear is not a normal com­
ponent of good ranges and has in­
vaded with past abuse. Therefore, if 
this tenacious competition is elim­
inated and the nat i v e perennial 
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grasses given an opportunity to oc­
cupy the ground space, the plant is 
not only controlled but increased 
forage is also produced. 

Production of Desirabl Forage 
Following the Eradication of Mule 
ar 

When mule ear plants were killed 
by selective sprays, other perennials 
not harmed by the treatment in­
creased in quantity (tables 8 and 9) . 
At Tony Grove, desirable forage 
plants more than doubled the space 
they occupied on the plots before 
eradication (table 8). Blue bunch 
wheatgrass and sheep fescue made 
the greatest increases; however, Ken-



tucky bluegrass and Sandberg blue­
grass also made substantial increases 
(fig .. 2) . 

Total basal area was only 8 percent 
less 5 years after the treatments were 
made. Thus when 82 percent of the 
space once occupied by mule ear was 
made available it was soon occupied 
by other perennials formerly sup­
pressed by competition. 

Untreated plots infested with mule 
ear produced only 280 pounds of 
palatable forage per acre, whereas on 
plots where 70 percent or more of the 
mule ear plants had been eradicated 
the production was 1,353 pounds per 
acre. This represents an increase of 
383 percent (table 8). 

Density estimates on 135 plots on 
the Glenn range treated with various 
herbicides showed that total foliage 
cover may vary only slightly after 
treatment compared to untreated 
plots, but species composition may 

change materially ( table 9) . Blue 
bunch wheatgrass, Kentucky blue­
grass, and needle grass increased in 
direct proportion to the extent of 
mule ear eradication. These three 
species made up a large portion of 
the increased palatable forage result­
ing from reduced mule ear compe­
tition. Untreated plots produced only 
180 pounds of air dry forage per acre, 
whereas on plots where up to 32 per­
cent (average 13 percent) of the mule 
ear had been eradicated 330 pounds 
of forage were produced, and on plots 
where 33 to 68 percent (average 50 
percent) and 69 to 99 percent (av­
erage 86 percent) of mule ear had 
been eradicated 610 and 880 pounds 
were produced, respectively. This is 
of paramount importance when it is 
noted that even with a slight reduc­
tion in mule ear there is a substantial 
increase in production of desirable 
forage (fig. 3). 

Fig. 3. Even partial reduction in mule ear stands produces increased yields of 
grass and other desirable forage. In the foreground only about 60 percent of the 
mule ear has been killed by herbicides, however grass has increased more than three 
times its production before treatment. Application of the herbicide at the bloom 
stage of growth, too light an application, or use of the salt forms of 2,4-D give only 
partial control 


