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Sensitivity difference of weeds in rice field to glyphosate and glufosinate

ZHANG Yu-chi, LIU Qi, XIANG Shi-gang, QIANG Sheng, SONG Xiao-ling
( Weed Research Laboratory, College of Life Sciences, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China)

Abstract: In order to detect the sensitivity difference of weeds in rice field to non-selective herbicides, glyphosate
and glufosinate, and provide basis for future weeds control in glyphosate-resistant and glufosinate-resistant transgenic rice
commercial production, bioassay was conducted on ten monocotyledons weeds and four dicotyledons weeds. The results
showed that days which were required for weeds reaching injury level five after applying 41% glyphosate isopropylammonium
AS and 18% glufosinate-ammonium SL. were 5—13 days and 4-9 days, respectively, and response speed of weeds to
glyphosate was slower than that to glufosinate. ED,, values of these weeds to 41% glyphosate isopropylammonium AS and
18% glufosinate-ammonium SL were 5.12-6.05 kg/hm*and 2.49-2.87 kg/hm*, respectively. Weeds displayed less sensi-
tive to 41% glyphosate isopropylammonium AS were Echinochloa crusgalli L. (resistant and sensitive to quinclorac) , three
biotypes of Oryza sativa f. spontanea, Cyperus difformis L., C. iria L., and Ludwigia prostrate Roxb.. Weeds displayed less

sensitive to 18% glufosinate-ammonium SL were E. crusgalli L. (resistant and sensitive to quinclorac) , E. glabrescens Mu-

nro ex Hook f. (resistant to quinclorac) , E. colonum L.,

WrfE EHH#3:2018-04-13 ) . ..
HESTRE B 5L 4 5 o BB 7 e 0L ( 20162X0801 1- E. caudata Roshev., Cyperus difformis L., C. iria L.,

001) Ammannia arenaria H. B. K and A. multiflora Roxb..
TEE R Ik Tk (1989-) 3B (N ZR YT A B-ERIE A BESE 07 1 M Therefore, these weeds which demonstrated less sensitive
EEILFEY R AP, (E-mail) 1099564360@ gq.com to glyphosate and glufosinate should be paid more attention

EIEE K/N, (E-mail) sx1@ njau.edu.cn to their population dynamics in the commercial production
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of glyphosate-resistant and glufosinate-resistant rice.
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AP R DR I R T 2 e PO A 2000 B DA R M 2 e
e AR PRI R 50

1 ARSIk

1.1 #HlHE

MR ARG R AP R 2 7L 5 Fh ik T
LT IPRRHRE 2 R LU R S B (R 1),
Horh R A R AR P = A WL (TRTRR <L) FIXT
TG ME MR AURR (TRTBR R ) AR R AR AR B (VL
TNE LR B A W DR 3 0 5% i 22 K T2 BiE 5T B 4
At BB PSR RO 50) . IR TE R AR
Ml IR A R I e 1 T 3 N R AT, SR SRR 2K
(B BB 13 cm F1 10 em) Fif,
A B AR B A S BRI A = 3 - 1 (IR
) IRA R HHE, R 2 /8D 40 25 B AT
FERpi R — 2 (R B R T 0.5 ¢) , HhHFE
PR 5~ 8 BRAR A (MG RN AR AR K
AR BERE2~3 1) .
1.2 BREFRERANE

B 2 AR PEBR RIS D3R 2, 419% FEH gk
S PR 7K R 4 T P 70 B 3B S 0 (X)) (0. 615
kg/hm®, 1.230 kg/hm’, 1.845 kg/hm’, 2.460
ke/hm? | 18 % B i JBi TV Y 1 it T 390 e 150 Ry O (%
H8) . 0. 135 kg/hm’® , 0.270 kg/hm’ 0. 405 kg/hm’ |
0. 540 kg/hm’, 57K 54 450 kg/hm*
1.3 MHAHE

FaZ5mtE Sy 8 A 19 Ho KM 1.5 L PRz
ar (R ETT R BABR A E 7 i, Bk RS sv-1 4
AWk ) A5 W55 K 1297 0.2 MPa, A[]ER
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Table 1 Weeds for experiment

] B LS MR B (em)
g RAF s P (SRR TR L) 6 40~50
Monocots Gramineae Echinochloa Echinochloa crusgalli L. ( Resistant biotype to quinclorac)
R ( =S PR B A ) ) 5 45~52
E. crusgalli L. (Sensitive biotype to quinclorac)
BEAT AL — MBI AR SR L ) Y ) 5~7 45~50
E. glabrescens Munro ex Hook f. ( Resistant biotype to quinclorac)
BRI ( SRR R A P 7R ) 5~7 45~50
E. glabrescens Munro ex Hook f. (Sensitive biotype to quinclorac )
YL E. colonum L. 5 40~50
Tt E. crusgalli var. mitis 5 45~55
K15 E. caudata Roshev. 6 50~55
KAR T4 T8 T4+ Leptochloa chinensis L. 5~7 45
Gramineae Leptochloa
AABHER ZRBLFE (ZM A 4% Taizhou ) 6 38~45
Gramineae Oryza Oryza sativa {. spontanea( Taizhou biotype )
R TR (4 AR L) 6 38~45
Oryza sativa f. spontanea ( Yiyang biotype)
AR (s R 6 50~ 60
Oryza sativa f. pontanea( Maoming biotype )
RRE R SR 4~5 20~25
Cyperaceae Cyperus Cyperus difformis L.
WOKTSHE C. iria L. 5 30~35
T AAER R AL R W 5 6~10
Pontederiaceae Monochoria Monochoria vaginalis Burm. f.
XF-ut AP %% 6~8 6~8
Dicots Asteraceae Eclipta Eclipta prostrate L.
B3t T & 2R THEE 12~14 15~20
Onagraceae Ludwigia Ludwigia prostrate Roxb.
T SRR ISR Hmpk e 10~12 6~10
Lythraceae Ammannia Ammannia arenaria H. B. K.
LK 10~12 6~10

A. multiflora Roxb.

#2 HHRRER
Table 2 Herbicides for experiment

¥R 51 A A Gt iKina
MeFHBERNNEE K Ak AR AERA
18% W18 I R Rk FRRIERE A

14 HAEERAE

Thizhf2d4d5d6d.7d9d.11d.134d
MELIE % (FAIR) Ze R () 285 FRE AR, JF 17 25 F 4%
BT PAREILRE 3,

1.5 HEZSHEETERSW

Mg A 2 R FE AR GA B 5 T AR
Song %5 W AT EL AR, AELGEIR
=2 [ (RALHRA A2 T BB ) / (B ik 3
BREx e R ) 1 x 100% , 1 Origin8 43 M 3K 1 2t
F3700 RN 245 3 25 B4R U Logistic [BIA4HT , 451 1]
AT FE B ED s, (BR RN 44 51 2 F 25 A Fe B 2
50% M 5L ) Fl ED,, (BRHERI0 A R 19 25 H 255
FEEGRE] 90% I i) o ARIBIFH EDy, X ED,,
G BT AN 22 50 A B3 770 1) et
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Table 3 Scoring criteria of 41 % glyphosate isopropylamine salt AS and 18 % glufosinate ammonium SL injury levels

[FRR ZEREIR ZEY
419% B IS5 PR e KR MR KBNS Dt RSk 0 A 1% ~ 20948 #3E T 1
RIRRIEA R B A K AR ST, D RGBT BT, E M A 21% ~ 40% At 838 T 2
REARAS 1A O BG5S A 419% ~ 60904 BE3ET 3
RIRR O M A EIET B B 61% ~80% M B FET , Bk T T T 4
FERR O MRS SRBET B0 R A 81% ~ 100% A A0 T, B bk LA SE T 5
189 B4 FT 5T FAMRA R NS 0t A 1% ~20%A4 85 58T 1
MRIEA R R AEKBES, B0 LA 21% ~ 40% A5 EFET 2
RBRAS IR AE K 0 1A 419% ~ 60%4H #EAE T 3
FAMREZR AT, 0 LR 61% ~80% A B 4L T 4
FRRFEASE T, B LA 81% ~ 10094 #4ET 5

2 ER550r

21 WiIKBEENEHBNEBEER

PR A TN 419 BH B 5 D9 B ER K R0 0 24 3%
BV LR 4, Mfe i i R Ik B 255K 5 9 7 I
], B A= e f R i 2 0 AT R, T4
FXF 419 R0 1B 5 9 e R K R oA AU, 26 5 d
IRBNZG TG 5 9, HUOHBE (d) FE (%) D

LR JCTE R KR NS A A 5 6 d iR
FH 5 G A RO (P0) R () (Hr
KR Z ALK, 55 7 d IRBNZG F R 5 9, FiEs
e SRR RORIBEORIP R 28 9 d IR RN ERIN 5 9,
o 3 L IX B A2 A (M 25 B 4% ) I T
FE TN 419% 5 B 5 74 e £k 7K ) fosm: i
25, TESE 13 d AR RN FEY 5 9.

F4 HIARE A2EHBES AR KT SRS
Table 4 Sensitivity of weeds to 41 % glyphosate isopropylamine salt AS

ED o B )

EDs(F 3G )
(kg/hm?)

EDgo( B i)
(kg/hm?)

EDoo(H A1)
(kg/hm?)

2.57(2.45~2.81)
2.55(2.41~2.59)
2.52(2.41~2.67)
2.26(2.21~2.34)
1.39(1.30~ 1.46)
2.27(2.16~2.37)
1.27(1.14~1.34)
1.68(1.64~1.76)
1.61(1.54~1.68)
1.24(1.14~1.30)
1.62(1.54~1.70)
2.10(2.01~2.21)
1.99(1.84~2.06)
1.56(1.48~1.68)
1.11(0.97~1.18)
1.41(1.34~1.49)
2.05(1.99~2.12)

- Hif [
® & (le)j (kg/hm?)
BURE ($T) Echinochloa crusgalli L. 6
B (B E. crusgalli L. 6
THFEBL(40) E. glabrescens Munro ex Hook . 7
THFER (JR) E. glabrescens Munro ex Hook f. 7
kB E. colonum L. 6
Tet=M E. crusgalli var. mitis 6
K15 E. caudata Roshev. 6
T-4xF Leptochloa chinensis 1. 5
ZR ARG (ZEM) Oryza sativa f. spontanea (Taizhou) 13
ZRERE (%2 BH) 0. sativa f. spontanea ( Yiyang) 13
FLEERG (%44) 0. sativa {. spontanea (Maoming) 13
SIS E Cyperus difformis L. 9
RIFE C. iria L. 9
%% B Monochoria vaginalis Burm. f. 6
fil8Jl7 Eclipta prostrate L. 6
THZ Ludwigia prostrate Roxb. 13
B 7K V8 Ammannia arenaria H. B. K. 7
ZAEIKTYE A. multiflora Roxb. 7

1.34(1.30~1.46)

1.05(0.90~1.09)
1.05(1.02~1.11)
1.03(0.97~1.10)
0.93(0.90~1.04)
0.57(0.49~0.64)
0.93(0.89~0.98)
0.52(0.43~0.60)
0.69(0.64~0.75)
0.60(0.54~0.63)
0.51(0.45~0.58)
0.66(0.60~0.74)
0.86(0.81~0.90)
0.81(0.77~0.86)
0.64(0.61~0.68)
0.46(0.44~0.52)
0.58(0.52~0.62)
0.84(0.80~0.90)
0.55(0.50~0.58)

6.05(6.00~6.09)
5.75(5.71~5.80)
5.43(5.40~5.50)
5.52(5.45~5.56)
5.72(5.64~5.80)
5.62(5.54~5.70)
5.58(5.54~5.64)
5.58(5.56~5.62)
5.28(5.24~5.31)
5.12(5.10~5.20)
5.24(5.20~5.30)
5.57(5.51~5.61)
5.70(5.64~5.71)
5.31(5.26~5.36)
5.31(5.24~5.34)
5.19(5.16~5.24)
5.43(5.36~5.48)
5.24(5.21~5.30)

2.48(2.41~2.54)
2.36(2.34~2.45)
2.23(2.18~2.28)
2.26(2.21~2.35)
2.34(2.31~2.41)
2.30(2.24~2.36)
2.29(2.21~2.34)
2.29(2.25~2.32)
2.16(2.11~2.19)
2.10(2.05~2.14)
2.15(2.08~2.20)
2.28(2.21~2.34)
2.34(2.31~2.40)
2.18(2.13~2.21)
2.18(2.15~2.20)
2.13(2.06~2.20)
2.23(2.20~2.30)
2.15(2.12~2.18)

i ) 2R e i i IR B 5 G2 ) FEIICN BB R 1S 95% 1Y ELAR X [A]
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AR EDy, (Fifb i) OGR A Ko e FoA
(35PH) 8 T HZEMEZAAEKIER EDy AT 1,11
kg/hm* & 1.41 kg/hm® Z 0], T 4 F 22 H R (%
M) AR (4 ) AT E B ED, A T 1.56
kg/hm® % 1. 68 kg/hm® Z [A], B (H1) B (JK) |
RERFRRL(T) BERERR () TETs R, DL R e YD
WEK TH B MK B8 1) EDg, A F 1.99 kg/hm* &
2.57 kg/hm*Z [a]

HRAE EDoo (B fhi ), BEFERL(PL) 3 M HLIX Y
FFRT (M a5 ) WE R 68 T HFE
HIH 7K 58 F1 £ 46K U6 B EDy At T 5. 12 kg/hm* &
5.43 kg/hm® Z [i], BUEC (Hr) | BRAED () AR AR
() Dk T K T4 T SRR R
PERISE ) EDy AT 5. 52 kg/hm’® & 6. 05 kg/hm’
Z[a],

HREAE 41% B H 1 S5 V9 Bl 58 /KGR0 e s ) et
FERFNZYE 5 G AR R A ED,, (7 &) Al
BN AR A L B 3 ALK A AR R (RN
FEBH AL ) T A SRV ORI R DL R R R
(B MBS (P, Horb 3 MK 2L BERG AN T &
BULE 419 w0 H W5 D9 B R K A e e i T Ak # 2y
F5 MR ZLERT 18 %L B TR RN HO BT

Table 5 Sensitivity of weeds to 18 % glufosinate ammonium SL

F 5 RrFIHE R, 13 d; PRI PR ek PR A
Fr IR Z, 8 9 d, HiX 64 B ) ED (7 &)
T 5.12 kg/hm*> & 5.70 kg/hm® 2 [6], 47 54 i
666. 67 m* JH & K 341.30~380.00 g, FLH () I
B (Pr) BARIN B E S BT TR R 6 d, 2
ED,,( B ahE) 230500 5.75 kg/hm*F1 6. 05 kg/hm?,
FERTA A Y 22 B e v, T AR 666. 67 m® F i,
FET 12 5 500 AE KRG EH B () S5 o HE R R = (B
666. 67 m> A 400. 00 g) .
22 MIAFEMNEEBOSBEER
AR 2% X 18% B i T I R 1 24 RN AL
5, Mam Al e TIikBI 2% 5 HIRFHRRERE,
T4 TR T SN 18% H0 8 I vl W A8 U, 47
TEH 4 d F1 5 d BB FHG 5 9 HR O BLE
(PU) BRRECR) S ot ST R 7 |, 3
TES 6 d IR EN 25 FE ] 5 G, W FFRL (Pr) Bl AR AR
() KSR 3 /S Ml DX A AR (28N 45 PH L%
) XF 18 % F 4 i T 5 T 1 24 8 s v T R — 3K, 4
FESS 7 d IRBN 2 EH 5 G SFR PP BOR IR B
HH 7K 8 122 46 7K T8 X 18% i i g ] TR T Y 24
L R FE—E0, RS 9 d IR BN ZY E YR 5 9,

I I ] EDs( Bl ) ED5, (ARG ) EDyy( Bl i) EDo (ARG )

o (d) (kg/hm?) (ke/hm?) (kg/hm?) (kg/hm?)
PUEE ($T) Echinochloa crusgalli L. 6 0.81(0.74~0.85)  0.15(0.08~0.20)  2.87(2.81~2.89)  0.52(0.46~0.68)
B (RO E. crusgalli L. 6 0.75(0.71~0.80)  0.14(0.12~0.19)  2.76(2.71~2.84)  0.50(0.45~0.57)
TEFERL(PL) E. glabrescens Munro ex Hook f. 7 0.91(0.87~0.93) 0.16(0.14~0.19) 2.82(2.74~2.89)  0.51(0.48~0.54)
R E. glabrescens Munro ex Hook f. 7 0.62(0.54~0.68)  0.11(0.08~0.14)  2.57(2.55~2.64)  0.46(0.42~0.54)
J63L M E. colonum 1. 6 0.59(0.56~0.62)  0.11(0.09~0.15)  2.72(2.64~2.84)  0.49(0.48~0.54)
Tt E. crusgalli var. mitis 6 0.74(0.72~0.76)  0.13(0.10~0.16)  2.51(2.47~2.58)  0.45(0.42~0.46)
KM E. caudata Roshev. 7 0.61(0.58~0.65)  0.11(0.08~0.14)  2.70(2.68~2.84)  0.49(0.42~0.54)
T-4T Leptochloa chinensis L. 4 0.83(0.75~0.86)  0.15(0.12~0.18)  2.49(2.46~2.48)  0.45(0.41~0.52)
ZRERE(ZEM) Oryza sativa f. spontanea ( Taizhow) 7 0.74(0.72~0.81) 0.13(0.11~0.17) 2.60(2.45~2.71)  0.47(0.41~0.54)
ZRHERE (5 BH) 0. sativa( Yiyang) 7 0.68(0.64~0.72)  0.12(0.08~0.17)  2.66(2.62~2.71)  0.48(0.42~0.52)
ZRHERE (K 44) 0. sativa( Maoming) 7 0.75(0.72~0.80)  0.14(0.08~0.19)  2.57(2.55~2.64)  0.46(0.42~0.54)
SIS C. difformis L. 9 0.85(0.81~0.89)  0.153(0.147~0.164) 2.72(2.70~2.73)  0.49(0.46~0.52)
WKTBHL C. iria L. 9 0.68(0.64~0.72)  0.12(0.08~0.14)  2.66(2.65~2.71)  0.48(0.45~0.54)
355 B Monochoria vaginalis Burm. f. 6 0.72(0.68~0.75)  0.13(0.10~0.16)  2.60(2.48~2.71)  0.47(0.42~0.54)
1% Eclipta prostrate L. 6 0.71(0.64~0.78)  0.13(0.11~0.16)  2.49(2.46~2.58)  0.45(0.42~0.52)
THZE Ludwigia prostrate Roxb. 5 0.66(0.62~0.76)  0.12(0.08~0.21)  2.60(2.56~2.67)  0.47(0.43~0.52)
H KT Ammannia arenaria H. B. K. 9 0.61(0.54~0.68)  0.11(0.07~0.15)  2.74(2.71~2.84)  0.49(0.42~0.53)
ZAEK I A. multiflora Roxb. 9 0.84(0.77~0.89)  0.15(0.08~0.21)  2.57(2.54~2.64)  0.46(0.42~0.53)

I i) 7 de e 7 ek AR 3 5 GG T I IR] . R A BN B 959% 9 B IX ]
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Jiti FH 18% W 8% JB v IS WIS, B 28 BE Y ED,
(T ah i) Fl EDy, (R dh &) 22 5% A K, 40 BITE 0.59
kg/hm* % 0.91 kg/hm’® Z [A] Fl 2. 49 kg/hm® & 2. 87
ke/hm’ Z[A] (% 5) .

HRAEFE 18% Lk g P 5 W A v 1) B 22 ik )
2558 5 IR IFRLRT EDo (T ) AT, B AN
SR R FOR MR (BT) B () BERERL(BT) Dtk
AR RS RO K R 22 4 K
Ui, Hrh AR R ORISR H K ORI 2 AR K
FE 18% F R I T I W e = 1) i iR BN 25 5 Il
IRV, O 9 s REARE AR (0 ) A 22 BT 1 1) T
Z,HT7 d, HiXSe 380 [ EDy, (7 ) A T 2.57
kg/hm’ % 2. 82 kg/hm* Z [A] , #7535 i A 666. 67 m” it
4 171.00~188.00 g, BFL(JE) FE (Hi) FOLLM
HBARIRBNZGH 5 HFRITEN 6 d, 15 EDy, (7S i)
AF 2.72 kg/hm® & 2. 87 kg/hm® Z[6), 7EFrA M
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