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Phytotoxicity of Glufosinate-ammonium Application on Bar Transgenic
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Abstract: Plants of untransgenic and Bar transgenic potato 'Longshu 3' and weeds were treated with glufosinate-

ammonium by foliage spray at seedling and bud flower stages, respectively, to evaluate phytotoxicity of glufosinate-

ammonium application on Bar transgenic potato and efficacy on weed control in field. All the leaves of transgenic plants

were very green and grew well, while all the leaves of untransgenic potatoes and weeds appeared dry spots and wilted at 3

d after treatment. At 9 d after seedling stage treatment, all the transgenic plants remained green and grew well, while all the
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plants of untransgenic potatoes and weeds died. At 9 d after bud flower stage treatment, all the transgenic and untransgenic
potatoes were very green and grew well, while most of the weeds dried to death. At 25 and 35 d after seedling stage
treatment, except for a few weeds, all the untransgenic potatoes and most of weeds died. However, the transgenic potato
grew much stronger than survival weeds and their growth was almost not affected by survival weeds. At 25 d after bud
flower stage treatment, the species and number of survival weeds increased compared with the seedling stage, and the

growth of potatoes had been affected by the survival weeds.
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A. Scene in field before application of glufosinate—ammonium; B, C, D and E showing scenes in field treated with glufosinate—ammonium 3, 9, 25 and

35 d after application; F. Status of weeds growing in control area 35 d after application.
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Figure 1 Changes in transgenic and untransgenic plants and weeds after

spraying glufosinate—ammonium at seedling stage
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A. Scene in field before application of glufosinate—ammonium; B, C and D showing scenes in field treated with glufosinate—ammonium 3, 9 and 25 d

after application. Right and left side of each figure showing respectively the effects of glufosinate—ammonium application at seedling and bud flower stage.
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Figure 2 Changes in transgenic and untransgenic plants and weeds after

spraying glufosinate—ammonium at bud flower stage
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Table 1 Field weed statistics

8 H 1 H i 8 127 Hil# 95 HH#
(M2 (W325)5 25 d) (M5245)5 35 d)
= +  Investigation on August 1 s Investigation on August 27 Investigation on September 5
PR (J)T‘(;Zr /Zj?ﬁ (Bffore sprayini) ﬁ;—u?;&)? (25 %1 after spra}%iig) B4 (35gd after spr};ying) I3
Sample number Name RE (B Proportion of PREC(BR) C.O..ntml BREC (kR C(.)fltml
point of weed Number (plant) weeds Number (plant) efficacy Number (plant) efficacy
ronom ronom P T I TR
Average Average Average
Wit 3 2 1 JyE%L 38 29 58 42 29.8 0O 0 O 0 100 0O 0 0 0 100
2 IYGuE 57 41 12 37 26.2 6 9 1 5 85.5 6 10 1 6 84.5
Longshu 3 e
1k 3 HjEfE 5 18 16 13 9.3 3 6 12 7 46.2 6 8 12 9 33.3
One plant 4 Bmg® 3 3 5 4 2.6 0o 0 0 0 100 0O 0 0 0 100
13 bk 5 *l:ﬂ@;ﬁ 6 10 15 10 7.4 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
6 XKW 6 14 16 12 8.6 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
Three plants y
4 b 7 7)?@ 34 11 14 20 14.0 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
8 ML 0 0 0 0 0.0 0o 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
Four plants e
9 EIF 0 0 9 3 2.1 0O 0 0 0 100 0 2 0 1 77.8
1 JE®E 60 34 27 40 31.8 o 0 O 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
DR1 2 YHE 32 41 29 34 26.8 9 2 2 4 87.3 0o 1 3 5 86.3
I 3%k 3 W 4 12 28 15 11.5 0o 5 2 2 84.1 1 5 5 4 75.0
Three plants 4 2% 4 2 7 4 3.4 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
I3 kk 5 4% 10 0 20 10 7.9 0O 0 0 0 100 0O 0 0 0 100
Three plants 6 KW 7 4 13 8 6.3 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
4%k 7 WE 15 15 17 16 123 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 11 4 76.6
Four plants 8 JJLE 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 o0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
9 EIFEK 0 0 0 0 0.0 0O 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
1 fyE% 28 34 39 34 23.9 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
DR2 2 ILYGHE 77 18 49 48 34.1 23 1 2 9 81.9 25 0 4 10 79.9
3%k 3 Hjefe 23 7 13 14 10.2 6 8 4 6 58.1 6 8 10 8 44.2
Three plants 4 2% 7 4 9 7 4.7 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
44k 5 4 4 2 10 5 3.8 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
Four plants 6 fEm 6 6 12 8 5.7 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
M4 #k 7 KA 24 29 21 25 17.5 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 6 2 91.9
Four plants 8 LK 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 o0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
9 EFHEK 0 0 0 0 0.0 0o 0 O 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
1 JMREEL 41 55 34 43 28.3 0O 0 0 0 100 0O 0 0 0 100
DR5 2 Yui 24 24 46 31 20.5 6 12 6 8 74.5 6 12 7 8 73.4
I 3%k 3 Mg 12 35 15 21 13.5 3 0 4 2 88.7 4 13 8 8 59.7
Three plants 4 2% 4 5 0 3 2.0 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
144k 5 4Kz 5 4 60 23 15.0 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
Four plants 6 i 75 26 13 8.3 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
4 #k 7 JKE 18 16 15 16 10.7 0O 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
Four plants 8 ML 5 0 0 2 1.1 0 0 0 0 100 5 0 0 2 0
9 EIFE 1 0 2 1 0.7 0o 0 O 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
B 8 3(CK) 1 %ﬂ)@% 52 88 39 60 26.6 52 88 39 60 - 52 88 39 60 -
Longshu 3 2 tﬁﬁ o 48 81 41 57 25.2 48 81 41 57 - 48 81 41 57 -
13k 3 HEEE 42 56 11 36 16.2 42 56 11 36 - 42 56 11 36 -
i 4 B2EF 7 7 0 5 2.1 7 7 0 5 - 7 7 0 5 -
Three plants -
14k 5 4% 39 24 10 24 10.8 39 24 10 24 - 39 24 10 24 -
6 JxEkimE 20 20 10 17 7.4 20 20 10 17 - 20 20 10 17 -
Four plants
4 b 7 JKE 23 19 35 26 114 23 19 35 26 - 23 19 35 26 -
Four plants 8 ML 2 1 1 1 0.6 2 1 1 1 - 2 1 1 -
9 EIE¥ 2 6 3 4 1.6 2 6 3 4 - 2 6 3 4 -

e 1IR3 R 3R RIS, AR B B AUR A SR R e — T P A RS
Note: I, II and Il respectively represent three different replications, and number in column of sample points represents number of plants in
each replication.
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