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Impact of Spraying Glyphosate on Physiologi Physiological Index of
Soybean at Different Growth Stages

YUAN Xiangyang ,GUO Pingyi,ZHANG Liguang , WANG Xin ,ZHAO Rui,YAO Mansheng ,WANG Hongfu
( Agronomy College, Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu 030801, China)

Abstract; Random complete block design was used to research the impact of spraying 41% Glyphosate-
isopropylammonium AS on physiological indexes of glyphosate-resistant soybean cultivars (RR2) and or-
dinary soybean cultivars (Jinda75) at different growth stages, one-trifoliolate, two-trifoliolate and three-
trifoliolate leaf stage. The chlorophyll content index, shikimic acid content and SOD activity were meas-
ured. The results indicated that, the chlorophyll content indexes of RR2 and Jinda75 decreased with in-
creasing the dosage of herbicide, while shikimic acid contenis increased. The earlier 41% Glyphosate-
isopropylammonium AS was applied, the less the chlorophyll content index was; Bui the shikimic acid
content of ordinary soybean was opposite. The impact of 41% Glyphosate-isopropylammonium AS on SOD
activity of the soybean was little. The injury of 41% Glyphosate-isopropylammonium AS on ordinary soy-
bean at three-trifoliolate leaf stage was the largest. During these three physiological indexes, shikimic
acid content was the most sensitive, and SOD activity was the last. The change of physiological indexes
could show the glyphosate-resistance differences of cultivars and had an important significance for apply-
ing glyphosate appropriately in soybean field.
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