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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Conservation of biodiversity is high on the agenda of international and national environmen-
tal policies though not very present in public awareness. The need to protect biodiversity and 
stop the loss was acknowledged in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), interna-
tionally agreed on in 1992, and underscored by relevant decisions since then. 

It has been known for some time that intensive high input farming is one of the main drivers 
of ongoing biodiversity losses in agricultural landscapes. An indicator for such losses is the 
diversity and abundance of weed flora. Transgenic crops resistant to the herbicides glypho-
sate (accounting for the great majority) and glufosinate have first been cultivated commer-
cially in the nineties of the last century. Since then, a wealth of information has been collect-
ed on use patterns and on impacts of herbicide-resistant (HR) crops. There are concerns that 
HR crops will help to further intensify farming and may therefore increase pressure on biodi-
versity. The need to study potential environmental consequences of changes in herbicide 
usage due to transgenic HR plants has recently been underlined by the Council (of Environ-
ment Ministers) of the European Union (EU1). This paper summarizes the lessons that can 
be learned from the experience up to now. 

Impacts on agricultural practice and agronomy 

Like any significant change in crop choice, HR crops can have various impacts on the agri-
cultural practice and agronomy, including weed control, soil tillage, planting, crop rotation, 
yield, and net income. Glyphosate- and glufosinate-resistance allows previously sensitive 
crops to survive application of the complementary broad-spectrum systemic herbicide. HR 
crops facilitate weed control, i.e. they enable the usage of broad-spectrum herbicides and 
thus an easier choice of products as well as an extension of the time window for spraying, 
giving the farmer more flexibility. HR crops also allow post-emergence application of herbi-
cides instead of the routine pre-emergence application in conventional crops. 

Results on yields of HR crops compared to conventional crops are actually mixed. In general, 
there has been little, if any contribution of HR crops to increase the yield. 

The herbicide usage in HR crop systems and their impacts is difficult to compare to conven-
tional crop management because different herbicides are applied at different rates and the 
specific environmental impacts may vary. There is some agreement in the literature that with 
the introduction of HR crops in the US lower amounts of herbicides (as active ingredient per 
hectare) were applied during the first years (from 1996 onwards), compared to conventional 
crops. Based on United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) statistics, the trend turned 
in 2000 and already in 2004 more herbicides were applied to HR crops than to conventional 
crops. In the following years, the difference rose progressively and led to an estimated 
amount of 239 million kg additional herbicides in the whole period of 1996-2011, with HR 
soybean accounting for two thirds of the total increase. Most of the increase was due to the 
rising dependence on glyphosate. In Argentina, herbicide use, and in particular glyphosate 

                                                

1 See Council of the European Union (2008) under under references.  



7 

use, increased enormously in line with the introduction of glyphosate-resistant soybean. In 
case HR crops would be authorized for cultivation in Europe, projections predict that herbi-
cide use would increase significantly in the EU as well. 

Mechanical weed control decreased with the introduction of HR varieties. Conservation till-
age, often recommended to reduce soil erosion and to save costs and energy, expanded and 
might even further expand if more HR crops are grown as they are well adapted to tillage 
systems without or reduced mechanical weed control. In regions where HR crops are widely 
adopted, less crop rotation and crop diversification takes place. There is a clear trend to-
wards monoculture of HR crops, which enhances disease and pest pressure although, in 
theory, high weed control levels in HR cropping systems would allow to include crops with 
higher weed infestation and to broaden crop rotation. 

However, crop rotations in HR systems may change due to volunteer problems. HR volun-
teers which survive pre-seeding herbicides can cause undesirable effects in less competitive 
crops and require that different or further herbicides are applied. 

Reasons for farmers to adopt HR systems are, besides simplification of weed control, re-
duced production risks, the currently low herbicide prices and expected lower costs of HR 
systems (e.g. in combination with conservation tillage and other production factors such as 
less labor and fuel consumption). It is not increased yields that are cited in first place as rea-
son for HR crop adoption. Overall, the higher flexibility rather than the crop yield and the final 
economic success (costs vs. returns) are the decisive factors for adopting HR systems. 

Changes in weed susceptibility 

In general, increased dependence on herbicides for weed control leads to a shift in weed 
species composition. Less sensitive species and populations will survive sprayings and sub-
sequently grow and spread, whereas more sensitive species disappear. Although glyphosate 
was not considered to be a high-risk herbicide with regard to the development of resistances, 
at least 24 glyphosate-resistant weed species, comprising more than 150 populations, have 
been found. Today, they infest millions of hectares of HR crops and conventional crops. 
Some of the resistant weed biotypes are cross-resistant to other herbicides. Glyphosate-
resistant weeds can withstand up to 19-fold the dose tolerated by ordinary sensitive weeds 
and exhibit a great diversity of molecular and genetic resistance mechanisms. Recently, two 
weed species resistant to glufosinate have been described as well. 

Weed scientists recommended for years farmers should implement an integrated weed man-
agement approach, comprising a combination of a number of weed management methods 
ranging from crop rotation, herbicide rotation and mechanical weeding to cover crops, inter-
cropping and mulching. But continuous glyphosate-resistant cropping became common in 
the Americas, and farmers often simply resorted to higher herbicide doses and other herbi-
cides. Increasingly, companies develop and sell transgenic crops with stacked HR traits, 
which combine glyphosate-resistance with resistance to glufosinate and/or resistance to oth-
er herbicides such as synthetic auxins like 2,4-D or ALS (acetolactate synthase)-inhibiting 
herbicides. However, a number of hard to control weeds is already resistant to synthetic aux-
ins and even more so to ALS-inhibitors. In addition, merely rotating herbicides may exacer-
bate resistance problems by selecting for more generalist resistance mechanisms in weeds. 



8 

In particular, crops with characteristics such as shattering and seed persistence, e.g. oilseed 
rape, are likely to emerge as volunteers. Seed spill can also occur outside the fields and 
along transport routes potentially leading to HR feral plants. Oilseed rape volunteers with 
resistance to glyphosate and glufosinate have already been detected in fields where HR 
crops have not been planted previously. Oilseed rape plants with multiple herbicide re-
sistance genes not commercially sold have also been found, providing evidence of novel 
transgene combinations in the wild. Thus, the HR trait can spread both spatially and tempo-
rally. More HR plants might show up, if outcrossing from HR crops into the same or related 
species occurs. The transfer of HR genes to wild relatives should be particularly taken into 
account and avoided in centers of crop origin and regions where interfertile and weedy hy-
brids occur. 

Impacts on biodiversity 

Farmland biodiversity is an important characteristic when assessing sustainability of agricul-
tural practices and is of major international concern. The environmental impacts of a particu-
lar HR crop are difficult to assess as they depend on a range of factors that vary from region 
to region. These factors encompass the whole agricultural management, e.g. the comple-
mentary herbicide compared to the conventional herbicides, the dose, time and frequency of 
herbicide applications, and additional management features of the HR crop and of other 
crops in rotation with it. The receiving environment plays an important role. 

Growing HR crops is associated with the use of broad-spectrum herbicides that have long 
been perceived as less hazardous. For herbicides, specific legal frameworks regulating the 
approval procedures and assessment criteria are established. While glufosinate, due to its 
reproductive toxicity, is expected to be phased out in the EU in 2017, glyphosate is presently 
evaluated for renewed approval in the EU. Due to the adoption of HR crops almost twenty 
years ago, glyphosate is today by far the herbicide most widely used in the world. In light of 
the great number of glyphosate-resistant crops that are authorized or in the pipeline, glypho-
sate will likely remain one of the most used herbicides for the next decade.  

Data collected within the last years indicate that glyphosate and glyphosate-based herbi-
cides, apart from being toxic to plants, can also be toxic to other life forms. There are ad-
verse effects on mammals, some invertebrates, aquatic species and the soil microflora. 
Glyphosate-based herbicides are particularly toxic to amphibians. Glyphosate impacts plants 
also by binding minerals which can lead to an undersupply of necessary micronutrients and 
thereby decrease their disease resistance. 

Growing HR crops facilitate the operation of reduced/no-tillage systems and consequently 
may support their expansion. Long-term experiences with reduced tillage indicate that weed 
populations shift to perennial and grass species and the diversity and abundance of broad-
leaf plants may decrease further when reduced/no-tillage systems are combined with HR 
crops. 

The Farm Scale Evaluations have provided ample evidence that, compared to conventional 
farming, weeds are removed more efficiently in HR systems, leading to a further reduction of 
flora and fauna biodiversity and abundance in farmland. This includes direct effects, such as 
depletion of the weed seedbank and low weed density and diversity, as well as indirect ef-
fects, e.g. impacts on animals feeding on weeds and on predators of these animals. Thus, 
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farmland birds may be particularly affected. The significant reduction in monarch butterfly 
populations in the US has been linked to the widespread cultivation of HR crops in the Mid-
west which drastically reduced the population of milkweed, the feeding plant of monarch lar-
vae. 

As agricultural intensification and pesticide use are among the main drivers of biodiversity 
loss, agreement on farming practices is required, that are more environmentally friendly and 
less dependent on pesticides. According to the experience in countries adopting HR crops, 
where herbicide use was increased instead of reduced, it is highly questionable whether HR 
systems comply with measures to stop the loss of biodiversity on farmland or can be man-
aged in a sustainable way without further adverse impacts on biodiversity. From a nature 
protection perspective HR crops seem to be no option for a sustainable agriculture focussing 
also on protecting biodiversity. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Since the first commercial use of herbicide-resistant transgenic crops in the nineties 
of the last century a wealth of information on patterns of use and impacts of specific 
applications has been collected. The purpose of this document is to review the availa-
ble information on the cultivation of herbicide-resistant transgenic crops. The docu-
ment will cover agronomic and environmental impacts (direct and indirect effects), but 
focuses on impacts on biodiversity. 

There is scientific consent that biodiversity is endangered and its protection is urgent (e.g. 
Rockström et al. 2009). For this reason, conservation of biodiversity has become an im-
portant issue of international and national environmental policies. Its importance is under-
scored by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) internationally agreed at the 1992 
Rio Earth Summit and the relevant decisions since then2. The main aims of the CBD are 
conservation of biodiversity, sustainable use of its components and both access to genetic 
resources and sharing of the benefits arising out of their utilization. The Strategic Plan for 
Biodiversity 2011-20203, accepted in 2010, aims at stopping the loss of biodiversity, while 
finding out the underlying causes for it, including production and consumption patterns. To 
achieve this, countries should develop national strategies and action plans. In December 
2010 the United Nations (UN) General Assembly declared 2011-2020 the United Nations 
Decade on Biodiversity. 

One of the important decisions of the parties to the CBD is the Cartagena Protocol on Bi-
osafety (CPB), adopted in 2000, that seeks to protect biological diversity from the potential 
risks posed by living modified organisms (LMO)4. The protocol establishes a Biosafety Clear-
ing House to facilitate information exchange on LMOs and procedures to ensure that coun-
tries can make informed decisions before they agree to the import of LMO (advance informed 
agreement AIA). It also refers to the precautionary approach. Today, 192 nations plus the EU 
are parties to the CBD and 165 to the Cartagena Protocol. 

The importance of biodiversity protection is underscored by initiatives such as the UN Millen-
nium Declaration in 2000, where all UN member states and important international organiza-
tions agreed to achieve by 2015 eight Millennium Development Goals (MDG), among them 
No. 7 “Ensure environmental sustainability” and, more precisely, Target 7B “Reduce biodi-
versity loss, achieving by 2010, a significant reduction in the rate of loss”5. In 2007 the G8+5 
Group launched the related TEEB6 initiative in order to promote a better understanding of the 
true economic value of ecosystem services and to contribute to more effective policies for 
biodiversity protection.  

                                                
2 http://www.cbd.int  
3 http://www.cbd.int/sp/elements  
4 The CPB uses LMO instead of GMO, restricting the scope to only living modified organisms.  
5 http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals  
6 The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity. See interim report, TEEB (2008). 

http://www.cbd.int/
http://www.cbd.int/sp/elements
http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals
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The EU Directive 2001/18/EC on the deliberate release into the environment of genetically 
modified organisms (GMOs) aims to protect human health and the environment and to con-
trol risks from the deliberate release of GMOs, reference to the precautionary principle is 
made. According to the Directive, the requirements of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety 
should be respected, monitoring of potential cumulative long-term effects should be consid-
ered as a compulsory part of the monitoring plan, and the diversity of European ecosystems 
shall be taken into account. The principles for the environmental risk assessment (Annex II) 
require to analyse direct and indirect, intended and unintended as well as cumulative long-
term effects relevant to the release and the placing on the market comprehensively. This is in 
terms of human health and the environment, including inter alia flora and fauna, soil fertility, 
soil degradation of organic material, the feed/food chain, biological diversity, animal health 
and resistance problems in relation to antibiotics. 

The term biodiversity is used for the variability among living organisms from all sources in-
cluding, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological com-
plexes of which they are part; this includes diversity within species, between species and of 
ecosystems (CBD, Article 2. Use of Terms). Biodiversity in agricultural landscapes can be 
characterized by composition (which and how many species/genotypes), structure (domi-
nance), and function (Duelli 1997). Composition and structure can both affect its function 
(Duelli 1997, Büchs et al. 2003). 

Intensive high input farming is one of the drivers of ongoing biodiversity losses in agricultural 
landscapes (Krebs et al. 1999, Robinson & Sutherland 2002, Secretariat of the CBD 2005, 
Foley et al. 2011). Farming intensity affects the diversity and abundance of the within-field 
weed flora which can be regarded as an indicator for it (Hawes et al. 2010). Herbicide-
resistant (HR) crops will help to further intensify farming and may therefore increase pressure 
on biodiversity. Herbicide resistance in crops can result from two different breeding proce-
dures: traditional and genetic engineering. These breeding techniques use dissimilar strate-
gies to achieve herbicide resistance, but environmental effects may be comparable. It has 
been argued, therefore, that almost all of the effects of GM HR plants apply accordingly to 
non-GM HR plants (Tan et al. 2005), and that impacts on biodiversity are linked to the intro-
duction of new crops for intensive management, irrespective of how the variety was devel-
oped (Sutherland et al. 2006). However, the wide in-crop use of broad-spectrum herbicides 
such as glyphosate and glufosinate was only made possible by genetic engineering.  

The need to study the potential consequences for the environment of changes in the use of 
herbicides caused by transgenic HR plants has been underlined by the Council of (Environ-
ment Ministers) of the EU (2008). The Council also emphasised the need of competent au-
thorities involved in the implementation of Directive 2001/18/EC and of Council Directive on 
pesticides 91/414/EC (meanwhile replaced by Regulation (EC) 1107/2009) to coordinate 
their action as far as possible7. The vast majority of commercialised HR crops is resistant to 
either glyphosate or glufosinate, and increasingly both traits are combined in one crop, espe-
cially in maize, cotton and soybean8. GM crops with resistance to other herbicides such as 

                                                
7 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/envir/104509.pdf  
8 E.g. maize Bt11 x GA21, MON 89034 × 1507 × NK603, cotton GHB614 x LL25 x MON 15985, soy-
bean DAS44406-6. 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/envir/104509.pdf
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imidazolinone, sulfonylurea, dicamba, 2,4-D9 and HPPD10-inhibitors are mostly still in the 
regulatory pipeline (Stein & Rodríguez-Cerezo 2009). In 2013, the first stacked glyphosate 
and 2,4-D-resistant maize is planned to enter the market and in 2014 the first stacked 
glyphosate and dicamba-resistant soybean (Bomgardner 2012). A soybean triple stack with 
resistance to Balance (HPPD), glufosinate, and glyphosate is announced for 2015-201611. 
For the time being resistance to glyphosate and glufosinate will remain the most important 
HR traits. Hence, this paper focuses on the agronomic and environmental aspects of cultivat-
ing genetically engineered HR crops resistant to glyphosate and glufosinate. Both are non-
selective (broad-spectrum) herbicides (Tab. 1). “HR” refers to these two resistances in the 
context of this document.  

Tab. 1: Glyphosate- and glufosinate-resistant crops approved for unconfined environmental re-
lease in North America  

Herbicides Crops 

Glufosinate Canola, maize, cotton, soybean, rice 

Glyphosate Soybean, canola, cotton, maize, sugar beet, alfalfa 

Modified table published by Duke 2005, current status on 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/biotechnology/petitions_table_pending.shtml  

Glyphosate interferes with normal plant metabolism through inhibiting the enzyme 5-
enolpyruvylshikimate-3-phosphate synthase (EPSPS). EPSPS is an enzyme of the shikimate 
pathway for biosynthesis of aromatic amino acids (phenylalanine, tryptophan and tyrosine) in 
plants and microorganisms. It is not present in animals. As a consequence of the inhibition of 
aromatic amino acid biosynthesis, protein synthesis is disrupted, resulting ultimately in the 
plant’s death (OECD 1999a). Disruption of the shikimate pathway leads also to a lack of 
phenolics, including defence molecules such as phytoalexins, lignin derivatives and salicylic 
acid that functions as signal molecule (Powell & Swanton 2008). Also, glyphosate is a strong 
systemic metal chelator (Toy & Uhing 1964) which probably adds to its herbicidal activity 
(see chapter 5.3.1). Glyphosate was authorized in 1997 and last reviewed in 2002 (EC 
2002). A new review was due in 2012, but postponed until 2015 (Antoniou et al. 2011). 

Glufosinate ammonium is an equimolar, racemic mixture of the D- and L-isomers of phos-
phinothricin (PPT). L-PPT inhibits glutamine synthetase of susceptible plants and results in 
the accumulation of lethal levels of ammonia (OECD 1999b). Because of its reproductive 
toxicity, use of glufosinate will be phased out in the EU until September 2017 (EC 2011). 

Glyphosate and glufosinate resistance genes allow previously sensitive crops to resist herbi-
cide formulations containing glyphosate or glufosinate. Various HR crops contain epsps 
genes from Agrobacterium spp. encoding a glyphosate-insensitive EPSPS protein, some 
additionally the gox gene from Ochrobactrum anthropi encoding the glyphosate-degrading 

                                                
9 2,4-dichlorphenoxyacetic acid. 
10 Hydroxyphenylpyruvate dioxygenase. 
11 http://www.gene.ch/genet/2012/Oct/msg00109.html  

http://www.aphis.usda.gov/biotechnology/petitions_table_pending.shtml
http://www.gene.ch/genet/2012/Oct/msg00109.html
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glyphosate oxidoreductase (GOX). The more recently used gat gene confers glyphosate re-
sistance by an enzyme that modifies glyphosate12. Many crops have also been transformed 
with one of the two bacterial genes pat or bar from Streptomyces spp. Both genes encode 
the enzyme phosphinothricin acetyl transferase (PAT) which detoxifies L-PPT thereby con-
ferring resistance to glufosinate (L-PPT).  

Also new types of HR crops are being commercialised. Among them are soybean with re-
sistance to both glyphosate and ALS-inhibiting herbicides, e.g. sulfonylureas and imidazoli-
nones (USDA/APHIS 2007), soybean with resistance to aryloxyalkanoate herbicides (such 
as the synthetic auxin analogue 2,4-D) or isoxaflutole (a HPPD inhibitor) and maize with re-
sistance to both 2,4-D and certain aryloxyphenoxypropionate (AOPP) herbicides (Stein & 
Rodríguez-Cerezo 2009, EFSA 2011).  

Glyphosate and glufosinate use are not unique to HR cropping systems, but glyphosate and 
glufosinate may be used in HR crops at other application rates, dosages and/or crop life 
stages, compared to other cropping systems. 

Throughout this document the terms "herbicide resistance" and "herbicide tolerance" are 
used as defined by the Weed Science Society of America (WSSA 1998): 

• "Herbicide resistance is the inherited ability of a plant to survive and reproduce follow-
ing exposure to a dose of herbicide normally lethal to the wild type. In a plant, re-
sistance may be naturally occurring or induced by such techniques as genetic engi-
neering or selection of variants produced by tissue culture or mutagenesis." 

• "Herbicide tolerance is the inherent ability of a species to survive and reproduce after 
herbicide treatment. This implies that there was no selection or genetic manipulation 
to make the plant tolerant; it is naturally tolerant." 

                                                
12 Glyphosate acetyltransferase (GAT). 
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2 SCALE AND AREA OF APPLICATION 
HR crops have been adopted in several countries. Since the adoption rate is dynamic 
and the number of countries changes, this chapter can only give an overview about 
the global area cultivated with HR crops. Also the increasing number of crops with 
stacked traits makes it difficult to get reliable data and a comprehensive picture. 

2.1 Commercial cultivation 
Many transgenic glyphosate and glufosinate-resistant crop species have been globally tested 
in field experiments, but only four have been widely commercially grown as approved varie-
ties: maize, cotton, canola and soybean (Brookes & Barfoot 2011). According to James 
(2012), in 2012 transgenic crops have been grown in 28 countries, in 18 of them on more 
than 50,000 hectares. Together, herbicide resistance and insect resistance make up almost 
100% of the introduced transgenic traits. 

Global HR area 

Herbicide-resistant crops are by far the most widely planted GM crops. Of the 170.3 mio ha 
transgenic acreage worldwide, about 59% (100.4 mio ha) were planted with HR varieties and 
another 25.6% (43.6 million ha) were planted with crops with stacked traits (basically 
HR/insect resistance stacks) (James 2012). Hence in 2012, 84.6% of the GM crops carried 
herbicide resistance genes (144 mio ha). The remaining 15.4% (26.3 mio ha) were planted 
with varieties carrying insect resistance only, which is less than the 25.6% of stacked crops 
with double and multiple traits. The adoption of stacked crops grew faster than single HR 
varieties between 2010 and 2012 (James 2012).  

44.7% of the global area of the four crops soybean, cotton, maize, and canola is currently 
planted with HR crops (James 2012). The current share of the HR crop areas per global 
acreage of these four crops is shown in Tab. 2. 

Tab. 2: HR acreage as percent of global crop acreage for principal crops (2012)  

Crop Global area 
in mio ha* 

Biotech crop area 
in mio ha 

HR area 
in mio ha** 

HR area 
in % of global crop 

area** 

Soybean 100 80.7 80.7 80.7 

Cotton 30 24.3 1.8 (5.5) 6.0 (18.3) 

Maize 159 55.2 7.8 (47.7) 4.9 (30.0) 

Canola 31 9.2 9.2 29.7 

Sum 320 169.4 99.5 (143.1) 31.1 (44.7) 

* Data from James (2012). 
** Only HR. In brackets HR/insect-resistance (stacked) included; modified table cited in James 2012. 
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From the data can be deduced that HR soybeans are by far the most widely planted HR 
crop: 80.7 mio ha, of 170.3 mio ha for all crops in 2012 representing 47.4% of the global bio-
tech crop area. HR soybeans are the dominant biotech crop grown commercially in countries 
such as USA, Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Canada, Uruguay, Bolivia, South Africa, Mexico, 
Chile and Costa Rica (James 2012). All biotech canola is herbicide-resistant and grown on 
about 30% of the global canola area. In the past, most transgenic cotton plants (77.4%) were 
insect-resistant, a smaller portion (15.2%) had stacked insect resistance/HR traits and 7.4% 
carried only HR traits (James 2012). Herbicide resistance traits are also important in maize, 
often combined with insect resistance genes. 

Additional HR crops such as alfalfa, sugar beet, and creeping bentgrass are already ap-
proved or under development (APHIS 2012). HR sugar beet, cultivated for the first time in 
2008 and grown in 2012 on 0.5 mio ha (James 2012), has reached a share of 95% in US 
sugar beet production in 2012 (http://www.sugarindustrybiotechcouncil.org/sugar-beet-
news/). HR alfalfa, the first perennial HR crop, fully deregulated in the US in 2012 (Cowan & 
Alexander 2012), has been grown in the same year on about 0.4 mio ha (James 2012). To-
gether with the area of 99.5 mio ha for the major cash crops soybean, cotton, maize, and 
canola (Table 2), the global crop area with HR varieties thus reached 100.4 mio ha. 
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3 IMPACTS ON AGRICULTURAL PRACTICE AND AGRONOMY 
Herbicide-resistant transgenic crops are adopted mainly as a component of agricul-
tural practices and weed management methods. Some of the agricultural practices 
associated with HR crops are better predictable (i.e. the use of the herbicide to which 
the crops are resistant) than others, which may be less obvious (i.e. the association of 
HR soybean with reduced tillage practices). In many cases, it may not be possible to 
precisely differentiate between direct effects of the adoption of HR crops, indirect 
consequences, and coincidental impacts from some other cause. Other factors, in-
cluding government policy and incentives, fuel prices, and even weather conditions 
can influence farmers’ decisions on a yearly basis. Looking at the experience of the 
last 15 years or so when HR crops were cultivated enables us to see what changes in 
agricultural practices have occurred over time. While these observations may not re-
sult directly and necessarily from HR crop cultivation only and observations from one 
country may not apply to others, it is important for decision makers to understand 
how these crops may have affected agricultural practices. Informed decisions related 
to national policy goals may thus be possible.  

3.1 Reasons why producers adopt HR crops  
The acreage of HR crops has significantly increased world-wide during the last years. A cou-
ple of surveys and analyses investigated the reasons why farmers choose to grow HR varie-
ties instead of conventional crops. “Improved weed control” was the most often stated reason 
in the published surveys performed within the first years of HR crop adoption (presented in 
Tab. 3), followed by “cost reductions” (calculated by Sankula et al. (2005) and Sankula & 
Blumenthal (2004) for average weed control costs for conventional and HR crops canola, 
maize, cotton and soybean – not included or considered in Tab. 3).  

Soybean producers (who wanted better weed control) also adopted glyphosate-resistant va-
rieties because glyphosate allowed control of ALS-inhibitor resistant weeds that had become 
increasingly a problem (Shaner 2000). Price reductions for glyphosate have been a driving 
factor for the adoption of the corresponding HR crops too (Freudling 2004).  

In Argentina, the main reasons to grow HR crops were low glyphosate prices, fewer expens-
es on labour, fuel and machinery, increased awareness of the synergy between no-till and 
HR soybean and the possibility to plant soybean earlier (Pengue 2004, Trigo & Cap 2006). 
Lack of patent protection for GM seeds made the introduction of HR soybean easier and 
cheaper as seeds could be saved for planting and resale which promoted their adoption in 
South America (Schnepf 2003). 

Yield and returns had less priority for Canadian and US-farmers. Canadian (Manitoba) re-
spondents did not indicate increased yields as important, but mentioned reduced dockage as 
an important factor (Mauro & McLachlan 2003).  

In general, there is a strong desire to reduce production risks (Kalaitzandonakes & Suntorn-
pithug 2001, Fernandez-Cornejo & Caswell 2006). In case of HR cotton and canola, further 
reasons to adopt these varieties are increased flexibility (extended time window for spraying), 
simplicity in weed control and less labour (CEC 2000, Firbank & Forcella 2000). In contrast, 
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neither biodiversity nor weed resistance management have been significant considerations to 
farmers (Owen 2000, Hin et al. 2001, CEC 2000).  

Tab. 3: Published farmer surveys on reasons to adopt HR crops  

Reasons to adopt 
HR 

Percentage of the respondents who stated the reason, by crop 

Canola Maize Cotton Soybean 

Improved weed con-
trol 

50 94.3 76.3 97.5 

Cost reduction 10 44.3  60.7* 

Labour reduction  47.9  48.5 

Enable no-till plant-
ing/planting flexibility 

3 42.1 1.8 41.3 

Yield increase  45.6  29.6 

Decrease pesticide 
inputs 

  18.9 72.5 

Better returns 19    

Clean up fields 3    

Reference Canola Council of 
Canada 2001 

Van der Sluis & 
Grant (2002) 

Klotz-Ingram et al. 
(1999) 

Van der Sluis & 
Grant (2002) 

Specification of the 
survey 

1.600 farmers in 
western Canada 

1000 farmers in 
South Dakota 

696 farmers in 8 
US-States 

1000 farmers in 
South Dakota 

Percentages > 50 are in bold.  
* But 34.8% were not satisfied with economic returns (other respondents did not state whether they were satisfied with returns). 

The perception of the importance of weed resistance management might have changed, as 
in recent years both the number of glyphosate-resistant weeds and the area inflicted by them 
has been growing. In a 2010 survey of US corn, cotton, and soybean growers with continu-
ous RR systems for 5-9 years, more farmers reported problems with resistant weeds, com-
pared to a 2005 survey, but 30% of them did not consider such weeds to be a problem on-
farm yet (Prince et al. 2012 a,b).  

3.2 Weed control patterns and herbicide use 

3.2.1 Factors influencing the time and the mode of applications 

In non-HR farming with crop rotation, farmers can choose to apply a sequence of herbicides 
with different modes of action or tank mixtures to control weeds. Some of these herbicides 
can only be applied before crop emergence and are therefore often routinely applied for pre-
ventive reasons. Weeds may survive these control measures because they are non-
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susceptible to certain herbicides or because they emerge after application of a non-residual 
herbicide.  

HR crops allow the post-emergence application of a single herbicide with a broad activity 
spectrum, such as glufosinate or glyphosate. Moreover, both herbicides can be used alone, 
in combination with other herbicides (i.e. pre-emergence herbicides to provide soil residual 
control), or with mechanical weeding.  

The appropriate time span for post-emergence weed control in conventional farming is usual-
ly 3-5 weeks after crop emergence. The time may vary depending on the herbicide, crop, 
weed abundance and weather. In HR crop farming, glyphosate and glufosinate provide the 
option to delay post-emergence application compared to many selective herbicides 
(Kalaitzandonakes & Suntornpithug 2001, Pallutt & Hommel 1998), whose late applications 
are sometimes risky and not economically sound (Dewar et al. 2000).  

3.2.2 Herbicide amounts, herbicide application frequencies, and mechanical weeding 

Changes in overall amount of herbicides used are difficult to assess because different herbi-
cides are applied at different rates. For example, in Canada glyphosate is applied with 
glyphosate-resistant crops at rates ranging from 0.6 L/ha (500 g a.i./L, i.e. 0.3 kg a.i./ha) in 
canola to 2.5 L/ha (360 g a.i./L, i.e. 0.9 kg a.i./ha) in maize to as high as 5 L/ha (360 g a.i./L, 
i.e. 1.8 kg a.i./ha) in soybean, whereas atrazine is applied in maize at a rate of up to 3.2 L/ha 
(480 g a.i./L, i.e. 1.5 kg a.i./ha) (Anonymous 2011). Additionally, each of these herbicides 
differs from each other with regard to their environmental behaviour and toxicological profile. 
High-effective low dose herbicidal compounds are used in less amounts, but their environ-
mental impact may be comparable to high dose herbicidal compounds. This means that a 
change in the overall amount of herbicide applied must be considered in terms of the change 
in the environmental impact of applied herbicides (reviewed in Kleter et al. 2008). A change 
in amounts does not necessarily imply a change in side-effects or number of applications. 

Calculating herbicide use is far from simple (USDA/ERS 2000), and most studies have been 
performed in the US. USDA/ERS used three different statistical approaches and its analyses 
for 1997 and 1998 ranged from no significant effect to a reduction of 10% (Hin et al. 2001). 
Duke (2005) concluded, based on his review of several studies, that herbicide amounts 
(weight per unit area) used in conventional and HR varieties did not substantially differ from 
each other.  

There is some agreement in the literature that with the introduction of HR crops such as 
maize, soybean and cotton in the US less amount of herbicides (as active ingredient per hec-
tare) were applied during the first years (1996 and 1997), compared to conventional crops. 
According to Benbrook’s calculations based on USDA statistics (2003, 2004), the trend 
turned in 2000 and in 2004 more herbicides were applied to HR crops than to conventional 
crops. In the following years the margin of difference rose progressively in the US, reaching 
0.72 kg/ha more herbicides in HR cotton in 2008 (Benbrook 2009). Between 1996 and 2008 
the average amount of herbicides applied to HR soybean hectares increased from 0.99 kg 
active ingredient per hectare to 1.84 kg, while in conventional soybean it dropped from 1.33 
kg to 0.54 kg per hectare (Benbrook 2009). According to Benbrook (2012a), the three HR 
crops soybean, maize, and cotton increased herbicide use in the USA by an estimated 239 
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mio kg in the 1996-2011 period, with HR soybean accounting for 70% of the total increase. 
Most of this increase was due to the rising reliance on glyphosate. 

According to Brookes & Barfoot (2005, 2006, 2011), herbicide use was generally reduced for 
several countries between 1996 and 2005 and up to 2009, although results varied by region 
and tillage system. However, the calculations of Brookes & Barfoot are based on data from 
the first years when HR crops were introduced (mainly 1996 to 2001). This holds true also for 
their most recent publications from 2011 and 2012.  

In Argentina, soybean production is dominated by Roundup Ready (RR) varieties. According 
to Qaim & Traxler (cited by Trigo & Cap 2003), the introduction of RR soybean has reduced 
herbicides with the higher toxicity classes II and III by 83% and 100%, respectively. However, 
the number of herbicide sprays and the amounts applied per hectare increased in reduced 
tillage systems planted with RR soybean from the beginning (Qaim & Traxler 2005). The total 
amount of glyphosate used in Argentina increased from 1 mio L in 1997 to 160 mio L in 
2002/2003 (Pengue 2004). More recently, the use of about 200 mio L of glyphosate on RR 
soybean has been reported, on an area that steadily increased within the last years (Lopéz 
et al. 2012, Catacora-Vargas et al. 2012).  

In general, not the application frequency, but the number of different herbicides (active ingre-
dients) has been reduced within the first years of growing HR varieties, as glyphosate was 
frequently applied at pre- and post-emergence in resistant varieties (Benbrook 2001, Hin et 
al. 2001, Duffy 2001). In western Canada, the pre-seeding application was a two-herbicide 
mixture (glyphosate plus 2,4-D or MPCA) (Van Acker et al. 2003). According to Gianessi 
(2008), the number of active ingredients used on at least 5% of the US soybean hectares 
has declined from 19 in 1996 to only one (glyphosate) in 2005.  

Since 1999, a number of weed species have become more troublesome first in the US Cot-
ton Belt, later also in soy and maize growing regions, e.g. the abundance of glyphosate-
resistant horseweed (Conyza canadensis), which is well-adapted to no-till systems, in-
creased tremendously (Heap 2008, 2012). Tank mixtures (Clarity [dicamba] or Kixor 
[saflufenacil] and glyphosate), autumn burndown herbicides such as Valour [imazethapyr 
plus pendimethalin], or the additional use of pre-emergence herbicides (e.g. 2,4-D, Clarity) 
were recommended against horseweed (Freudling 2004, Deterling 2003, Waggoner et al. 
2011). Furthermore, for other troublesome weeds such as teaweed (Sida spinosa), sicklepod 
(Senna obtusifolia) and morning glory (Ipomoea), tank mixtures with glyphosate and Harvade 
5F [dimethipin] or Cadet (fluthiacet) are recommended (Deterling 2002, FMC Corporation 
2012). Currently the stacking of different herbicide resistant traits is seen as an option to mit-
igate resistant weeds (Mortensen et al. 2012). 

For some parts of Europe, extrapolations from field trials let Phipps & Park (2002) conclude 
that the number and the amount of herbicides (and of active ingredient) per ha may be re-
duced in HR varieties of oilseed rape, maize and sugar/fodder beet. Likewise, Dewar et al. 
(2005) and Champion et al. (2003) deduced from the Farm Scale Evaluation (FSE) that gen-
erally one herbicide active ingredient per crop, later and fewer sprays and less active ingre-
dient (for beet and maize) than in the conventional treatments would be necessary. However, 
if glyphosate-resistant crops (maize, soybean, sugar beet) would be authorized in the EU, 
Benbrook (2012b) expects a significant rise in total herbicide use: a lower amount of other 
herbicides would become more than surmounted by more glyphosate which would account 
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for 65% of total herbicide use. In his report, Benbrook projected the likely changes in herbi-
cide use for the three crops through 2025, compared to the 2011 baseline, under three adop-
tion scenarios: (1) If the status quo remains (no approval or planting of HR crops), overall 
herbicide use would decrease by 1%. (2) With unlimited adoption (following the US pattern of 
HR crop adoption in 1996-2010), the 31% fall in use of other herbicides would be surmount-
ed by the explosive 824% growth of glyphosate leading to a net 72% increase in overall 
herbicide use. (3) With targeted adoption (binding commitments to resistance management), 
total herbicide use would still rise by 25%, caused by a 409% increase in glyphosate use.  

3.3 Tillage and planting 
Conservation tillage can help to prevent soil erosion, reduce soil compaction and save fuel. 
Many factors can influence adoption of reduced tillage practices, including government pro-
grams, declining costs of pre-emergence herbicides, and improvements in seeding technolo-
gies (Zentner et al. 2002). Reduced tillage may or may not be used with conventional crop-
ping systems (Diercks und Heitefuss 1990, Kees 1990). However, HR varieties and reduced 
tillage are often adopted together, whether as a result or a consequence of each other. 

Reduced tillage practice on US-soybean acreage increased already from 25% to 48% before 
the introduction of HR varieties, afterwards it varied from 50% to 60% (Fernandez-Cornejo & 
McBride 2002). Farmer surveys indicate that 2% to 40% of soybean and cotton and 3% of 
canola farmers planted HR varieties in order to reduce tillage (Ward et al. 2002, Klotz-Ingram 
et al. 1999, see Tab. 3 in Canola Council of Canada 2001, Fernandez-Cornejo & McBride 
2002, Kalaitzandonakes & Suntornpithug 2001). In Canada, no-till (Low Disturbance Seeding 
“LDS”) was practiced on about 40% of the cropping area in Saskatchewan in 2002 (Van 
Acker et al. 2003) and among canola growers 37% to 44% practiced no-tillage with HR varie-
ties compared to 25% with conventional ones (Canola Council of Canada 2005). With no-
tillage, farmers apply glyphosate and sometimes another herbicide before seeding in the 
spring. Also, 44% of the HR canola growers said they are seeding earlier in the spring, be-
cause post-emergence herbicide application is possible with HR varieties (Canola Council of 
Canada 2001). In Argentina, many farmers who adopted HR soybean also reduced tillage, 
with 42% of conventional fields and 80% of HR fields practicing reduced tillage (Qaim & 
Traxler 2005). 

In Europe, no transgenic HR crops are grown and no data are available to correlate no-till 
systems and HR cropping systems. Furthermore, no-till practice and mulch planting is not 
very common in many parts of Europe. In Germany, however, cover crops are more fre-
quently adopted by the farmers (Lütke-Entrup et al. 1995). Cover crops with a high competi-
tive ability (e.g legumes or mustard) can suppress weeds in no or reduced till production sys-
tems. Traditional herbicides can be used (Kees 1990, Heitefuss et al. 1994, Auerswald et al. 
2000), but they are not always necessary when cover crops with a high competitive ability 
are planted (Petersen & Hurle 1998). 

3.4 Crop rotation options in HR crops 
According to Davis et al. (2012) crop rotation helps to maintain high productivity by reducing 
pesticide use and fertiliser input. The latter is especially true when legumes are planted. Crop 
rotation can also facilitate no-till production as shown in maize-soybean systems: soybean 
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stubble and autumn-killed sod crops make excellent no-till seedbeds, and rotation reduces 
the inoculum for diseases such as grey leaf spot (Cercospora zeae-maydis), which can be 
severe in continuous no-till maize. With crop rotation, farm work may be more evenly distrib-
uted than without. 

Some herbicides including imidazolinone in soybean persist in the soil and can damage sub-
sequent crops. In case of Pursuit plus (imazethapyr + pendimethalin), waiting periods of up 
to 40 months before planting other crops are recommended in the USA (Rohm & Haas 1998 
cited in Carpenter & Gianessi 1999). As glyphosate and glufosinate are perceived to have a 
low residual activity, carryover restrictions are low with these two herbicides. Thus in HR 
crops, rotation options are increased in principle (Carpenter & Gianessi 1999), but the expe-
rience of the last 15 years shows otherwise (Mortensen et al. 2012).  

In Argentina, HR soybean displaced about 4.6 mio ha of land planted to cotton, maize, or-
chards, sunflower, horticulture, as well as fallow and pasture land within the years 1999-2004 
(Pengue 2004). Fallow seasons that have been used to grow cattle pasture were replaced by 
continuous agriculture. HR soybean is also planted in more sensitive areas and on virgin 
land of the north and north-east (e.g. rainforest “Yungas”, “Great Chaco” and the Mesopota-
mian Forest) (Pengue 2004). Within a couple of years a noticeable homogenisation of pro-
duction and landscapes has taken place. While the option to use glyphosate in-crop may 
have paved the way, the development was mainly driven by the increasing demand for soy-
bean on the world market. 

3.5 Yields 
Whereas yield data from HR cropping regions mainly result from surveys or statistical re-
views and less from field tests, corresponding data from non-GM cropping countries are al-
ways gained by field tests. Field tests attempt to deliver results under similar conditions and 
with greater reliability. They include a number of growing seasons and typical locations as 
results can vary from year to year and depend on local conditions. Yield differences of HR 
relative to conventional crops may be due to the scale and region of growing, but they may 
also be due to other reasons, e.g. site, farm size, soil, climate, tillage system, weed abun-
dance, varieties, crop management practice, weed control practice, and the education of the 
farm operators (Zentner et al. 2002, Fulton & Keyowski 1999).  

According to early reports about the yield potential of HR cotton, ‘there has been little, if any, 
positive or negative contribution’ of the HR input traits to the overall yield potential of the 
transgenic varieties (National Cotton Council 1999). In HR canola, yield increases by 10% 
have been reported compared with conventional farming (Canola Council of Canada 2001), 
in particular under high weed densities (Cathcart et al. 2006). According to Phillips (2003), 
yields of conventional varieties were higher than of glyphosate-resistant varieties, whereas 
glufosinate-resistant varieties yielded the same in 1999. For Manitoba farmers increased 
yield was not an important reason for adoption of HR crops (Mauro & McLachlan 2003). 

Holtzapffel et al. (2008) reported an increase in yield with the adoption of HR canola in Aus-
tralia, due to the replacement of lower yielding conventional varieties (TT oilseed rape toler-
ant to triazine). Therefore, comparisons of yields between HR and conventional varieties 
must also consider their respective genetic background. 
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The EU FACTT Project (Familiarisation and Acceptance of Crops incorporating Transgenic 
Technology) compared the agronomic performance of glufosinate-resistant with conventional 
oilseed rape and found equivalent or lower mean yields for the transgenic varieties (Förster 
et al. 1999, Greenadas & Boothsack 1999). HR varieties showed less grain mass, but a 
higher seed number/pod and more variable yields (Greenadas & Boothsack 1999). Differ-
ences in ramification (branching structure) and pod numbers/plant in HR versus non-HR 
oilseed rape were not found (Förster et al. 1999). An early reported “small yield increase” for 
HR soybean (USDA/ERS 1999) may have been due to different production factors such as 
farm size, planting higher-priced crops on better lands, the experience of farm operators and 
narrow row production (Carpenter & Gianessi 1999, USDA/ERS 1999, Gianessi & Carpenter 
2000). Many field tests of HR varieties and conventional varieties under similar conditions 
proved otherwise.  

Elmore et al. (2001) showed that (backcross-derived) non-HR soybean lines outyielded their 
HR sister lines by 5%. The observed yield drag might be due to the present resistance gene 
in first generation HR lines or, when glyphosate was applied, to reduced nodular nitrogen 
fixation and a weaker defence response (King et al. 2001). A second generation HR soybean 
(RR2Y, MON 89788) is claimed to have a yield increase, compared to the former one (RR 
40-3-2). According to Gurian-Sherman (2009) this was due to a superior recipient line 
(A3244 instead of A5403) plus a newer insertion method to avoid the yield drag in RR 40-3-
2. However, when tested in the greenhouse, different cultivars of RR2Y performed less well 
than RR 40-3-2 (Zobiole et al. 2010). According to Cerdeira & Duke (2006), effects of 
glyphosate applications on microbes in HR crops are transient. Nodule number and mass 
(which have been correlated with nitrogen fixation) were not affected by the genetic modifica-
tion itself (Powell et al. 2007, King & Purcell 2001, van Berkum et al. 1985). Data from more 
than 10 years of US HR soybean production show that HR crop yields are, on average, not 
higher and sometimes lower than yields of conventional varieties (Gurian-Sherman 2009). 
He also found that HR corn did not provide any consistent yield advantage over conventional 
systems.  

3.6 Conclusions on impacts on agricultural practice and agronomy (Chap. 3) 
Like any significant change in crop choice, HR crops may have various impacts on the agri-
cultural practice and agronomy including weed control, soil tillage, planting, crop rotation, 
yield and net income. However, because the adoption of HR crops correlates with several 
other production factors, it is nearly impossible to attribute statistically evaluated differences 
to the adoption of herbicide-resistant plants alone. Particularly the results from different stud-
ies on herbicide amounts and application frequencies, yields, and net returns are often not 
consistent.  

In HR farming, post-emergence herbicide applications increased with most crops, while pre-
seeding applications decreased in some cases and regions, in particular in the first years of 
HR crop adoption. In the US Midwest and in western Canada, farmers resorted to two 
glyphosate applications (pre- and post-emergence) and occasionally admixed further herbi-
cides in early planted soybean and in no-till systems. 
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No homogeneous picture about changes in weed control patterns can be drawn, as they de-
pend on regional differences and are quite diverse. In addition, they are not documented for 
all regions and crops. 

Reports about application frequencies of herbicides for HR soybean and HR cotton are con-
flicting for the first few years of their adoption. For the following years, a significant increase 
in herbicides in terms of amount or applications was found in soybean and cotton growing 
regions in the US and in Argentina, where HR crops are intensively cultivated. 

Changes in overall amount of herbicide use and their impacts are difficult to assess because 
different herbicides are applied at different rates and their specific environmental impacts 
may vary. A change in amounts does not necessarily imply a change in side-effects or num-
ber of applications. 

Mechanical weed control decreased with the introduction of HR varieties. HR varieties are 
often adopted in conjunction with low tillage practice which can help to prevent soil erosion. 
Adoption of low-tillage practices can be influenced by a variety of factors. In the first years of 
adoption the level of weed control increased in HR crops in most cases. 

Results on yields of HR crops relative to conventional crops are mixed. In general, there has 
been little, if any contribution of HR crops to the overall yield. 

In theory, HR farming provides more options for crop rotation, because glyphosate and 
glufosinate are thought to have low residual activity and low carryover restrictions, but the 
experience indicates otherwise. When HR crops were introduced, they often replaced rather 
than widened the rotation, which was beforehand used to control weeds. This might be due 
to their broad-spectrum weed control or rotational constraints. 

“Improved weed control” was the most often stated reason to adopt HR crops, followed by 
“cost reductions”. In general, reasons for the adoption of HR crops are the reduction of pro-
duction risks and the increased flexibility in weed control. 
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4 CHANGES IN WEED SUSCEPTIBILITY 
Weed control is an important agricultural management tool that aims to preserve crop 
yield by reducing weed pressure. Any change of the weed management strategy will 
change weed populations as well. The planting of HR crops is also connected with 
several changes in weed control measures. Where HR crops are planted continuously, 
weeds will be under higher selection pressure from fewer herbicidal modes of action 
than before. In addition, the trend to no-tillage or less soil cultivation is of greater rel-
evance for HR crops. This will impact weed communities and populations. The effec-
tiveness of weed control in HR crops can be undermined by less susceptible or re-
sistant plants. Due to the reliance on herbicides for weed control and their increased 
use the number of weeds resistant to various modes of action rose steeply within the 
last decades. Experience with HR crops shows that there is no exception to this rule. 
This chapter highlights the mechanisms that lead to shifts in weed susceptibility and 
that have to be considered in risk analysis and environmental assessment of HR 
crops. 

Weeds occur in agricultural production fields and are commonly regarded as pests because 
they compete with the crop for water, light, and nutrient resources and can cause harvest or 
quality problems. Weed control is an important agricultural management tool that aims to 
preserve crop yield by removing weeds or by reducing weed pressure during important 
growth stages of the crop. But weeds offer considerable benefits for the agroecosystem as 
well. They support a range of organisms, in particular arthropods, among them decompos-
ers, predators, and parasitoids, providing food and shelter for them (Marshall et al. 2003). 
The application of selective and/or non-selective herbicides, possibly in combination with 
mechanical weed control practices (including hand-pulling, hoeing, mowing, and tillage) are 
commonly adopted tools in conventional agriculture across all crops and by farmers across 
the world. The widespread planting of HR crops is connected with various changes in weed 
control and agricultural activities such as seeding, tillage, or land use. Some of these chang-
es are related to the associated herbicide spray regimes, while others are due to government 
incentives or driven by the world market. Where HR crops are planted in sequence, weeds 
will be under selection pressure from fewer herbicidal modes of action than before. 

Both non-selective herbicides glyphosate and glufosinate are effective on a wide range of 
annual grass and broadleaf weed species, with glyphosate showing the broader spectrum. 
Glyphosate is said to control over 100 weed species, glufosinate has a somewhat smaller 
range. As glufosinate, contrary to glyphosate, is not translocated down into the root system, it 
is not active on perennial structures of weeds.  

Target plants differ in their sensitivity to herbicides. There is also considerable intraspecific 
biotype variability in susceptibility at the whole plant and cellular level. Weed biotypes with a 
higher tolerance or a resistance may contribute to shifts of the weed flora spectrum. 

In general, the simplicity and effectiveness of weed control in HR crops can be undermined 
in three different ways:  

• shifts in weed communities and populations resulting from the selection pressure of 
the applied complementary herbicides (see chapter 4.1), 
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• escape and proliferation of transgenic plants as weedy volunteers (see chapter 4.2),  

• hybridisation with – and HR gene introgression into – related weedy species (see 
chapter 4.3). 

4.1 Selection of resistance and weed shifts 
Within the last decades, herbicide resistance in weeds has increased dramatically. Up until 
November 2012 a total of 393 herbicide-resistant weed biotypes have been recorded. They 
belong to 211 species (124 dicots and 87 monocots) and occupy over 680,000 fields world-
wide (Heap 2012). Weeds can resist herbicides through several mechanisms including target 
site insensitivity, overproduction of the target protein, amplification of the target protein gene, 
herbicide detoxification, reduced herbicide entry, reduced herbicide translocation, and 
changes in the intracellular accumulation of herbicides. Herbicide resistance in different 
weed populations (against any herbicide) may occur because the resistance spread from a 
few initial sites or because it evolved independently several times (Mortimer 1993, McNaugh-
ton et al. 2005). Neve (2007) points out that low herbicide doses have the potential to rapidly 
select for high levels of resistance, as observed in rigid ryegrass (Lolium rigidum) in Austral-
ia. However, resistance can also spread through out-crossing, as proven by the successful 
hybridisation of the glyphosate-resistant horseweed (Conyza canadensis) with the related 
species Conyza ramosissima (Zelaya et al. 2007), and by transport of resistant seeds 
through e.g. farm equipment, animals, wind, and floods (Norsworthy et al. 2008).  

4.1.1 Resistance to glyphosate 

Weed population shifts and the evolution of herbicide resistance are inevitable consequenc-
es of the HR cropping system, i.e. cultivation of HR crops and application of their comple-
mentary herbicide(s). Their relative economic importance, however, will depend on the spe-
cific agroecosystem (Owen & Zelaya 2005). Glufosinate and glyphosate have long been 
considered to be low risk herbicides in terms of the evolution of resistant weed populations 
(Beckie 2006) for several reasons, amongst them the timing of application, low occurrence of 
mutants, and the genetic background for glyphosate resistance (Neve et al. 2003). The 
chemical structure, mode of action, and limited metabolism of glyphosate in plants as well as 
the perceived lack of soil persistence, lack of residual activity, limited uptake from the soil 
(Böger 1994), and its application pattern were thought to be further reasons as to why re-
sistance to glyphosate may evolve rather slowly (Baylis 2000, Jasieniuk 1995).  

The first reports on glyphosate-resistant weed species did not appear until the mid-nineties 
(rigid ryegrass (Lolium rigidum) found in 1996 in Australia in conventional crops), even 
though the herbicide had been released on the market in 1974. In addition to the reasons 
cited above, late appearance of glyphosate-resistant weeds was thought to be favoured also 
by the fast degradation of glyphosate, its limited adsorption to the soil, and its particular 
mode of action (Johnson et al. 2009). Furthermore, before glyphosate-resistant crops were 
introduced, glyphosate was mostly used in alternation or in combination with other herbicides 
reducing selection pressure to some extent (VanGessel 2001). As non-selective herbicides 
can be applied in HR cropping systems before and after planting and during the growing 
season, selection can take place at all times of the growing season, which was previously not 
the case for most selective herbicides (Darmency 1996). 
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To date, at least 24 cases of glyphosate-resistant weed species (more than 150 populations) 
have been confirmed, observed on millions of hectares, at many different locations and in 
various countries, and increasingly associated with RR crop13 cultivation (Heap 2012). Most 
reports stem from the US, where the true area infested likely amounts to 20-25 mio ha 
(Benbrook 2012a). Multiple resistances have been observed too: 28 glyphosate-resistant 
populations14, members of 11 species, express also resistance to other herbicide classes, 
such as ALS inhibitors, ACCase inhibitors, PPO inhibitors, or paraquat. Glyphosate-resistant 
palmer amaranth (confirmed first in 2005) increasingly creates control problems in glypho-
sate-resistant crops and poses a major economic threat to US cotton production (Benbrook 
2012a). Recently, the first weed population resistant to both glyphosate and glufosinate has 
been confirmed: rigid ryegrass (Lolium rigidum) found in Oregon in 2010 (Heap 2012). 

Increasing numbers of glyphosate-resistant weeds, such as horseweed (Conyza canaden-
sis), Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), hairy fleabane (Conyza bonariensis), and Eu-
phorbia heterophylla, have also been reported from Argentina and Brazil (Vila-Aiub et al. 
2008). In Europe, although no glyphosate-resistant crops are authorized for cultivation at 
present, glyphosate use has increased significantly (e.g. in low-till agriculture and for desic-
cation). Thus, it may not come as a surprise, that, according to Heap (2012), resistant weeds 
(14 biotypes, belonging to five species) have developed in European countries as well: 
Spain, Greece, Italy, Portugal, France, the Czech Republic, and Poland. Spain is the most 
afflicted country, where horseweed (C. canadensis), Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), 
rigid ryegrass (Lolium rigidum), hairy fleabane (C. bonariensis), and Sumatran fleabane (Co-
nyza sumatrensis) have infested hundreds of hectares.  

The Australian glyphosate-resistant Lolium rigidum biotype is 9- to 10-fold more resistant to 
glyphosate and also acquired a 3-fold higher tolerance to diclofop-methyl relative to suscep-
tible biotypes. This biotype acquired resistance after 15-20 years of glyphosate use (Pratley 
et al. 1999), Chilean populations (L. multiflorum) after 8-10 years (3 applications a year), and 
the E. indica population in Malaysia after 10 years (8 applications a year, first report in 1997). 
All these resistances were obtained in conventional cropping systems (Lee & Ngim 2000, 
Heap 2012). Resistant weeds can withstand up to 19-fold the glyphosate dose tolerated by 
herbicide sensitive plants (VanGessel 2001, Jasieniuk et al. 2008, Legleiter & Bradley 2008). 
Palmer amaranth was shown to have an LD50 (lethal dose to kill 50% of plants) up to 115-
fold greater than that of sensitive biotypes (Norsworthy et al. 2008).  

The molecular and genetic mechanisms of resistance to glyphosate are very diverse and can 
co-occur (reviewed by Perez-Jones & Mallory-Smith 2010, Zelaya et al. 2007, Bostamam et 
al. 2012). Mutations inside the critical amino acid sequence (target site) of the EPSPS en-
zyme (Kaundun et al. 2008, Simarmata & Penner 2008), increased EPSPS mRNA levels 
(Dinelli et al. 2008) and amplification (up to 160-fold) of the EPSPS gene (Gaines et al. 2010) 
have been described. Resistance may also be conferred by delayed translocation of glypho-
sate from the leaves to other plant parts (Preston & Wakelin 2008, Shaner 2009) or by in-

                                                
13 RR crops are crops from Monsanto with resistance against the herbicide Roundup Ready, contain-

ing glyphosate as active ingredient. RR crops are widely adopted and cultivated, e.g. RR 40-3-2 
soybean. 

14 Glyphosate can be found under G (glycines) as herbicide site of action on: Heap (2012). 
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creased sequestration of glyphosate in plant cell vacuoles (Ge et al. 2010). Resistance 
mechanisms not based on target site mutations are considered particularly problematic, as 
they could favour evolution of resistance to other herbicidal modes of action (Yuan et al. 
2007). Resistance is mainly propagated by semi-dominant or dominant inheritance of single-
gene mutation, but sometimes multiple genes are involved (Christoffers & Varanasi 2010). In 
general, fitness penalties can occur in resistant weeds, but their probability, frequency and 
significance are not well understood. The fitness of resistant biotypes is not always lower 
than of susceptible biotypes. For example, no fitness difference between susceptible and 
resistant biotypes of Lolium rigidum could be detected, but differences in competitiveness 
can occur at different life stages (Pedersen et al. 2007). Target site overexpression (EPSPS 
overproduction in case of glyphosate) or detoxification are likely to have a significant cost of 
resistance, especially when extra gene expression is involved and constant. These biotypes 
might disappear when the herbicide is changed to forego selection pressure.  

4.1.2 Resistance to glufosinate 

There seems to be little selection for glufosinate resistance as up to now only a small share 
of transgenic crops is resistant to glufosinate. Harker (2005) assumes also that there is a 
very low frequency of resistant biotypes in unselected populations. For many years, no 
glufosinate-resistant weed biotypes have been recorded though weed species with lower 
sensitivity to glufosinate such as dead nettle (Lamium purpureum), common fumitory (Fumar-
ia officinalis), or violet (Viola arvensis) are known (Nap & Metz 1996, Jansen et al. 2000, 
Hommel & Pallutt 2000, Champion et al. 2003, Heard et al. 2003b). Recently two glufosinate-
resistant weed biotypes were found, namely goosegrass (Eleusine indica) in Malaysia in 
2009 and Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum) in Oregon, USA, in 2010 (Heap 2012). In both 
cases estimates are that the resistant biotypes infest 2-5 sites and 20 to 40 hectares each. 
The areas are expected to increase.  

The Italian ryegrass population is also resistant to glyphosate (Heap 2012). The biotype re-
quires 2.8-times higher glufosinate rates to reduce growth by 50%), caused by a single ami-
no acid exchange in the target enzyme glutamine synthetase (Avila-Garcia et al. 2012). Ac-
cording to the authors, this is the first reported glufosinate resistance in weeds based on an 
altered target site.  

4.1.3 Weed species shift 

The tremendously increased glyphosate use has promoted species shift among the weed 
flora (reviewed by Reddy & Norsworthy 2010). Glyphosate does not affect all weed species 
to the same extent and not all plants are coated in the same way. Less sensitive species and 
populations can survive sprayings and subsequently grow and spread, whereas more sensi-
tive species disappear. Weed species may be naturally tolerant to glyphosate or avoid 
glyphosate by late-season or continual emergence. If early germinators have grown quite tall, 
they may not be fully eliminated and be able to re-germinate and set seed. Soil nitrogen sta-
tus could influence survival rates too: under low nitrogen, glyphosate effectiveness on vel-
vetleaf (Abutilon theophrasti) and common lambsquarter (C. album) was reduced (Mithila et 
al. 2008).  

In the Southern United States, a major change in the prevalence of the most troublesome 
weed species in cotton and soybean has occurred in the interval from 1994/1995 to 
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2008/2009, parallel to the rapid adoption of HR crops (Webster & Nichols 2012). Some mon-
ocot weeds, e.g. Johnson grass (S. halepense), foxtail (Setaria spp.), Italian ryegrass (L. 
multiflorum) and broadleaf weeds such as ragweed (Ambrosia spp.), waterhemp (Amaran-
thus spp.), lambsquarter (Chenopodium spp.), horseweed (C. canadensis), morningglory 
(Ipomoea spp.), and dayflower (Commelina spp.) are becoming problematic weeds in 
glyphosate-resistant crops (Johnson et al. 2009, Reddy & Norsworthy 2010). Prevalence of 
weeds such as waterhemp is also favoured through increased no-tillage and reduced tillage 
practices (Nordby et al. 2007). Weed shift has also been reported for Argentina: After only a 
few years of RR soybean cultivation, 37 weed species have gained in significance, while only 
18 species have decreased (Vitta et al. 2004). 

4.1.4 Cross resistance and multiple resistance 

Cross resistance is defined as the expression of one genetically-endowed mechanism con-
ferring the ability to withstand herbicides from different chemical classes (Powles & Preston 
1995), whereas multiple resistance is defined as the expression of several mechanisms with-
in individuals or populations. In both cases plants or populations are resistant to several 
herbicides with different modes of action.  

Multiple resistance is presumed to develop through accumulation of resistance mechanisms 
as a result of gene flow between individuals with different resistance mechanisms or by se-
lection following extensive use of two or more herbicides with different modes of action. Mul-
tiple-resistant weeds have been reported in several regions, including Europe. The evolution 
of a multiple-resistant rigid ryegrass biotype in Chile may serve as an example showing triple 
resistance to ACCase-inhibitors15, ALS-inhibitors16, and glyphosate (Heap 2012). Multiple-
resistant Brassica napus volunteers in Canada were due to pollen flow between adjacently-
planted resistant varieties (Hall et al. 2000).  

4.1.5 Resistance management 

For years, weed scientists recommend farmers should implement a long-term plan to reduce 
the selection pressure placed on weeds by glyphosate. The simplest way to do so is to avoid 
using glyphosate as the only weed management tool and to combine and rotate a number of 
weed management methods from crop rotation, mechanical weeding to covercrops, inter-
cropping and mulching. (e.g. Wolfe 2000, Buhler 2002, Beckie 2006, Powles 2008, Vencill et 
al. 2012, Norsworthy et al. 2012).  

Despite these recommendations, continuous glyphosate-resistant cropping is common in the 
Americas, and farmers often simply resort to increased herbicide doses and other herbicides 
(Prince et al. 2012c). They focus rather on short-term weed control than on preventive inte-
grated pest management practices (Wilson et al. 2008, Sanyal et al. 2008, Norsworthy et al. 
2012). Many farmers do not scout their fields for problematic weeds and are not concerned 
about glyphosate-resistant weeds (Johnson et al. 2009, Johnson & Gibson 2006). Within the 
last few years, the situation may have changed somewhat, as more farmers surveyed in 

                                                
15 Herbicides inhibiting acetyl CoA carboxylase.  
16 Herbicides inhibiting acetolactate synthase, e.g. sulfonylureas and imidazolinones.  
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2010 compared to 2005 recognized the importance to manage glyphosate-resistant weeds 
(Prince et al. 2012d). In soybean, among others, paraquat and synthetic auxins17 are rec-
ommended in tank mixtures or in rotation with glyphosate (Beckie 2006). However, 30 of the 
393 listed herbicide-resistant weed populations are already resistant to paraquat, among 
them three with resistance to glyphosate (rigid ryegrass, horseweed, and hairy fleabane). 
Another 28 populations are resistant to synthetic auxins (Heap 2012). Merely rotating herbi-
cides for weed control may exacerbate resistance problems by selecting for more generalist 
resistance mechanisms in weeds (Neve 2007).  

Many farmers may rely on the development of a new herbicide within the next few years, but 
most experts disagree because of the challenge to find substances that are suitable and 
comply with the stricter requirements for new chemicals (Johnson & Gibson 2006, Rüegg et 
al. 2007, Service 2007). In addition, development costs have increased dramatically. Industry 
rather tends to modify well-known active ingredients and to stay, for instance, in the class of 
the ALS- or ACCase-inhibitors. According to Vencill et al. (2012) the search for new herbicide 
chemistry slowed to the extent that producers can no longer count on “the next new herbi-
cide” to control resistant weeds. 

Biotech companies have acknowledged the increasing problems to control glyphosate-
resistant weeds and have set up websites to inform farmers about resistance management 
strategies and herbicide solutions. Monsanto (Gustafson 2008), for instance, recommends to 
use new commercial seed free from weed seeds, to rotate to other RR crops and to occa-
sionally include other herbicides in RR cropping systems. A pursued solution is to develop 
new transgenic crops which can resist higher glyphosate doses without damage (Service 
2007). 

The trend is to develop transgenic crops with stacked herbicide resistance traits that should 
offer a new solution to control herbicide-resistant weeds (Behrens et al. 2007). Biotech com-
panies expect that the era of the single herbicide resistance trait will soon be replaced by 
stacked traits conferring resistance to glyphosate plus other active ingredients, such as 
glufosinate, ALS inhibitors, ACCase inhibitors, synthetic auxins, and others (Green et al. 
2008). The “SmartStax” corn, combining resistance to glyphosate and glufosinate, together 
with six Bt insecticidal toxin genes, has already been commercialized in 2010, other stacked 
traits are supposed to follow.  

However, weeds resistant to herbicides other than glyphosate infest millions of hectares al-
ready. Of the 393 listed herbicide-resistant weed populations 127 are resistant to ALS-
inhibitors, 42 to ACCase-inhibitors, and 30 to synthetic auxins such as 2,4-D (Heap 2012). 
Quite a few of them exhibit multiple resistance, e.g. including to glyphosate. For this reason, 
stacking of herbicide resistance traits in transgenic crops is unlikely to reduce selection pres-
sure on weeds and to lower herbicide amounts applied.  

Against this background there is a growing number of voices recommending crop rotation as 
an important weed management option. In a long-term comparative field evaluation, Davis et 
al. (2012) showed that a four year crop rotation scheme not only helped to reduce herbicide 
applications and fertiliser input, but also provided similar or even better yields and economic 

17 2,4-dichlorophenoxy acetic acid (2,4-D) and dicamba. 
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output. Cropping systems that employ an integrated weed management (IWM) approach, 
including crop rotation, cover crops, competitive crop cultivars, the judicious use of tillage, 
and targeted herbicide applications, are indeed competitive with regard to yields and profit to 
systems that rely chiefly on herbicides (Mortensen et al. 2012). 

4.2 Seed escape and proliferation of transgenic plants 
Volunteers are crop plants in the field emerging from the previous crop. They can be unde-
sirable when the following crop is a different species or a different variety of the same spe-
cies. If volunteers are resistant to the same herbicide as the crop species, alternative herbi-
cides or mixtures are needed. Also preventive measures, e.g. to reduce harvest loss or to 
widen rotation, can be useful (Darmency 1996, Bjerregaard et al. 1997, Van Acker et al. 
2003).  

While some crops are ready volunteers and easily build up feral populations in off-field habi-
tats, e.g. oilseed rape, because of its high seed production, high seed losses and secondary 
dormancy, other crops (such as cotton) hardly act as volunteers at all (Bjerregaard et al. 
1997). In general, volunteers and feral populations of crops which are not native to a region 
tend to have a lower chance of surviving and cause fewer problems.  

Oilseed rape readily produces volunteers and feral plants. Its reproductive rate, growth habit 
and germination ecology is similar to typical weed species (Kloepffer et al. 1999). In Canada, 
average yield losses of about 6% of the crop seed yield, equalling approximately 20 times 
the normal seeding rate of 4-5 kg/ha, have been observed (Gulden et al. 2003). Volunteer 
oilseed rape occurs as a residual weed in about 10% of all wheat and barley fields in Alberta, 
Canada (Hall et al. 2000). Secondary dormancy varies between cultivars (Gruber et al. 2004, 
Gulden et al. 2004, Momoh et al. 2002, Thöle & Dietz-Pfeilstetter 2012). In a French study, 
35% to 40% of the observed feral populations resulted from seed immigration from neigh-
bouring fields, mainly during harvest time. Around 15% of the populations were attributed to 
seed transport. The other half was recruited from the seedbank (Pivard et al. 2008). Knispel 
& McLachlan (2009) studied the proliferation of escaped oilseed rape in Canada and con-
cluded that escaped populations were persistent at large spatial and temporal scales and 
their findings suggest that anthropogenic dispersal processes are sufficient to enable persis-
tence despite limited natural seed dispersal. Glyphosate-resistant feral oilseed rape plants 
have been found along transport routes in Switzerland and Japan although GM plants are 
not cultivated in these countries (Schoenenberger & D’Andrea 2012, Kawata et al. 2009). 
Volunteer and feral management should therefore be a multi-scale approach and has to ex-
tend over considerable time spans, as oilseed rape seeds can survive in soils for at least 10 
years if not more, as shown by D’Hertefeldt et al. (2008). Although the field of an experi-
mental HR oilseed rape release had been checked regularly for volunteers, they still found 
rape plants after 10 years, 40% of which were herbicide-resistant. 

US farmers who rotate both glyphosate-resistant maize and soybean already use an addi-
tional herbicide (e.g. “Select” with clethodim as active ingredient) to control volunteer maize 
in soybean (Hartzler 2003). Maize plants can survive outside the field, e.g. on road sides, in 
warmer climates – it thus remains an exception in most parts of Europe – but they show no 
tendency of invasiveness (de Kathen 1999). Maize seeds are not dormant and germinate 
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readily under favourable conditions. Volunteer HR soybean must be controlled with other 
herbicide mixes at post-emergence. 

4.3 HR gene flow to volunteers or interfertile weeds 

4.3.1 Variability of gene flow 

In recent years, extensive data has been collected from field experiments with regard to gene 
transfer frequencies. The frequency of outcrossing depends on the crop species in question 
and its pollination system, the distance to simultaneously flowering volunteers or relatives 
and a range of variables such as pollinators, weather conditions, and size of pollen donors 
and receiving populations. Recently, Andersson & de Vicente (2010) reviewed gene flow of 
several crops including maize, oilseed rape, soybean, cotton and rice. Mallory-Smith & 
Zapiola (2008) dealt with the different pathways for gene flow of all existing glyphosate-
resistant crops. Other reviews focused on single crops such as oilseed rape (Hüsken & 
Dietz-Pfeilstetter 2007), maize (Czarnak-Klos & Rodríguez-Cerezo 2010), rice (Lu & Snow 
(2005), sugar beet (Darmency et al. 2009), and soybean (Lu 2005).  

Outcrossing frequencies vary considerably depending on local and climatic conditions, pre-
vailing pollinators, the size of donor and acceptor populations, their genotypes and so forth 
(Gliddon 1999, Ford-Lloyd 1998, Simpson et al. 1999, Vigouroux et al. 1999, Van Acker et al. 
2003). Even self-pollinating plants18 do cross-pollinate at low or very low levels. 

Pollen flow can extend to distances over several kilometres (Rieger et al. 2002) and was up 
to 26 km for oilseed rape (Ramsay et al. 2003). Pollen beetles may contribute to this long 
distance pollen dispersal. The hypothesis of a negative correlation between distance of pol-
len receiving plants and cross pollination was mainly disproved when insect pollination oc-
curs and seems not always appropriate for gene flow at a commercial field to field scale 
(Rieger et al. 1999). Most former experiments were done with small pollen sources, where 
decay curves of cross pollination rates are frequent. Large pollen sources, such as crop 
fields, seem to interact on a regional scale and will increase gene flow. Thus, according to 
Shaw et al. (2006), isolation distances should be much larger for large fields than for small 
ones. Squire et al. (1999) recommend that gene flow should be considered at the landscape 
level.  

4.3.2 General relevance of HR gene flow to volunteers and ferals 

Double or multiple resistance against herbicides can occur in volunteer plants (Hall et al. 
2000). Some of these plants emerged with unwanted herbicide traits due to seed lot impuri-
ties or due to former outcrossing events between fields. Transgenic oilseed rape plants car-
rying multiple herbicide resistances not commercially planted have been found along roads in 
North Dakota, USA, providing evidence of novel combinations of transgenic forms in the wild 
(Schafer et al. 2011). Similarly, Knispel et al. (2008) reported about stacking of single HR 
genes in escaped Canadian oilseed rape populations.  

                                                
18 In general, plants are called self-pollinating, when the level of cross-pollination does not exceed 
10%. 
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4.3.3 General relevance of HR gene flow to interfertile weeds 

Weeds can also become resistant to herbicides through hybridisation with compatible HR 
crops, followed by backcrosses and introgression. In centres of crop origin and regions 
where interfertile weeds are present, as might be the case e.g. with oilseed rape (Brassica 
napus) and its close relative field mustard (Brassica rapa) in some regions of Europe 
(Jørgensen et al. 2009), gene flow from crop to weeds should be particularly taken into ac-
count. Cross pollination is a prerequisite for hybridisation. Generally, frequencies of hybridi-
sation, i.e. production of viable progeny, are lower than cross pollination frequencies be-
tween individuals of the same species. 

Spontaneous hybridisations occur in nature, but are difficult to detect, reliable data is there-
fore lacking and the number of hybrids within an area can only be estimated.  

Genetic compatibility (survival rates and relative fitness of resulting hybrids and of the proge-
ny of backcrosses) and synchronicity of flowering are the most important factors for the intro-
gression of genes or transgenes from crop plants to wild species. 

The frequency of pollen transfer from crop to crop or to interfertile weeds depends on a varie-
ty of factors, including distance, temperature, humidity, time of the day, wind speed and di-
rection, abundance and foraging behaviour of insect pollinators, and population size of the 
pollen donor and the recipient (Chèvre et al. 1999, Kloepffer et al. 1999, Dietz-Pfeilstetter & 
Kirchner 1998, Darmency 2000, Jørgensen et al. 2009, Czarnak-Klos & Rodríguez-Cerezo 
2010, Andersson & de Vicente 2010). 

Once (trans-) genes conferring herbicide resistance move into weeds, their frequency within 
local weed populations will increase if there is positive selection pressure (i.e. if the corre-
sponding herbicide is applied). 

According to Colwell (1994), a „rare“ hybridisation event between crop and weed may be a 
starting point for the escape of the transgenic trait into the population of a weedy relative. 
Furthermore, hybrids do not need to be particularly fit as long as they are able to backcross 
with the weedy relative which can result in competitive progeny, a capacity many interspecific 
hybrids have. 

When the positive selection is missing, a negative selection is possible, because F1 and F2 
hybrids often are less fit and the transgene itself can cause fitness losses. Such fitness costs 
could be caused by pleiotropy, physiological costs of the tolerance19 trait and could be differ-
ent in crops and in weeds due to different genetic backgrounds (Snow & Jørgensen 1999). 
The fitness of hybrids should be assessed from species to species. But even genotypes with 
a lower fitness may survive if the pollen flow is steady and the source is large (Gliddon 
1999).  

4.4 Conclusions on changes in weed and volunteer susceptibility (Chap. 4) 
The change in weed control (and agricultural practice) of the HR cropping system will pro-
voke changes in weed communities and populations. In general, the more often a specific 

                                                
19 The term “tolerance” is used by the cited authors, but it may be resistant biotypes. 
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herbicide is applied on the same field, the more likely the weed spectrum will shift towards 
less susceptible species. Effects of the same transgenic HR crop can vary depending on the 
agricultural ecosystem.  

In HR crops, the observed decrease in numbers of herbicide modes of action and the trend 
to less soil cultivation can augment selection pressure on weed communities. Changes of the 
weed community structure (due to selection of resistance in weeds and volunteers and shifts 
to resistant species) have already resulted in altered weed control patterns in HR crops in 
many regions. In a crop rotation with soybean and maize or cotton, all crops being glypho-
sate-resistant, the selection pressure on weeds is very high and weed shifts are most likely. 

The data presented make it reasonable to assume that even more glyphosate-
resistant/tolerant weeds will develop in future. The same applies to glufosinate-resistant/-
tolerant weeds if this herbicide is used frequently enough in high numbers of crop fields.  

In particular in the US, Brazil, and Argentina, resistant weed species have caused consider-
able control problems within the last years, connected to the frequent use of glyphosate in 
non-HR and HR varieties and to changed agricultural practice. Weed control costs have in-
creased. For years, many weed scientists have recommended to use a diversity of control 
measures, among them rotation of crops and use of additional herbicide modes of action. A 
combination and rotation of weed management methods is essential to delay resistance evo-
lution in weeds. 

Crops with characteristics such as easy shattering and persistence of seed are likely to 
emerge as volunteers. Problems with HR volunteers will be more common with crops such 
as oilseed rape, a ready volunteer that exhibits high outcrossing rates. Volunteer manage-
ment is not a new problem specific to HR crops, but it will be more demanding for HR crops. 

In most cropping areas, the risk of changes in weed susceptibility due to selection and gene 
flow from HR crops to volunteers is considered to be higher than changes due to gene flow 
to weeds. However, in regions where highly interfertile weeds are abundant, management 
priorities may be different. The transfer of HR genes to relatives should be particularly taken 
into account in centres of crop origin and regions where interfertile and weedy hybrids occur. 
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5 IMPACTS ON BIODIVERSITY 
The conservation and protection or even restoration of native biodiversity is a very 
important internationally acknowledged goal. Impacts of HR crops on biodiversity, be 
they direct or indirect, are related to agricultural practices such as herbicide use and 
cropping system. The aim of this section is to review information about potential im-
pacts of HR cropping systems on biodiversity and to give an overview on additional 
aspects that have to be considered. These include baseline comparators, direct toxic 
effects of the herbicides applied, effects that can be attributed to HR crop cultivation, 
as well as further aspects of sustainable agriculture and potential mitigation of envi-
ronmental effects. 

The importance of biodiversity is internationally recognized and both the implementation of 
modes to preserve it and its sustainable use are widely shared goals as expressed in the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD20). At the Conference of Parties in 2010 (CBD-COP 
10) the agreed goal to stop the loss of biodiversity was phrased as follows: “By 2020, the rate 
of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and where feasible brought 
close to zero, and degradation and fragmentation is significantly reduced.”21  

Most countries, including the EU (EC 2008), now have action plans for the conservation of 
biodiversity (CBD Factsheet 2010), the United Kingdom was the first country to produce one 
back in 1998 (JNCC 2012). In regions where most of the land is under cultivation, it is espe-
cially important to stop or to reverse the decrease of biodiversity in agriculture. In Germany, 
for example, agricultural and forested lands make up about 80% of the total area and in the 
UK around 75% of the land is farmed (Robinson & Sutherland 2002). This means, according 
to Johnson (1999), that Europe should be farmed in a way that allows biodiversity to thrive 
within farmland, alongside or within crops, unlike in the US, where intensively farmed areas 
are often quite separate from large protected wildernesses. This is all the more important, as 
agriculture has been described being a major force driving biodiversity loss and other envi-
ronmental impacts beyond the “planetary boundaries” (Rockström et al. 2009). 

The decrease in farmland biodiversity, indicated e.g. by the decrease of farmland birds, is an 
important issue in Europe, but also in the US and in Canada. The significance and relevance 
of biodiversity to agriculture and the impacts of agricultural intensification on biodiversity 
have been widely assessed (El Titi & Landes 1990, van Emden 1990, Wijnands & Kroonen-
Backbier 1993, Lewis et al. 1997, Firbank et al. 2008). Agriculture relies to a large extent on 
ecosystem function and ecosystem services including pollination, biological pest control, 
maintenance of soil structure and fertility, nutrient cycling and hydrological services 
(Tscharntke et al. 2005, Power 2010, Garibaldi et al. 2011, Foley et al. 2011). Management 
practices strongly influence the diversity and abundance of the within-field seedbank and the 
weed flora – with an intensity gradient from farms with high agrochemical inputs and winter 
cropping to those with no inorganic inputs, spring cropping and mixed farming practices 
(Hawes et al. 2010). Weeds play an important role in supporting biological diversity in arable 

                                                
20 http://www.cbd.int 
21 http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/rationale/target-5/ 

http://www.cbd.int/
http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/rationale/target-5/
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farmland as they provide food and shelter for arthropods, including pollinators, and birds 
(Marshall et al. 2003). Many potential pests are still controlled by natural antagonists, and 
decreasing the latter could increase pesticide inputs to substitute them (Van Emden 1990, 
van Lenteren 1993). That is why integrated management concepts have been developed and 
improved (see, e.g., OECD background paper Levitan 1997). However, in countries with nu-
merous exotic species in the agricultural environment, the management goals for conserving 
native biodiversity might be different (e.g. Australia). 

Herbicide resistance may not increase the fitness and invasiveness of plants in semi-natural 
or natural habitats (e.g. Dale et al. 2002), as long as herbicides are not applied or spray drift-
ed. Therefore, direct and indirect impacts of HR crops on biodiversity are related to farming 
practices in general. The cultivation of HR crops may change farming practices in terms of 
crop rotation, crop planting and spacing, soil tillage, pesticide application, use of fertilisers 
and so forth. In addition, the assessment of species diversity within an agricultural field de-
pends on the type and choice of species used as baseline comparators. Off-field habitats can 
be affected as well, when herbicide-resistant weeds develop and spread. Additional herbi-
cides may be used in such a case and change the weed community composition further. 

In general, when performing risk analysis or environmental risk assessments of HR crops, 
the following aspects should be considered: 

• already existing effects of conventional agriculture (chapter 5.1) and the chosen 
baseline comparators, 

• indirect effects of changes in agricultural practice (chapter 5.2), 

• direct toxic effects of the herbicides glyphosate and glufosinate (chapter 5.3), 

• direct and indirect effects that can be attributed to the growing of HR crops (chapter 
5.4), 

• further aspects of sustainable agriculture and possible mitigation of environmental ef-
fects (chapter 5.5). 

Potential environmental impacts of HR crop cultivation can be assessed by techniques such 
as life-cycle assessment (Bennett et al. 2006), bow-tie risk management (Pidgeon et al. 
2007) or other conventional system safety techniques (fault tree analysis, casual factor chart-
ing, event tree analysis). Because all these techniques involve a certain subjectivity, which 
cannot be eliminated, assumptions involved and decisions taken should be made transpar-
ent. 

5.1 Effects of conventional agriculture 
Impacts of the new weed control in HR cropping systems most often are compared to effects 
of agronomic management practices in conventional cropping systems. Over the period of 
increasing herbicide use (1950-1985), the diversity of associated agricultural flora (measured 
as number of different species) was reduced by 30 - 70% in Germany (Hanf 1985). In the UK 
and Denmark the reservoir of viable seeds in arable soils has been reduced by more than 
half, within the last decades, with losses of >90% for some species (Robinson & Sutherland 
2002, Marshall et al. 2003). 
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Many insect species depend on certain plants during early larval stages making each plant 
species essential for on average of 10-12 insect species in northern Europe (Heydemann 
1983). Because of this relationship and the decrease of floral diversity, the epigeal (soil 
dwelling) arthropod fauna declined by 45% - 85% in terms of species and even further in 
terms of biomass (Heydemann 1983). Adults of beneficial organisms may lose pollen and 
nectar sources if weeds are reduced.  

In a long-term trial, 12 years of herbicide use in wheat led to a decline of the soil seedbank 
by 35% - 60% (Pallutt & Haass 1992). Similar declines of farmland species were observed in 
the UK (Johnson 1999, Guerrero et al. 2012). Arthropod numbers (abundance) decreased by 
60% - 80% in Sussex (UK) from 1970 to 1989 (Aebischer 1991). The decrease in associated 
flora (and arthropod) abundance and diversity affected the whole food chain including hares 
and farmland birds. A similar decrease of farmland birds and other taxa has been reported 
from most agricultural regions including Canada and the USA (McLaughlin & Mineau 1995, 
Krebs et al. 1999, Robinson & Sutherland 2002).  

Mechanical weeding does not reduce the density and diversity of the weed flora and associ-
ated flora as effectively as herbicides, but it is more labour intensive. In Germany, the abun-
dance of arable weeds was (on the average of 12 studies) three times higher (range: 0.3-10 
times) in mechanically weeded fields compared to fields where herbicides were employed 
(Schütte 2002). All fields were ploughed.  

Organic farming tends to increase abundance and diversity of the weed flora and may sup-
port rare species (Marshall et al. 2003), although results vary (Hawes et al. 2010). Compared 
to conventional, organic wheat production favoured broad-leaved, insect-pollinated and leg-
ume weeds and led to similar diversity of weed species between crop fields and edges 
(Romero et al. 2008). In conventional farming, herbicide treatment particularly affects the 
inner-field. In organic farming, weed diversity can be up to ten times higher compared to 
conventional farming, depending on the history of herbicide use of the test sites. Meanwhile, 
action plans for conservation of biodiversity have been installed in a range of countries (CBD 
factsheets 2010, EC 2012). In Switzerland e.g., seeding of rare and beneficial wild plants is 
done for reasons of conservation and financed by public incentives (Herzog et al. 2001). 

It takes a lot of effort to replenish a seedbank reservoir that has been depleted through dec-
ades of herbicide use (e.g. Auerswald et al. 2000). The aim of weed control in modern agri-
culture has often been to eradicate rather than to manage weed populations. Threshold 
models are rarely used. The loss in agrobiodiversity is also due to the depleted number of 
cropped species, reduced rotation, limited seed dispersal between farms, drainage, and 
landscape-consolidation. Nevertheless, the field studies mentioned above provide evidence 
that herbicide use plays a significant role in negatively affecting biodiversity within agricultural 
ecosystems. Promotion of weed species diversity and reduction of weed seedbanks can be 
achieved by conservation tillage and crop rotation (Murphy et al. 2006). If GM crops provide 
a new dimension of control over pests, diseases and weeds in a poorly targeted way, they 
will drive agriculture farther towards monoculture and the excessive control of the agricultural 
environment (Dale et al. 2002) – as has been experienced within the last years in a number 
of areas of the Americas.  
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5.2 Effects of changes in agricultural practice 
A decline of abundance and diversity of birds over the last 20 - 30 years has been observed 
in many countries, and many species are endangered (Chamberlain et al. 2000, SRU 1996, 
Marshall et al. 2003, Guerrero et al. 2012). It is widely accepted that changes in agricultural 
management practices are responsible for the decline of farmland birds. They are major tar-
gets and important indicators of agricultural change (Ormerod & Watkinson 2000).  

Agricultural intensification during the post-war period and the concomitant decline in seed 
density in farmland soils has greatly reduced the amount of food available to foraging birds 
(Robinson & Sutherland 2002). The seed density in farmland soils fell from, on average, 
1750/m2 in 1900 to about 125/m2 in 2000 (Leech 2002). Most adult birds feed on weed seeds 
in winter (Evans 1997), whereas many chicks feed on insects which make both of them com-
plementing biological control agents. 

Based on the analysis of multi-year data (1962-1995), Chamberlain et al. (2000) not only 
found a strong correlation between agricultural change and the decline of farmland bird 
population, but they also observed a time lag of about 6 years implying that effects of agricul-
tural intensification on habitat quality may not become apparent for several years. Across 
Europe, farmland bird density was negatively correlated with high yields and positively with 
growing different crops and small fields (Guerrero et al. 2012). 

The decline of birds is best monitored and analysed in UK. Surveys and Common Bird Cen-
sus data show that the farmland bird indicator decreased by about 50% between 1970 and 
201022 and that 13 farmland bird species have declined by over 50% within the 30 years from 
1968 to 1998 (Marshall et al. 2003). Comparisons showed that birds’ decline was most obvi-
ous in the farmland compared to other habitats. What caused these developments is often 
not fully understood, but several factors have been identified (Furness & Greenwood 1993, 
Evans 1997, Chamberlain et al. 2000, Leech 2002): 

• Increased use and efficacy of herbicides have helped to reduce the abundance of 
weeds growing on arable land and therefore to reduce both the availability of seeds to 
foraging birds and the abundance of invertebrate prey.  

• The use of broad-spectrum insecticides has reduced insect numbers important as 
food for chicks. 

• Destruction of hedgerows and field margins has reduced the habitats for seed-
producing weed species and invertebrates.  

• More efficient harvesting has decreased the amount of spilled grain by factor ten.  

• Planting of winter cereal crops has also increased, reducing the amount of fallow land 
and particularly the area of seed-rich stubble on which birds can forage during the 
winter. 

                                                
22 http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/SUKB_2012_tcm9-328339.pdf  

http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/SUKB_2012_tcm9-328339.pdf
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5.2.1 Crop rotation 

When Argentina started to grow GMO, fallow land, sensitive areas and several crop species 
(planted in rotation) were replaced by HR soybean. This is one factor why a homogenisation 
of landscapes and of production has taken place (Pengue 2004). 

The options to rotate crops with HR varieties are theoretically numerous because of the low-
er residual activity of glyphosate and glufosinate, but there is no evidence for it. GM crops 
provide a new dimension of control over pests, diseases and weeds in a poorly targeted way, 
thus they have the potential to drive agriculture farther towards monoculture and the exces-
sive control of the agricultural environment (Dale et al. 2002) – as has been experienced 
within the last years in a number of areas of the Americas.  

5.2.2 Tillage and Planting 

The adoption of reduced tillage in agriculture may lower soil erosion and improve conditions 
for several soil-dwelling species. In particular, the abundance and diversity of earthworm 
increases when erosion is lowered as in reduced tillage (Ehlers & Claupein 1994). Large 
populations of earthworms and of other soil organisms are only found in soils with easily de-
composable litter and/or organic fertilisers (Makeschin 1997). This is well provided in sys-
tems with reduced tillage where crop residues are not incorporated into the soil and where 
the level of mineralization is lower. For many soil associated arthropods, however, the 
amount and diversity/quality of living (see associated flora below) and dead mulch is more 
important than reduced soil disturbance (Wardle et al. 1999, Krück et al. 1997).  

Effects of reduced tillage are mixed in the case of ground beetles (Kromp 1999, Stinner & 
House 1990). Populations of beneficial organisms (except spiders to some extent) will not 
significantly increase in fields with conservation tillage unless plant coverage mitigates cold 
temperature in winter (Bürki & Hausammann 1993, Stippich & Krooß 1997).  

Mechanical weeding had no negative effect on important predatory organisms, such as 
ground beetles, staphylinids, and spiders (Lorenz 1995). It can have an impact on small ar-
thropods, but does not seem to significantly influence the density of epigeal (ground dwelling) 
predators (Basedow et al. 1991). However, Bitzer et al. (2002) showed for HR soybean that 
soil disturbance can negatively affect abundance of Collembola more than use of herbicides. 

Populations of problematic weed types like grasses and perennials often increase in reduced 
tillage systems (Tab. 2 in Swanton et al. 1993), whereas broad-leaved annual plants may 
decrease in some reduced tillage systems (Knab & Hurle 1986, Belde et al. 2000). Belde et 
al. (2000) concluded from their long-term study that abundance and diversity of wild plants 
increase in the first years of reduced tillage, but will decrease in the long run. In reduced till-
age systems, weed seeds will remain closer to the soil surface than in ploughed soil. Hence, 
germination and elimination may be more probable without ploughing, resulting in a more 
rapid depletion of the soil seedbank (see also Buhler et al. 1997, Swanton et al. 1993). How-
ever, conclusions on the effects of reduced tillage on weed dynamics are to a certain extent 
contradictory (Zwerger & Ammon 2002, Swanton et al. 1993), and the studies reviewed here 
have been conducted using selective herbicides only. 

Impacts of mechanical weeding on ground nesting birds and hares are likely, depending on 
the timing. Nesting birds and small mammals are frequently killed or injured by tillage opera-
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tions. However, as Cowan (1982) showed for spring planted crops, a clear beneficial effect of 
no-till systems on birds could only be seen, when farmers were careful to avoid crushing 
nests and cover the eggs during seeding operations. Successful strategies to protect farm-
land species include analyses of the current abundance of populations, their life cycles and 
the adaptation of farming practices to life cycles, e.g. timing of planting, plant protection, and 
harvesting operations (McLaughlin & Mineau 1995, Meyer-Aurich et al. 1998). 

Similar to other cropping systems which use herbicides instead of mechanical weeding, HR 
soybean and cotton can be planted in ultra narrow rows (Carpenter & Gianessi 1999, 
Kalaitzandonakes & Suntornpithug 2001). Here, the competitive ability of crop plants is 
sometimes higher and thus less herbicide may be applied. Nevertheless, the abundance and 
diversity of the associated weed flora likely decrease in narrow row production due to strong-
er competition of the crop and herbicide use. Research data indicate that the trend to narrow 
row production in soybean and cotton negatively influences biodiversity (e.g. Duelli 1997, 
Krebs et al. 1999, Wijnands & Kroonen-Backbier 1993, EISA 2004). In rice production, the 
practice of direct seeding is predicted to increase when HR varieties are available (Gressel 
2002). The increase may come at the expense of paddy rice production in wetlands, which 
are essential habitats for wintering waterbirds such as waterfowls (Ducks Unlimited 2003).  

5.2.3 Additional herbicides 

Atrazine, acetochlor, dicamba or mixtures of them (Bradley et al. 2000, Hamill et al. 2000, 
Owen 2000, Shaner 2000, Stelling et al. 2000) have been recommended for use in tank mix-
tures with glufosinate or glyphosate in various HR crops. In parts of the growing areas for 
oilseed rape, soybean and cotton, it has become necessary to add 2,4-D and/or other herbi-
cides to glyphosate or glufosinate-based weed control programs (Benbrook 2009). This so 
called ‘double knockdown’ approach has also been advocated as a tool to address develop-
ment of weed resistance (Weersink et al. 2005).  

With the advent of stacked herbicide resistance traits in transgenic crops (APHIS 2012), “old” 
herbicides such as 2,4-D, dicamba, ACCase- and ALS-inhibitors are coming back. Benbrook 
(2012a) expects that if corn and soybean resistant to several of these herbicides plus 
glyphosate and/or glufosinate are deregulated in the US, there will be growing reliance on 
older, higher-risk herbicides to manage glyphosate-resistant weeds. He estimates 2,4-D use 
on corn would increase by 2019 over 30-fold from 2010 levels. However, 2,4-D is 75 times 
and dicamba 400 times more toxic to broadleaf plants than glyphosate (Mortensen et al. 
2012). The potential for non-target drift damage would increase significantly (Johnson et al. 
2012). 

5.3 Effects of ecotoxicological attributes of glyphosate and glufosinate 
For herbicides, specific legal frameworks regulating the approval procedures and assess-
ment criteria are established, varying to some degree in different countries (e.g. Regulation 
(EC) No. 1107/2009 and Regulation 540/2011). While glufosinate, due to its reproductive 
toxicity, is expected to be phased out in the EU in 2017 (Annex I of Commission Implementa-
tion Regulation (EU) No. 540/2011), glyphosate is presently evaluated for renewed approval. 
Glyphosate, authorized in 2002, should have been re-evaluated within ten years (end of 
2012), but this has been postponed until at least the end of 2015 (EC 2010). Already at the 
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time of its approval in 2002, doubts about the environmental safety of glyphosate have been 
expressed. Since then, more data have been collected indicating that glyphosate, apart from 
being toxic to plants, can be also toxic to soil life, aquatic organisms and higher organisms. 
Due to the adoption of HR crops almost twenty years ago, glyphosate is today by far the 
herbicide most widely used in the world, applied on millions of hectares of glyphosate-
resistant crops and increasingly on non-HR crops for desiccation purposes and in non-
agricultural settings. In light of the great number of glyphosate-resistant crops that are au-
thorized or in the pipeline, glyphosate most likely will remain one of the most used herbicides 
for the next decade.  

Weed suppression is clearly intensified in most crops and regions where HR crops are plant-
ed, because the broad-spectrum herbicides glyphosate and glufosinate are used instead of 
less effective herbicides and sometimes mechanical weeding. Impacts of changes in weed 
management are evaluated as part of the ERA. Here we provide a short summary of the eco-
toxicological profiles of these herbicides to illustrate possible impacts that should be consid-
ered when assessing the environmental risks of HR crop cultivation. 

5.3.1 Glyphosate 

Glyphosate (C3H8NO5P; N-(phosphonomethyl)glycine) is a polar, highly water soluble organic 
acid (given in acid equivalents a.e.) that inhibits EPSPS. As a potent chelator it easily binds 
divalent cations (e.g. Ca, Mg, Mn, Fe) forming poorly soluble or very stable complexes (Toy 
& Uhing 1964, Cakmak et al. 2009). In addition to the active ingredient that can be present in 
various concentrations, herbicides usually contain so called inert ingredients (also called ad-
juvants or surfactants) that facilitate penetration through the waxy surfaces of plants. The 
best known glyphosate containing herbicides, the Roundup product line, very often contain 
polyethoxylated tallow amine (POEA) as surfactant (typically 15% or less of the final formula-
tion). POEA exhibits significantly higher toxicity than glyphosate (Cox & Surgan 2006) and is 
more toxic in alkaline than in acid water (Diamond & Durkin 1997). Data from toxicity studies 
performed with glyphosate alone and over short periods of time may thus conceal undesired 
effects. In addition, toxicology studies involving one pesticide at a time may not be appropri-
ate to detect combined effects of exposure to multiple pesticides, but extensive data on natu-
ral pesticide concentrations are lacking (Relyea & Hoverman 2006).  

Glyphosate is reported to be degraded relatively rapidly with half-lives of up to 130 days, 
sometimes 240 days (Borggard & Gimsing 2008). Its main metabolite ami-
nomethylphosphonic acid (AMPA) degrades more slowly. Glyphosate reaches aquatic sys-
tems resulting in concentrations in surface waters in the μg/L to mg/L range, e.g. up to 1,700 
μg/L in US pond water (WHO 2005). Glyphosate can also reach groundwater (Sanchis et al. 
2011).  

Impacts on soil life 

Glyphosate has been shown to impact the composition of the soil microflora which means 
that some soil microorganisms can be suppressed while others can be favoured (Roslycky 
1982, Kremer & Means 2009). Early studies based on standardised tests indicated that there 
were no long-term effects on soil microorganisms also at rates that exceed maximum appli-
cation rates (Sullivan & Sullivan 2000, Cerdeira & Duke 2006). Another long-term (10 years) 
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study, however, revealed shifts in composition and activity of microorganism populations. In 
particular, beneficial fluorescent pseudomonads, associated with antagonism of fungal path-
ogens and manganese reduction (to Mn2+ that is taken up by plants), have been reduced in 
the rhizosphere of RR crops (Kremer & Means 2009, Zobiole et al. 2011a).  

Studies of Zablotowicz & Reddy (2004) and Means et al. (2007) indicate the potential for 
reduced nitrogen fixation in the HR soybean system, although overall yield reductions due to 
reduced N2 fixation in early growth stages have not been demonstrated. At above label use 
rates of glyphosate, nitrogen fixation and/or assimilation in HR soybean were consistently 
reduced, in particular under soil moisture stress (Zablotowicz & Reddy 2007). Zobiole et al. 
(2011b, 2012) observed negative impacts of increasing glyphosate rates on nodulation, nu-
trient accumulation and other growth characteristics of first and second generation RR soy-
bean23. 

Studies focusing on glyphosate impacts on fungi have led to contradictory results, possibly 
depending on factors such as study sites, pathogen inoculum, herbicide timing, soil proper-
ties, and tillage (reviewed by Powell & Swanton 2008, Sanyal & Shrestha 2008). Some fungi 
seem to be sensitive to glyphosate, e.g. mycorrhizal fungi (Kremer & Means 2009), others, 
including rust and blight fungi, can increase under glyphosate application. Root exudates of 
glyphosate-treated RR soybeans seem to favour growth of pathogenic Fusarium fungi (Kre-
mer et al. 2005). Long-term studies indicate that roots of glyphosate-treated RR soybeans 
and RR maize have several times higher Fusarium numbers (2-5 times in RR soy, 3-10 times 
in RR maize), compared to untreated plants or plants treated with conventional herbicides 
(Kremer & Means (2009). Roundup has been described to affect entomopathogenic fungi 
that combat harmful insects (Morjan et al. 2002).  

Recent studies reported adverse effects of glyphosate on micronutrient uptake in plants (e.g. 
Eker et al. 2006, Tesfamariam et al. 2009, Cakmak et al. 2009). Being a strong systemic 
metal chelator, very low levels of residual glyphosate in soil can greatly impede the availabil-
ity and uptake of Mn, Fe, Cu, and Zn by plants leading to an undersupply with these nutrients 
and finally to reduced disease resistance and plant growth (Johal & Huber 2009). Together 
with the weakened defence, the root environment may thus contribute to the herbicidal action 
of glyphosate. 

Impacts on aquatic organisms 

The WHO (1994) classified technical grade glyphosate (without surfactants) as slightly to 
very slightly toxic to aquatic invertebrates and moderately to very slightly toxic to fish.  

In worst case scenarios (6-12 mg a.i./L), glyphosate/Roundup affected the structure of phy-
toplankton and periphyton assemblages. Total phytoplankton decreased in abundance, 
whereas abundance of cyanobacteria increased significantly, at the expense of diatoms (Pé-
rez et al. 2007, Vera et al. 2010). Cyanobacteria are known to be particularly resistant to ex-
treme environments and are remarkably tolerant to glyphosate, possibly due to an insensitive 
form of EPSPS and/or the ability to metabolize glyphosate (Forlani et al. 2008). Should 
glyphosate, which contains phosphate, add to the phosphorous load in surface waters and 

                                                
23 First generation RR soybean is RR 40-3-2 and second generation RR soybean is MON 89788. 
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lead to a shift in phytoplankton assemblages with an increase of cyanobacteria, harmful cya-
nobacteria blooms might result (Pérez et al. 2007). A single glyphosate addition to the meso-
cosm produced a long-term shift in the water body typology which, according to Vera et al. 
(2010), is consistent with the regional trend in Argentina where aquatic ecosystems around 
the Pampean region are at risk of being affected by toxicity and the eutrophication potential 
of glyphosate.  

Many studies suggest that some of the surfactants used in glyphosate formulations have a 
significantly higher toxicity than the active ingredient, in particular for aquatic organisms. As 
the toxicity of the individual surfactants varies, toxicity of formulated products to aquatic or-
ganisms may differ (Tsui & Chu 2004). In addition, the sensitivity of aquatic organisms to 
POEA is highly variable. For example, for common carp (Cyprinus carpio), LC5096-h values 
for glyphosate-containing formulations have been reported ranging from 2.4 to >895 mg/L 
(WHO 1994, Durkin 2003). For the invertebrate Daphnia magna, LC5048-h values for different 
glyphosate formulations range from 3 to 676 mg/L and for green algae (Selenastrum capri-
cornutum), EC50 values for concentrated glyphosate formulations from 2.1 to 150 mg/L have 
been reported (Durkin 2003). With regard to POEA, the fairy shrimp Thamnocephalus 
platyurus is significantly more sensitive to this surfactant than Daphnia magna, as the 
LC5048-h value for the most toxic POEA surfactant was as low as 2.01 µg/L for T. platyurus 
(Brausch & Smith 2007).  

Due to their toxicity – some formulated glyphosate products are labelled being toxic to fish 
and aquatic invertebrates – restrictions may be placed on them. In Germany, for example, 
these formulated products shall not be applied close to or on wetlands, they should not be 
allowed to contaminate fresh water and should not be sprayed when rainfall could wash the 
product away (BVL 2010, Ohnesorge 1994). 

In ecotoxicological studies with pesticides usually one stressor, namely the pesticide, is test-
ed. However, in nature, simultaneous exposure to various stressors is common (Relyea 
2005, Jones et al. 2011). Kelly et al. (2010) found that survival of New Zealand freshwater 
fish Galaxias anomalus was affected neither by exposure to a glyphosate-based herbicide at 
an environmentally relevant concentration (0.36 mg a.i./L) nor by infection of trematode Te-
logaster opisthorchis alone, but simultaneous exposure to infection and glyphosate signifi-
cantly reduced fish survival. Juvenile fish developed spinal malformations when exposed 
either to infections or to infections and glyphosate, with a trend towards more severe malfor-
mation after exposure to both stressors.  

Competitive stress (increased tadpole densities) has been reported to cause declines in tad-
pole growth but also to make the Roundup formulations significantly more lethal for one (Ra-
na catesbeiana) of three amphibian species tested (Jones et al. 2011). However, survival 
and growth of amphibians may not always be reduced if they are exposed to multiple stress-
ors such as glyphosate and strains of the pathogenic fungus Batrachochytrium dendrobatid-
is. Given these two stressors, glyphosate-based herbicide appeared to affect the pathogen 
more than the host’s immune system, relieving the host from disease-caused effects (Gahl et 
al. 2011). 

Amphibians are particularly at risk to be exposed to glyphosate and the formulated products. 
Shallow temporary ponds, essential to the life cycles of many amphibians, are areas where 
pollutants can accumulate without substantial dilution (Mann et al. 2003). According to 
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Thompson et al. (2004) however, native amphibian species in shallow natural wetlands were 
not affected by an overspray application of a glyphosate formulation containing POEA at a 
rate of 2 kg/ha, the maximum rate used in Canada for forestry applications, although labora-
tory studies had indicated formulations containing POEA exhibited significant toxicity to am-
phibians. According to the early review of Giesy et al. (2000), Roundup (LC50 value 8.1 mg/L 
for tadpoles of the most sensitive species, Litoria moorei) is at best moderately toxic to am-
phibians and glyphosate non-toxic to slightly toxic. Since then new data have been collected 
indicating that amphibians may not only be exposed to the herbicide, but that they are also 
very sensitive to the product.  

Plötner & Matschke (2012) recently reviewed numerous studies dealing with potential im-
pacts of glyphosate formulations on amphibians. They concluded that although glyphosate is 
itself toxic to amphibians, surfactants such as POEA are even more so, but other compo-
nents of glyphosate formulations may also contribute to toxicity. The reviewed studies sug-
gest that sublethal concentrations of glyphosate and glyphosate-based herbicides can cause 
abnormal behaviour, teratogenic effects and developmental failures, such as a prolonged 
larval period or accelerated growth of tadpoles, and reduced size at metamorphosis. Plötner 
& Matschke (2012) also pointed out that until recently indirect effects of herbicide exposure 
had not been considered sufficiently. If glyphosate reduces growth of algae and aquatic 
plants, then the food supply for tadpoles may be limited and, if herbicide use diminishes 
weed abundance and spectra, adults may have difficulty finding enough invertebrates for 
food. Knowledge about synergistic, additive or antagonistic effects resulting from interaction 
between different pesticides is scarce. Data are lacking whether long-term glyphosate appli-
cations influence the immune system of amphibians, perhaps by impairing the microbial 
communities of their skin, making them more susceptible to parasites and pathogens.  

Terrestrial organisms 

In general, for any conclusion, it is important to distinguish between results of laboratory 
studies and field studies in a normal environment and seasonality (Hart et al. 2009) and with 
normal herbicide application rates. The data collected refer mostly to studies performed with 
glyphosate and formulated products, most often Roundup. Effects of the metabolite AMPA 
(aminomethylphosphonic acid) that degrades much slower than glyphosate (see EC 2002) 
are rarely studied. AMPA has been shown to be of low toxicity to birds and aquatic organ-
isms (Giesy et al. 2000). 

The effects of Roundup herbicide have been investigated in a screening level assay with 18 
different beneficial land predators and parasites (Hassan et al. 1988). Roundup was found to 
be harmless to thirteen species, slightly harmful to four species and moderately harmful to 
one species of carabid beetles. Laboratory studies (semifield in one case) provided by indus-
try and reviewed by the EC (2002) tested 11 arthropods. The mortality of half of the species 
tested was quite high (53-100%) when exposed to a formulated product and reduced when 
tested with the glyphosate salt only. The Board for the Authorisation of Pesticides, Nether-
lands, found that formulated products are toxic to predatory mites and moderately toxic to 
some beneficial spiders and (parasitic) wasps (CTB 2000). Potential effects of glyphosate on 
hoverflies (Syrphidae) which provide a high level of aphid control (Krüssel et al. 1997) seem 
not to have been studied. 



44 

The CTB (2000) also stated that formulated products were of low toxicity to earthworms. 
Glyphosate (tested as the isopropylamine salt) had no effect on growth or reproduction of the 
earthworm Eisenia fetida at rates up to 21.31 mg a.i./kg dry soil. According to Monsanto 
Canada (2002), formulated glyphosate (Roundup Original® and Roundup Transorb®) is 
practically non-toxic to honey-bees (LC50: >100µg/bee, contact 48 hours) and earthworms 
(LC5014-d: >5,000 mg/kg dry soil) in short-term studies. However, locomotor activity of earth-
worms might be altered by glyphosate-based herbicides, potentially compromising their sur-
vival (Verrell & van Buskirk 2004). When exposed to glyphosate for a longer time (100 days), 
the growth of the earthworm species Aporrectodea caliginosa was severely affected 
(Springett & Gray 1992).  

Assessments of acute toxicity to mammals indicate that the mammalian toxicity of glyphosate 
is lower relative to other herbicides. A simulation based on LD50 indicators suggests that HR 
soybean technology is more environmentally friendly in terms of acute mammalian toxicity 
than conventional systems (Nelson & Bullock 2003). Most mammalian feeding studies re-
viewed by Giesy et al. (2000) have been performed with rats. Acute single oral LD50 values 
lie around 5,000 mg/kg/d for Roundup and range from 2,047 to 5,700 mg a.e./kg/d for 
glyphosate. According to Monsanto Canada (2002), formulated glyphosate (Roundup Origi-
nal® and Roundup Transorb®) is thus practically non-toxic to rats via acute oral, dermal and 
exhalation exposure and also to Mallard Duck (Anas platyrhynchos).  

More recent work, however, indicates that glyphosate-based herbicides are toxic to human 
cells and act as endocrine disruptors, with ethoxylated adjuvants playing a significant role in 
human cell toxicity (Mesnage et al. 2012). In rat hepatoma tissue culture (HTC) cells, treat-
ment with low doses of Roundup resulted in increased lysosome density, morpho-functional 
modifications of nuclei, and modified mitochondrial membranes (Malatesta et al. 2008). In 
human cells, cellular and genetic toxic effects, such as increased chromosome aberrations, 
have been observed (Monroy et al. 2005, Lioi et al. 1998). Both Roundup Bioforce® and 
glyphosate damage human embryonic cell lines and placental cells, and do so in concentra-
tions at or below the recommended values for agricultural use (Benachour et al. 2007). 
Comparable results have been reported for dilutions (10 ppm to 2%, 1-2% is recommended 
for agricultural use) of four Roundup formulations (R7.2, R360, R400, and R450), glypho-
sate, POEA, and AMPA, each tested on three human cell types. Within 24h, the treatment 
caused cell death through inhibition of a mitochondrial enzyme (succinate dehydrogenase) 
and necrosis (Benachour & Séralini 2009). Again, glyphosate formulations containing surfac-
tants such as POEA were more toxic than glyphosate alone. In a more recent test series with 
a human hepatoma cell line, treatment with the same four Roundup formulations and glypho-
sate resulted in cytotoxicity, genotoxicity, anti-estrogenic, and anti-androgenic effects (Gas-
nier et al. 2009). Séralini et al. (2012a) reported that in a 2-year study rats fed with Roundup-
treated maize (event NK603), untreated NK603 maize, or Roundup-containing drinking water 
showed more severe effects than control animals fed with the nearest isogenic non-GM 
maize line. Treated animals developed more often and more rapidly cancer and in treated 
males liver congestions and necrosis occurred more often. The scientific debate about the 
significance of these findings is still on-going (Hammond et al. 2012, Séralini et al. 2012b).  

Reports of birth defects in humans from Argentinean regions where HR crops and glypho-
sate-based herbicides are widely used led Paganelli et al. (2010) to investigate the potential 
effects of Roundup Original® on two vertebrate embryos, namely the African clawed frog 
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Xenopus laevis and chicken. They found direct negative effects on embryonic development 
resulting in different malformations in frog and chicken embryos, for instance craniofacial, 
eye and head defects. The results suggest that glyphosate itself was responsible for the ef-
fects observed, rather than a surfactant or other components of the commercial formulation. 
Paganelli et al. (2010) assume that the teratogenic effects observed might be linked to inter-
ference of glyphosate with retinoic acid signalling that plays an important role in gene regula-
tion during early vertebrate development. Recently, after reviewing data about potential 
health effects, Antoniou et al. (2012) came to the conclusion that studies published in the 
peer-reviewed literature have raised major concerns regarding the potential for glyphosate 
and commercial formulations to cause genotoxic and teratogenic effects and other reproduc-
tive problems. They called for a new and transparent re-examination of toxicity data of 
glyphosate and its commercial formulations.  

5.3.2 Glufosinate 

Presumably due to the significantly lower use of glufosinate, data about ecotoxicity of 
glufosinate are not as extensive as those about glyphosate. Glufosinate is labelled as toxic 
for the aquatic fauna and for fish (BVL 2010, Ohnesorge 1994). It should not be allowed to 
contaminate fresh water (BVL 2010). The highest concentration (formulated product) ex-
pected after applications in agriculture is 0.25 mg/l in small lakes (Dorn et al. 1992). 

Glufosinate as formulated product is known to be slightly toxic to fish (LC50: 14-56 mg/l, two 
species tested, Dorn et al. 1992) and aquatic invertebrates. Different EC50 values for formu-
la (the same or different products) are published: 0.5-42 mg/l by Ohnesorge (1994) and 15-
78 mg/l by Dorn et al. (1992). It is also harmful to spiders (Dorn et al. 1992). Hommel & 
Pallutt (2000) referred to an assessment of the cumulative effect of active ingredients of pes-
ticides (Gutsche & Roßberg 1997). Hommel & Pallutt (2000) stated that glufosinate is less 
toxic to three of four tested groups (all but earthworms – daphnia, fish, algae) compared to 
the reference herbicide Butisan Top®. The tests did not cover effects on insects and spiders. 

Glufosinate has also been shown to suppress some soil microorganisms (Ahmad & Malloch 
1995, Ismail et al. 1995).  

Glufosinate-ammonium has the potential to induce severe reproductive and developmental 
toxicity seen as pre- and post-implantation losses, vaginal bleedings, abortions and dead 
foetuses in rats and premature deliveries, abortions and dead foetuses in rabbits (EFSA 
2005). In the European Union glufosinate-ammonium was classified in Category 2 and 3 of 
reproductive toxicity with the risk phrases R60 “May impair fertility” and R63 “Possible risk of 
harm to the unborn child” (European Commission Directive 2009/2/EC, EC (2009)). It is ex-
pected that the herbicide glufosinate will be phased out in the European Union at the end of 
September in 2017 because of its reproductive toxicity (Annex I of Commission Implementa-
tion Regulation (EU) No. 540/2011). 

5.4 Effects of HR agriculture 

5.4.1 Effects on flora and seedbank 

Glyphosate and glufosinate are broad-spectrum herbicides and effective on more weed spe-
cies than other currently used herbicides (Westwood 1997). Weed suppression is clearly 
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intensified in most crops and regions where HR crops are planted, because less effective 
herbicides and sometimes mechanical weeding have been replaced by glyphosate and 
glufosinate.  

The effects of the HR cropping system on abundance and species diversity were investigat-
ed in a large-scale trial (60-75 fields split in half, 3 years) on fields selected to represent the 
variation of geography and intensity of management across Britain (FSE: Farm Scale Eval-
uation) (Firbank et al. 2003a, Squire et al. 2003). No effects were found due to the crop being 
genetically modified per se. However, differences were found in weed flora between different 
weed management regimes (Heard et al. 2003a, Heard et al. 2003b, Firbank et al. 2003b). In 
HR sugar beet, HR fodder beet (both glyphosate-resistant) and HR summer oilseed rape 
(glufosinate-resistant) the density, biomass and seed rain were between one-third and one-
sixth lower compared to conventional management. The seedbank abundance (for 19 out of 
24 species) was overall 20% lower in the three HR crops (Heard et al. 2003a, 2003b). In HR 
beets, there were 8 species less that emerged than in conventional beets and 6 species less 
in case of HR oilseed rape. In HR oilseed rape one species more emerged, compared to the 
conventional crop. The findings on (abundance and) seedbank dynamics (in HR beet and HR 
oilseed rape) compounded over time would result in large decreases in population densities 
of the field flora (Heard et al. 2003b). Similar results have been found by Bohan et al. (2005). 
Late applications of glufosinate in HR winter oilseed rape led to a decline in dicot and an in-
crease in monocot plant abundance. Numbers of the two pollinator groups included in the 
study decreased in consequence. 

Findings of the FSE with HR maize (glufosinate-resistant; glyphosate-resistant maize was 
not tested) were different from the ones with HR beets and HR oilseed rape, and showed 
more diverse weed species with HR maize compared to conventional maize. In the experi-
ments with maize, the conventional fields were sprayed with atrazine, which is highly effec-
tive on a broad range of plants, but is no longer approved in the EU since 2004 because of 
groundwater contamination24. Effects of weed management of HR maize should be com-
pared to the weed management practices that are likely to be displaced. According to the 
assessment of Perry et al. (2004), the ban on the triazine herbicide atrazine is likely to re-
duce but not negate relative benefits of glufosinate-resistant maize compared to convention-
ally managed maize. 

The results of the British FSE are not applicable throughout the world. Nevertheless, the 
study shows the high complexity of farm-environment interactions.  

From other studies it has been deduced that the changed herbicide management of trans-
genic crops can result in higher weed diversity compared to conventional management 
(Dewar et al. 2003, Strandberg & Pedersen 2002) or in no significant decrease in plant spe-
cies diversity, as observed in the BRIGHT study (Sweet et al. 2004). 

In Canada, effects of different rotations with high frequencies of HR crops have been studied 
for three years (Harker et al. 2004 cited in Schütte 2005). The study comprised five rotations 
with one, two, or even three crops resistant to glyphosate or glufosinate planted at six loca-
tions and with different seeding dates and types of tillage. The overall species diversity of 

                                                
24 http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/existactive/oj_atrazine.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/existactive/oj_atrazine.pdf
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weeds declined by 26%, and their density was reduced by 66%. When no-till plots were di-
rectly compared to conventionally tilled ones, their weed density was on average 23% lower.  

Weed control is intensified in most HR varieties, even though yields are often not clearly in-
creased (particularly not in soybean, the most abundant HR crop). A few highly damaging 
weed species are the target of “improved” weed control, but many harmless and benign wild 
plants are killed by the non-selective herbicides too. In this sense, weed suppression has 
been overdone in many regions by non-targeted measures and is even further “improved” in 
HR crops. As shown by the findings above, even if fewer amounts or fewer applications of 
highly effective, broad-spectrum herbicides were applied, as expected for the first years of 
HR crop adoption, they do not necessarily cause less damage to biodiversity.  

In addition, drift of non-selective herbicides to field margins is a concern to nature conserva-
tion and biodiversity of many agricultural landscapes (Johnson 1999, Orson 2002, de Snoo & 
van der Poll 1999). Field margins often harbour rare plant species. The impact of non-
selective herbicides on them and on the associated fauna is of particular significance (Mahn 
1994). The scorching of vegetation was more than doubled in HR crops (1.6% to 3.6%) com-
pared to conventional crops in the FSE field trials mentioned above (Roy et al. 2003). The 
cover of field margins was 25%, flowering was 44% and seeding 39% lower in HR spring 
oilseed rape relative to conventional oilseed rape. For beets, flowering and seeding were 
34% and 39% lower. Cover (+28%) and flowering (+67%) in margins was higher in HR 
maize. 

Spray drift can also damage hedgerows and trees growing close to arable fields, these habi-
tats being very important for arthropods and birds for food, shelter and nesting (Sweet 1999, 
Roy et al. 2003).  

5.4.2 Effects on fauna 

The indirect effects of plant suppression and habitat destruction are the key to invertebrate 
(and vertebrate) biodiversity. Studies in the US found less canopy arthropods and significant-
ly less spiders and green lacewings in HR soybean than in conventional soybean (Buckelew 
et al. 2000, Jasinski et al. 2004). However, other studies revealed no significant differences 
between both types of crops for pest and beneficial insects (Jackson & Pitre 2004, Morjan & 
Pedigo 2002). In a study of Goldstein (2003) over three generations of Collembola, no effects 
of RR soybean or RR maize as food source were found.  

In the FSE trials in Britain several sampling methods were used to compare the abundance 
of different arthropod groups (Firbank et al. 2003a). In beet and oilseed rape, numbers of 
within-field epigeal and aerial arthropods were smaller in HR crops due to forage reductions 
(Haughton et al. 2003, Brooks et al. 2003), as population densities will be reduced, when 
forage is short over large HR crop areas (Haughton et al. 2003). Herbivores, pollinators (e.g. 
bees, butterflies) and beneficial natural enemies of pests were reduced as well (Hawes et al. 
2003). The effects were dependent on the relative efficiency of comparable conventional 
herbicide regimes. The abundance of arthropods changed in the same direction as their re-
sources (Hawes et al. 2003). Effects in HR maize were reverse to the results for beet and 
oilseed rape, but the findings may be due to atrazine use in conventional plots as discussed 
above.  
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The importance of the correct timing of herbicide application was shown by Strandberg et al. 
(2005). In summer, arthropod fauna was higher in HR fodder beets than in conventional 
beets if glyphosate was applied according to recommendation, but weed diversity and bio-
mass was lower. Weed diversity and weed density were extremely low, when glyphosate 
was applied earlier than recommended. 

Recent data from the US and Mexico indicate that, within the last decade, the size of the 
Mexican overwintering population of the migratory monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) has 
declined significantly. During the overwintering season 2009-2010, the total area in Mexico 
occupied by monarchs reached an all-time low (Brower et al. 2012). Most monarch larvae 
feed on milkweed (Asclepias syriaca) that was once widely spread in the Midwest. The rapid 
adoption of HR crops has led to a drastic reduction of milkweed populations, e.g. in glypho-
sate-treated fields in Iowa by approximately 90% compared to 1999 (Hartzler 2010). Pleas-
ants & Oberhauser (2012) estimate that there has been a 58% decline in milkweed plants in 
the Midwest landscape and an 81% decline in monarch propagation in the Midwest from 
1999 to 2010. As each year the monarch production in the Midwest was positively correlated 
with the size of the subsequent overwintering population in Mexico, the results suggest that 
the loss of agricultural milkweeds is a major cause for monarch population decline. 

Models from the UK simulated the planting of herbicide-resistant crops on a larger scale and 
showed that one consequence will be a major loss of food sources for seed consuming farm-
land birds (Watkinson et al. 2000). A model using FSE data also predicts a distribution of 
more fields with lower weed densities, which could affect animal populations on farmland, if 
HR crops were grown as in the FSE (Heard et al. 2005). Bohan et al. (2005) found a decline 
in dicot plants in HR winter oilseed rape, which may likewise affect taxa at higher trophic lev-
els including some birds dependent on them as a food source. 

In a similar study, Butler et al. (2007) focused on potential effects on farmland birds, when 
equivalent conventional crops were replaced by HR crops. Their model predicted only limited 
effects after nationwide introduction of HR crops in the UK. Species that rely solely on 
cropped areas are likely to continue declining at their current rate, unless the value of 
cropped areas is improved. This is true for conventional and HR agriculture. 

Wauchope et al. (2002) expected that the replacement of atrazine and alachlor in maize by 
glufosinate or glyphosate reduces run-off loads in watersheds. While the ingredients glypho-
sate and glufosinate are considered to be less toxic to mammals than atrazine and alachlor, 
the common glyphosate formulations have been shown to be toxic to amphibians and a 
number of aquatic organisms. Farmland mammals such as hares might benefit from glypho-
sate and glufosinate use, if these herbicides are indeed shown to be less toxic to them than 
other herbicides, and if the weed loss does not reduce their food supply. 

5.5 Further aspects of sustainable agriculture 
Measures to mitigate environmental effects of herbicides in conventional systems have been 
developed in some countries, including details about when and where herbicides may be 
used on farmland. The promotion of unsprayed field margins and unsprayed in-field areas 
and the control of timing of applications and of maximum doses have allowed weeds and 
associated biota to develop in some cases. 
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For HR sugar beet, similar measures have been proposed to restore biodiversity. Little im-
pact on overall crop productivity per hectare is expected because of the anticipated yield 
increase associated with HR sugar beet (Pidgeon et al. 2001, 2007, Beckie et al. 2006). To 
compensate for reduced weed seed and weed biomass production in HR sugar beet, 2 to 4% 
unsprayed areas in a field would be required. Effects through the tillage of margins could be 
mitigated by increasing the margin from 0.5 to 1.5 m. In production systems with HR fodder 
or sugar beet, delayed spraying within a single season increased weed biomass only transi-
ently and only in soils which already had a rich seedbank (Dewar et al. 2000, Elmegaard & 
Pedersen 2001, Strandberg & Pedersen 2002). Freckleton et al. (2004) comprehensively 
assessed that the soil seedbank is reduced in the long-term, even when applications are 
delayed. An early band spraying of HR beet (May et al. 2005) would have positive overall 
effects and would be in accordance with possible IPM (Integrated Pest Management). 

In HR sugar beet, low-dose (row spraying) post-emergence application has been suggested 
to reduce negative impacts on weed and insect biomass; it can be combined with an eco-
nomic threshold evaluation to avoid economic losses (Dewar et al. 2002, Elmegaard & 
Pedersen 2001). However, band spraying or patchy weed control with selective herbicides is 
better for biodiversity than spraying of non-selective ones (Dzinaj et al. 1998, Gerhards et al. 
1998, Lettner et al. 2001). But any modification of spraying regimes in this sense is only ef-
fective when the seedbank is not already depleted. For decades, weed scientists in the US 
and in Europe have been recommending weed control up to a level that eliminates potential 
interference with net returns (economic thresholds). Clean fields or a 95% control are not 
required to prevent that weeds, non-target or beneficial wild plants compete with crops for 
nutrient or water (Korr et al. 1996, Pallutt 1997, Werner & Garbe 1998). However, the data-
bases on integrated weed management and the corresponding expert systems are rarely 
used in practice; growers consider other factors to be more important (Owen 2000) and 
largely attribute the introduction and movement of weeds to factors outside their control (Wil-
son et al. 2008). The increasing number of herbicide-resistant weeds might change this atti-
tude somewhat, as resistance management becomes increasingly important (Egan et al. 
2011). 

5.6 Conclusions on impacts on biodiversity (Chap. 5) 
Farmland biodiversity is an important characteristic when assessing sustainability of agricul-
tural practices and high on the agenda of international concern. Scientific data, collected in 
recent years from various regions, indicate that agricultural intensification and pesticide use 
are among the main drivers of biodiversity loss. It will be essential not only to stop the loss of 
biodiversity, but to reverse the development and to increase biodiversity in agricultural eco-
systems. For this reason, agriculture will have to develop practices that are more environ-
mentally friendly, including a reduction in pesticide use. Given the actual trends and the ex-
perience in adopting countries, HR crops could not reduce herbicide use and, therefore, they 
can be expected to go along with a (further) loss of agrobiodiversity, in particular, as there is 
no evidence of increased crop rotation.  

Reduced/no-tillage systems are introduced throughout the world for preventing soil erosion to 
enhance trafficability (passing over of the fields), to increase soil organic matter and to save 
money. As growing HR crops facilitate the management of reduced/no-tillage systems, they 



50 

support their expansion. When combined with cover crops and mulching, when farm opera-
tions are re-scheduled and adopted to protect wildlife, and when wild plant abundance is not 
further decreased by highly effective weed control, reduced tillage could be favourable to 
biodiversity. But experience shows that in systems, which combine reduced or no-tillage with 
broad-spectrum herbicide application, weed populations shift to perennial and grass weed 
species and the diversity and abundance of broadleaf plants decrease further together with 
the accompanying arthropod fauna. From the Farm Scale Evaluations, there is ample evi-
dence that the seedbank, wild flora and whole food webs in agricultural fields will be reduced 
further, if HR beet and HR oilseed rape are planted and sprayed with broad-spectrum herbi-
cides. The results for HR maize, showing less impact on biodiversity through glufosinate use 
being a less toxic and persistent herbicide compared to atrazine, seem not to be valid for 
Europe, as atrazine is no longer approved. In general, ecotoxicity of glyphosate and 
glufosinate has been considered to be low, compared to some other herbicides. But glypho-
sate-based herbicides have shown to be highly toxic to amphibians and a range of aquatic 
organisms. Glyphosate adversely effects micronutrient uptake of plants, soil microflora and 
plant disease severity. Microbial activity can be suppressed by glufosinate too. In addition 
glufosinate shows a high reproductive toxicity for mammals. Taken together the long-term 
(eco-) toxicological profile and longer term impact assessment does not support a benign 
impact on biodiversity.  

Altogether there is quite some evidence that use and management of HR plants will exacer-
bate the current trend of biodiversity loss less so due to the ecotoxicological profile of their 
complementary herbicides, but because of the systematic depletion or extinction of indispen-
sable elements of food webs and ecosystem functions in agricultural ecosystems. 

The environmental impacts of a particular HR crop depend on various factors of its cultiva-
tion, the dose, time and frequency of the applied complementary herbicide as well as of other 
herbicides, additional management features of the HR crop and of other crops in rotation with 
it. These factors will vary from region to region, from country to country, and from season to 
season, depending on weed pressure, soil type, climatic conditions and the forecasted eco-
nomic return. 

Similarly, environmental impacts of the conventional herbicides applied to conventional com-
parator crops vary because of the same factors. Therefore it is very difficult to establish, in 
this very dynamic situation, detailed baselines to compare HR systems with conventional 
chemical based systems.  

Against the background of the internationally agreed policy goal to stop the loss and in addi-
tion the need to improve and increase biodiversity in agricultural systems the more funda-
mental question arises, if the current, chemical-based high input systems are the right points 
of reference to assess the impacts of a new technology.  

Comparative assessments are foreseen in most of the international legal frameworks. Up to 
now a discussion on which comparison may be adequate to not only conserve a highly un-
satisfactory and sometimes even threatening situation, but to achieve improvements are not 
high on the agenda. Out of a nature protection perspective herbicide resistant crops are not 
part of the solution, but part of the problem. 



51 

6 REFERENCES 
Aebischer N.J. (1991). Twenty years of monitoring invertebrates and weeds in cereal fields in 

Sussex. In: Firbank L.G. et al. (Eds.): The ecology of temperate cereal fields. Blackwell 
Sci. Publ., Oxford, UK: 305-331. 

Ahmad K. & Malloch D. (1995). Interaction of soil microflora with the bioherbicide phosphino-
thricin. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 54: 165-174. 

Andersson M.S. & de Vicente M.C. (2010). Gene flow between crops and their wild relatives. 
Canola, Oilseed Rape 73-123; Soybean 465-481. Baltimore, Maryland.  

Anonymous (2011). Publication 75: Guide to weed control 2012-2013. Ontario Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food. Toronto, Canada. Chapters 9 (corn), 11 (soybean) and 12 (other 
field crops).  
http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/pub75/pub75toc.htm  

Antoniou M., Habib M.E.M., Howard C.V., Jennings R.C., Leifert C., Nodari R.O., Robinson 
C. & Fagan J. (2011). Roundup and birth defects: Is the public being kept in the dark? 
Earth Open Source. June 2011.  
http://www.earthopensource.org/files/pdfs/Roundup-and-birth-
defects/RoundupandBirthDefectsv5.pdf  

Antoniou M., Habib M.E.M., Howard C.V., Jennings R.C., Leifert C., Nodari R.O., Robinson 
C. & Fagan J. (2012). Teratogenic effects of glyphosate-based herbicides: Divergence 
of regulatory decisions from scientific evidence. J. Environ. Anal. Toxicol. S4:006. 
doi:10.4172/2161-0525.S4-006.  
http://earthopensource.org/files/pdfs/Roundup-and-birth-defects/Antoniou-Teratogenic-
Effects-of-Glyphosate-Based-Herbicides.pdf  

APHIS Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (2012). Biotechnology Petitions for De-
termination of Nonregulated Status. 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/biotechnology/petitions_table_pending.shtml  

Avila-Garcia W.V., Sanchez-Olguin E., Hulting A.G. & Mallory-Smith C. (2012). Target-site 
mutation associated with glufosinate resistance in Italian ryegrass (Lolium perenne L. 
ssp. Multiflorum). Pest Manag. Sci. 68: 1248-1254. 

Auerswald K., Albrecht H., Kainz M. & Pfadenhauer J. (2000). Principles of sustainable land-
use systems developed and evaluated by the Munich research Alliance on Agro-
Ecosystems (FAM). Petermanns Geographische Mitteilungen 114 (2): 16-25. 

Basedow T., Braun C., Lühr A., Naumann J., Norgall T. & Yanes G.Y. (1991). Abundanz, 
Biomasse und Artenzahl epigäischer Raubarthropoden auf unterschiedlich intensiv be-
wirtschafteten Weizen- und Rübenfeldern: Unterschiede und ihre Ursachen. Ergebnisse 
eines dreistufigen Vergleichs in Hessen, 1985 bis 1988. Zool. Jb. Syst. 118: 87-116. 

Baylis A.D. (2000). Why glyphosate is a global herbicide: strengths, weaknesses and pro-
spects. Pest Manag. Sci. 56: 299-308. 

Beckie H.J. (2006). Herbicide-resistant weeds: management tactics and practices. Weed 
Technology 20: 793-814. 

Beckie H.J., Harker K.N., Hall L.M., Warwick S.I., Légère A., Sikkema P.H., Clayton G.W., 
Thomas A.G., Leeson J.Y., Séguin-Swartz G. et al. (2006). A decade of herbicide-
resistant crops in Canada. Can. J. Plant Sci. 86: 1243-1264. 

http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/pub75/pub75toc.htm
http://www.earthopensource.org/files/pdfs/Roundup-and-birth-defects/RoundupandBirthDefectsv5.pdf
http://www.earthopensource.org/files/pdfs/Roundup-and-birth-defects/RoundupandBirthDefectsv5.pdf
http://earthopensource.org/files/pdfs/Roundup-and-birth-defects/Antoniou-Teratogenic-Effects-of-Glyphosate-Based-Herbicides.pdf
http://earthopensource.org/files/pdfs/Roundup-and-birth-defects/Antoniou-Teratogenic-Effects-of-Glyphosate-Based-Herbicides.pdf


52 

Behrens M.R., Mutlu N., Chakraborty S., Dumitru R., Zhi Jiang W., LaVallee B.J., Herman 
P.L., Clemente T.E. & Weeks T.P. (2007). Dicamba resistance: enlarging and preserv-
ing biotechnology-based weed management strategies. Science 316: 1185-1188. 

Belde M., Mattheis A., Sprenger B. & Albrecht H. (2000). Langfristige Entwicklung ertragsre-
levanter Ackerwildpflanzen nach Umstellung von konventionellen auf integrierten und 
ökologischen Landbau. Z. PflKrankh. PflSchutz., Sonderheft XVII: 291-301. 

Benachour N. & Séralini G.-E. (2009). Glyphosate formulations induce apoptosis and necro-
sis in human umbilical, embryonic, and placental cells. Chem. Res. Toxicol. 22: 97-105. 

Benachour N., Sipahutar H., Moslemi S., Gasnier C., Travert C. & Séralini G.-E. (2007). 
Time- and dose-dependent effects of Roundup on human embryonic and placental cells. 
Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 53: 126-133. 

Benbrook C.M. (2001) Troubled times amid commercial success for Roundup Ready soy-
bean – Glyphosate efficacy is slipping and unstable transgene expression erodes plant 
defences and yields, Ag BioTech InfoNet Technical Paper 4. 
http://stopogm.net/sites/stopogm.net/files/TTimesBenbrook.pdf  

Benbrook C.M. (2003). Impacts of genetically engineered crops on pesticide use in the Unit-
ed States: The first eight years. Ag BioTech InfoNet Technical Paper No. 6. 
http://stopogm.net/sites/stopogm.net/files/first8.pdf 

Benbrook C.M. (2004). Genetically engineered crops and pesticide use in the United States. 
The first nine years. Ag BioTech InfoNet Technical Paper No. 7.  
http://organic.insightd.net/reportfiles/Full_first_nine.pdf  

Benbrook C.M. (2009). Impacts of genetically engineered crops on pesticide use: The First 
Thirteen Years.  
http://www.organic-center.org/reportfiles/GE13YearsReport.pdf  

Benbrook C.M. (2012a). Impacts of genetically engineered crops on pesticide use in the U.S. 
– the first sixteen years. Env. Sciences Europe 24. doi:10.1186/2190-4715-24-24. 
http://www.enveurope.com/content/24/1/24/abstract 

Benbrook C.M. (2012b). Glyphosate tolerant crops in the EU. A forecast of impacts on herbi-
cide use.  
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/Global/international/publications/agriculture/201
2/GI_Herb_Use_FINAL_10-18-12.pdf  

Bennett R.M., Phipps R.H. & Strange A.M. (2006). An application of life-cycle assessment for 
environmental planning and management: the potential environmental and human 
health impacts of growing genetically modified herbicide-tolerant sugar beet. J. Environ. 
Plann. Manag. 49: 59-74. 

Bitzer R.J., Buckelew L.D. & Pedigo L.P. (2002). Effects of transgenic herbicide-resistant 
soybean varieties and systems on surface-active springtails (Enthognatha: Collembola). 
Environ. Entomol. 31 (3): 449-461. 

Bjerregaard B., Madsen K.H. & Streibig J.C. (1997). Crops and Impact of their Use. Danish 
Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Project No. 363.  
http://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publications/1997/87-7810-813-6/pdf/87-7810-813-6.pdf  

Böger P. (1994). Mögliche pflanzenphysiologische Veränderungen in herbizidresistenten und 
transgenen Pflanzen und durch den Kontakt mit Komplementärherbiziden. Verfahren zur 

http://stopogm.net/sites/stopogm.net/files/TTimesBenbrook.pdf
http://stopogm.net/sites/stopogm.net/files/first8.pdf
http://organic.insightd.net/reportfiles/Full_first_nine.pdf
http://www.organic-center.org/reportfiles/GE13YearsReport.pdf
http://www.enveurope.com/content/24/1/24/abstract
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/Global/international/publications/agriculture/2012/GI_Herb_Use_FINAL_10-18-12.pdf
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/Global/international/publications/agriculture/2012/GI_Herb_Use_FINAL_10-18-12.pdf
http://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publications/1997/87-7810-813-6/pdf/87-7810-813-6.pdf


53 

Technikfolgenabschätzung des Anbaus von Kulturpflanzen mit gentechnisch erzeugter 
Herbizidresistenz. Eds. van den Daele W., Pühler A. & Sukopp H., No. 2. WZB Berlin. 

Bohan D.A., Boffey C.W.H., Brooks D.R., Clark S.J., Dewar A.M., Firbank L.G., Haughton 
A.J., Hawes C., Heard M.S., May M.J. et al. (2005). Effects on weed and invertebrate 
abundance and diversity of herbicide management in genetically modified herbicide-
tolerant winter-sown oilseed rape. Proc. R. Soc. B 272: 463-474. 

Bomgardner M.M. (2012). War on weeds. Chemical & Engineering News 90: 20-22. 

Borggard O.K. & Gimsing A.L. (2008). Fate of glyphosate in soil and the possibility of leach-
ing to ground and surface waters: a review. Pest Manag. Sci. 64: 441-456. 

Bostamam Y., Malone J.M., Dolman, F.C., Boutsalis P. & Preston C. (2012). Rigid ryegrass 
(Lolium rigidum) populations containing a target site mutation in EPSPS and reduced 
glyphosate translocation are more resistant to glyphosate. Weed Science 60: 474-479. 

Bradley P.R, Johnson W.G., Hart S.E., Buesinger M.L & Masaay R.E. (2000). Economics of 
weed management in glufosinate-resistant corn (Zea mays L.). Weed Technology 
14 (3): 495-501.  

Brausch J. M. & Smith P.N. (2007). Toxicity of Three Polyethoxylated Tallowamine Surfac-
tant Formulations to Laboratory and Field Collected Fairy Shrimp, Thamnocephalus 
platyurus. Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 52: 217-221.  

Brooks D.R., Bohan D.A., Champion, G.T., Haughton, A.J., Hawes, C., Heard, M.S., Clark, 
S.J., Dewar, A.M., Firbank, L.G., Perry, J.N. et al. (2003). Invertebrate responses to the 
management of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant and conventional spring crops. I. 
Soil-surface-active invertebrates. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1847-1862.  

Brookes G. & Barfoot P. (2005). GM crops: the global economic and environmental impact - 
the first nine years 1996-2004. 

Brookes G. & Barfoot P. (2006). GM Crops: The First Ten Years – Global Socio-Economic 
and Environmental Impacts. ISAAA Brief No. 36. ISAAA: Ithaca, NY. 

Brookes G. & Barfoot P. (2011). GM crops: global socio-economic and environmental im-
pacts 1996-2009.  
http://www.pgeconomics.co.uk/pdf/2011globalimpactstudy.pdf  

Brookes G. & Barfoot P. (2012). GM crops: global socio-economic and environmental im-
pacts 1996-2010.  
http://www.pgeconomics.co.uk/pdf/2012globalimpactstudyfinal.pdf  

Brower L.P., Taylor O.R., Williams E.H., Slayback D.A., Zubieta R.R. & Ramirez M.I. (2012). 
Decline of monarch butterflies overwintering in Mexico: is the migratory phenomenon at 
risk? Insect Conservation and Diversity 5: 95-100. 

Büchs W., Harenberg A., Zimmermann J. & Weiß B. (2003). Biodiversity, the ultimate agri-
environmental Indicator? Potential and Limits for the Application of faunistic Elements as 
gradual Indicators in Agroecosystems. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 98: 99-123. 

Buckelew L.D., Pedigo L.P., Mero H.M., Owen M.D.K. & Tykla G.L. (2000). Effects of Weed 
Management Systems on Canopy Insects in Herbicide-Resistant Soybeans. J. Econ. 
Entomol. 93 (5): 1437-1443.  

Buhler D.D., Hartzler R.G. & Forcella F. (1997). Implications of weed seedbank dynamics to 
weed management. Weed Science 45: 329. 

http://www.pgeconomics.co.uk/pdf/2011globalimpactstudy.pdf
http://www.pgeconomics.co.uk/pdf/2012globalimpactstudyfinal.pdf


54 

Buhler D.D. (2002). Challenges and opportunities for integrated weed management. Weed 
Science 50: 273-280. 

Bürki H.-M. & Hausammann A. (1993). Überwinterung von Arthropoden im Boden und an 
Ackerunkräutern künstlich angelegter Ackerkrautstreifen, Agrarökologie 7, Bern. 

Butler S.J., Vickery J.A. & Norris K. (2007) Farmland Biodiversity and the Footprint of Agri-
culture. Science 315: 381-384. 

BVL (Bundesamt für Verbraucherschutz und Lebensmittelsicherheit) Pflanzenschutzmittel-
verzeichnis (2010) Teil 1. Ackerbau - Wiesen und Weiden - Hopfenbau - Nichtkulturland, 
Braunschweig pp. 367. 

Cakmak I., Yazici A., Tutus Y. & Ozturk L. (2009). Glyphosate reduced seed and leaf con-
centrations of calcium, manganese, magnesium, and iron in non-glyphosate resistant 
soybean. Europ. J. Agronomy 31: 114-119. 

Canola Council of Canada (2001). An agronomic and economic assessment of transgenic 
canola. The Growers Manual.  

Canola Council of Canada (2005). Herbicide tolerant volunteer canola management in sub-
sequent crops. Preared by Serecon Management Consulting Inc.  
http://www.canola-council.org/uploads/HT_canola_final.pdf  
http://www.monsanto.co.jp/data/benefit/pdf/050421.pdf  

Carpenter J. & Gianessi L. (1999). Herbicide tolerant soybean: Why growers are adopting 
Roundup Ready varieties. AgBioForum 2 (2): 65-72.  

Catacora-Vargas G., Galeano P., Agapito-Tenfen S.Z., Aranda D., Palau T. & Nodari R.O. 
(2012). Soybean production in the Southern Cone of the Americas: Update on land and 
pesticide use.  
http://genok.no/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/SOY-SA-Land_Pesticides-ENG.pdf  

Cathcart R.J., Topinka A.K., Kharbanda P., Lange R., Yang R. & Hall L.M. (2006). Rotation 
length, canola variety and herbicide resistance system affect weed populations and 
yield. Weed Science 54: 726-734. 

CBD Factsheet (2010). http://www.cbd.int/iyb/doc/prints/factsheets/iyb-cbd-factsheet-cbd-
en.pdf  

CEC (Commission of the European Communities) (2000). Economic impacts of genetically 
modified crops in the agri-food sector. A first review. Working Dokument Rev. 2: pp. 118.  

Cerdeira A.L. & Duke S.O. (2006). The current status and environmental impacts of glypho-
sate-resistant crops: a review. J. Environ. Qual. 35: 1633-1658. 

Chamberlain, D.E., Fuller R.J., Bunc, R.G.H., Duckworth J.C. & Shrubb M. (2000). Changes 
in the abundance of farmland birds in relation to the timing of agricultural intensification 
in England and Wales. J. Appl. Ecol. 37: 771-788. 

Champion G.T., May M.J., Bennett S., Brooks D.R., Clark S.J., Daniels R.E., Firbank L.G., 
Haughton A.J., Hawes C., Heard M.S. et al. (2003). Crop management and agronomic 
context of the Farm Scale Evaluation of genetically modified herbicide tolerant crops. 
Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1801-1818. 

Chèvre A.M., Eber F. & Renard M. (1999). Gene flow from oilseed rape to weeds. In: Gene 
Flow and Agriculture. Relevance for Transgenic Crops. British Crop Protection Council, 
Symposium Proceedings No. 72: 125-130. 

http://www.canola-council.org/uploads/HT_canola_final.pdf
http://www.monsanto.co.jp/data/benefit/pdf/050421.pdf
http://genok.no/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/SOY-SA-Land_Pesticides-ENG.pdf
http://www.cbd.int/iyb/doc/prints/factsheets/iyb-cbd-factsheet-cbd-en.pdf
http://www.cbd.int/iyb/doc/prints/factsheets/iyb-cbd-factsheet-cbd-en.pdf


55 

Christoffers M.J. & Varanasi A.V. (2010). Glyphosate resistance: genetic basis in weeds. In: 
Glyphosate resistance in crops and weeds. Ed. Nandula, V.K., Wiley, New Jersey, 141-
148. 

Colwell R.K. (1994). Potential Ecological and Evolutionary Problems of Introducing Trans-
genic Crops into the Environment. In: Biosafety for Sustainable Agriculture: Sharing Bio-
technology Regulatory Experiences of the Western Hemisphere. Eds. Krattiger, A.F. & 
Rosemarin A. ISAAA, Ithaca & SEI, Stockholm: 33-46. 

Council of the European Union (2008). Environment Council Conclusions on genetically 
modified organisms (GMOs). 2912th Environment Council Meeting, Brussels, 4 Decem-
ber 2008. 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/envir/104509.pdf  

Cowan W.F. (1982). Waterfowl production in zero-tillage farms. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 10: 305-308. 

Cowan T. & Alexander K. (2012). Deregulating genetically engineered alfalfa and sugar 
beets: Legal and administrative responses. Congressional Research Service. 

Cox C. & Surgan M. (2006). Unidentified inert ingredients in pesticides: Implications for hu-
mans and environmental health. Environ. Health Perspect. 114: 1803-1806. 

CTB (2000). (Board for the Authorisation of Pesticides, Netherlands) Milieu-evaluatie 
werkzame stof: glyfosaat 8-10-99, College voor de Toelating van Bestrijdingsmiddelen, 
Wageningen.  

Czarnak-Klos M. & Rodríguez-Cerezo E. (2010). Best Practice Documents for coexistence of 
genetically modified crops with conventional and organic farming. 1. Maize crop produc-
tion. European Coexistence Bureau (ECoB). http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/ 
repository/bitstream/111111111/15705/1/jrc59319.pdf  

Dale P.J., Clarke B. & Fontes E.M.G. (2002). Potential for the environmental impact of trans-
genic crops. Nat. Biotechnol. 20: 567-574. 

Darmency H. (1996). Potential disadvantages of herbicide-resistant crops in weed resistance 
management. Second International Weed Control Congress, Copenhagen 1996: 427-
433. 

Darmency, H. (2000). Unpredictability of transgene flow between oilseed rape and wild rela-
tives. XIeme Colloque international sur la biologie des mauvaises herbes, Dijon 6-8 sep-
tembre 2000: 597-603. 

Darmency H., Klein E.K., Gestat de Garambé T., Gouyon P.H., Richard-Molard, R. & 
Muchembled C. (2009). Pollen dispersal in sugar beet production fields. Theor. Appl. 
Genet. 118: 1083-1092. 

Davis A.S., Hill J.D., Chase C.A., Johanns A.M. & Liebman M. (2012). Increasing cropping 
system diversity balances productivity, profitability and environmental health. PLoS ONE 
7(10): e47149. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0047149. 

de Kathen A. (1999). Transgenic Crops in Developing Countries. Umweltbundesamt Berlin, 
Texte 58/99. 

de Snoo G.R. & van der Poll R.J. (1999). Effect of herbicide drift on adjacent boundary vege-
tation. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 73: 1-6. 

Deterling D. (2002). Roundup Ready still demands Management. Progressive Farmer, Au-
gust 2002.  
http://www.progressivefarmer.com  

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/envir/104509.pdf
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/111111111/15705/1/jrc59319.pdf
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/111111111/15705/1/jrc59319.pdf
http://www.progressivefarmer.com/


56 

Deterling D. (2003). Fighting Marestail. Progressive Farmer, May, 27. 
http://www.progressivefarmer.com  

Dewar A.M., Haylock L.A., Bean K.M. & May M.J. (2000). Delayed control of weeds in 
glyphosate-tolerant sugar beet and the consequences on aphid infestation and yield. 
Pest Manag. Sci. 56: 345-350. 

Dewar A.M., May M.J. & Pidgeon J.D. (2002). Management of GM herbicide-tolerant sugar 
beet for potential environmental benefit to farmland birds. ICAR Annual Report 2001-
2002. 

Dewar A.M., May M.J., Woiwod I.P., Haylock L.A., Champion G.T., Garner B.H., Sands 
R.J.N., Qi A.M. & Pidgeon J.D. (2003). A novel approach to the use of genetically modi-
fied herbicide tolerant crops for environmental benefit. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 270: 335-
340. 

Dewar A.M., Champion G.T., May M. J. & Pidgeon J. D. (2005). The UK farm scale evalua-
tions of GM crops – A post script. Outlooks on Pest Management 16 (4): 164-73. 

D’Hertefeldt T., Jørgensen R.B. & Pettersson L.B. (2008). Long-term persistence of GM 
oilseed rape in the seedbank. Biol. Lett. 23: 314-317. 

Diamond G.L. & Durkin P.R. (1997). Effects of surfactants on the toxicity of glyphosate, with 
reference to RODEO.  
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/pesticide/pdfs/Surfactants.pdf   

Diercks R. & Heitefuss R. (1990). Integrierter Landbau. Systeme umweltbewusster Pflanzen-
produktion. pp. 440. 

Dietz-Pfeilstetter A. & Kirchner M. (1998). Analysis of gene inheritance and expression in 
hybrids between transgenic sugar beet and wild beets. Mol. Ecol. 7: 1693-1700. 

Dinelli G., Marotti I., Bonetti A., Catizone P., Urbano J.M. & Barnes J. (2008). Physiological 
and molecular bases of glyphosate resistance in Conyza bonariensis biotypes from 
Spain, Weed Research 48: 1-9. 

Dorn E., Görlitz G., Heusel R. & Stumpf K. (1992). Verhalten von Glufosinat-ammonium in 
der Umwelt – Abbau im und Einfluß auf das Ökosystem. Z. PflKrankh. PflSchutz, Son-
derh. XIII: 459-468. 

Ducks Unlimited (2003). Wysiwyg://34/http://www.ducks.org/cinservation/rice_habitat.asp  

Duelli P. (1997). Biodiversity Evaluation in Agricultural Landscapes: An Approach at two dif-
ferent Scales. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 62: 81-91. 

Duffy M. (2001). Who benefits from biotechnology? Paper presented at American Seed 
Trade Association meeting, Chicago, IL, December 5-7. 
http://www2.econ.iastate.edu/faculty/duffy/Pages/biotechpaper.pdf  

Duke S.O. (2005). Taking stock of herbicide-resistant crops ten years after introduction. Pest 
Manag. Sci. 61: 211-218. 

Durkin P.R. (2003). Glyphosate – Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment. Final Re-
port. SERA Report TR 02-43-09-04a. Report prepared for the United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA), Forest Service, Forest Health Protection. Syracuse Environmen-
tal Research Associates, Inc., Fayetteville, New York. 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/hfqlg/publications/herbicide_info/2003_glyphosate.pdf  

http://www.progressivefarmer.com/
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/pesticide/pdfs/Surfactants.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/hfqlg/publications/herbicide_info/2003_glyphosate.pdf


57 

Dzinaj T., Kleine-Hörstkamp S., Linz A., Ruckelshausen A., Böttger O., Kemper M., Mar-
quering J., Naescher J., Trautz D. & Wigerodt E. (1998). Multi-Sensor-System zur Un-
terscheidung von Nutzpflanzen und Beikräutern, Z. PflKrankh. PflSchutz, Sonderheft 
XVI: 233-242. 

EC (2002). European Commission Health & Consumer Protection Directorate-General. Di-
rectorate E – Food Safety: plant health, animal health and welfare, international ques-
tions. E1 Plant health. Review report for the active substance glyphosate, Glyphosate 
6511/IV/99-final, 21. Januar 2002, Brüssel. 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/existactive/list1_glyphosate_en.pdf  

EC (2008). A mid-term assessment of implementing the EC biodiversity action plan 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/comm2006/bap_2008.htm  

EC (2009) European Commission Directive 2009/2/EC of 15 January 1992 amending for the 
purpose of its adaptation to technical progress, for the 31st time Directive 67/548/EEC 
on the approximation of the laws, regulations and administrative provisions relating to 
the classification, packaging and labelling of dangerous substances. Official Journal of 
the European Communities, 11/6, 2009. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:011:0006:0006:EN:PDF 

EC (2009). European Commission Regulation (EC) No. 1107/2009 of the European Parlia-
ment and of the Council of 21 October 2009 concerning the placing of plant protection 
products on the market and repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC and 91/414/EEC.  

EC (2010). European Commission Directive 2010/77/EU of 10 November 2010 amending 
Council Directive 91/414/EEC as regards the expiry dates for inclusion in Annex I of cer-
tain active substances. OJ L 230, 19.8.1991  

EC (2011). European Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No. 540/2011 of 25 May 
2011 implementing Regulation (EC) No. 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council as regards the list of approved active substances.  
http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:153:0001:0186:EN:PDF  

EC (2012). EU biodiversity action plan. 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/comm2006/index_en.htm  

EFSA (2005). EFSA Scientific Report. Conclusion regarding the peer review of the pesticide 
risk assessment of the active substance glufosinate. 27: 1-81. 
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/de/efsajournal/doc/27r.pdf  

EFSA (2011). Register of Questions. 
http://registerofquestions.efsa.europa.eu/roqFrontend/questionsListLoader?panel=GMO  

Egan J.F., Maxwell B.D., Mortensen D.A., Ryan M.R. & Smith R.G. (2011). 2,4-
Dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2,4-D)-resistant crops and the potential for evolution of 2,4-
D-resistant weeds. PNAS 108: E37.  
http://www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1017414108  

Ehlers W. & Claupein W. (1994). Approaches toward conservation tillage in Germany. Carter 
M.C. (ed.), Conservation tillage in temperate agroecosystems, CRC Press, Boca Raton, 
Florida. 

EISA (2004). European Initiative for Sustainable Agriculture.  
http://www.sustainable-agriculture.org/  

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/existactive/list1_glyphosate_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/comm2006/bap_2008.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:011:0006:0006:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:011:0006:0006:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:153:0001:0186:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:153:0001:0186:EN:PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/comm2006/index_en.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/de/efsajournal/doc/27r.pdf
http://registerofquestions.efsa.europa.eu/roqFrontend/questionsListLoader?panel=GMO
http://www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1017414108
http://www.sustainable-agriculture.org/
http://www.sustainable-agriculture.org/


58 

Eker S., Oztuk L., Yazici A., Erenoglu B., Romheld V. & Cakmak I. (2006). Foliar-Applied 
Glyphosate Substantially Reduced Uptake and Transport of Iron and Manganese in 
Sunflower (Helianthus annuus L.) Plants. J. Agric. Food Chem. 54 (26): 10019-10025.  

El Titi A. & Landes H. (1990). Integrated farming system of Lautenbach: A practical contribu-
tion toward sustainable agriculture in Europe. In: Edwards C.A., Lal R., Madden P., Mil-
ler R.A. & House G. (Eds.): Sustainable Agricultural Systems. Soil and Water Conserva-
tion Society, Ankeny, Iowa, pp. 265-286.  

Elmegaard N. & Pedersen M.B. (2001). Flora and fauna in Roundup tolerant fodder beet 
fields. National Environmental Research Institute. Technical Report No. 349: pp. 40.  

Elmore R.W., Roeth, F.W., Nelson, L.A., Shapiro, C.A., Klein, R.N., Knezevic, S.Z. & Martin, 
A. (2001). Glyphosate-Resistant Soybean Cultivar Yields Compared with Sister Lines. 
Agron. J. 93: 408-412.  

Evans A.D. (1997). Seed-Eaters, Stubble Fields and Set-Aside. In: The 1997 Brighton Crop 
Protection Conference - Weeds. Brighton, Farnham, Surrey UK: 907-914.  

Fernandez-Cornejo J. & McBride W.D. (2002). Adoption of Bioengineered Crops. Economic 
Research Service/USDA (ed.) Agricultural Economic Report AER-810, Washington, DC. 

Fernandez-Cornejo J. & Caswell M. (2006). The first Decade of Genetically Engineered 
Crops in the United States. USDA Information Bulletin Number 11.  

Firbank L.G & Forcella F. (2000). Genetically modified crops and farmland biodiversity. Sci-
ence 289 (9): 1481-1482.  

Firbank L.G., Heard M.S., Woiwod I.P., Hawes C., Haughton A.J., Champion G.T., Scott 
R.J., Hill M.O., Dewar A.M., Squire G.R., et al. (2003a). An introduction to the Farm-
Scale Evaluations of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. J. Appl. Ecol. 40: 2-
16.  

Firbank L.G., Perry J.N., Squire G.R., Bohan D.A., Brooks D.R., Champion G.T., Clark S.J., 
Daniels R.E., Dewar A.M., Haughton A.J. et al. (2003b). The implications of spring-sown 
genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops for farmland biodiversity: A commentary on 
the Farm Scale Evaluations of Spring Sown Crops.  
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130123162956/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/envi
ronment/gm/fse/results/fse-commentary.pdf  

Firbank L.G., Petit S., Smart S., Blain A. & Fuller R.J. (2008). Assessing the impacts of agri-
cultural intensification on biodiversity: a British perspective. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. 
B 363: 777-787. 

FMC Corporation (2012). Use Cadet herbicide as a tank mix partner for better results against 
tough broadleaf weeds.  
http://www.fmccrop.com/grower/.  

Förster K., Schuster C., Belter A. & Diepenbrock W. (1999). Hat der Anbau von transgenem 
herbizidtolerantem Raps agrarökologische Auswirkungen? BiuZ 28/83: 184.  

Foley J.A., Ramankutty N., Brauman K.A., Cassidy E.S., Gerber J.S., Johnston M., Mueller 
N.D., O’Connell C., Ray D.K., West P.C. et al. (2011). Solutions for a cultivated planet. 
Nature 478: 337-342. 

Ford-Lloyd B.V. (1998). Transgene risk is not too low to be tested. Nature 394: 715. 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130123162956/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/environment/gm/fse/results/fse-commentary.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130123162956/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/environment/gm/fse/results/fse-commentary.pdf
http://www.fmccrop.com/grower/


59 

Forlani G., Pavan M., Gramek M., Kafarski P. & Lipok J. (2008). Biochemical bases for a 
widespread tolerance of cyanobacteria to the phosphonate herbicide glyphosate. Plant 
Cell Physiol 49: 443-456.  

Freckleton R.P., Stephens P.A., Sutherland W.J. & Watkinson A.R. (2004). Amelioration of 
biodiversity of genetically modified crops: predicting transient versus long-term effects. 
Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 271: 325-331. 

Freudling C. (2004). The circumstances surrounding glyphosate resistant horseweed in more 
than nine US states. Federal Agency for Nature Conservation (Ed.) Naturschutz und Bi-
ologische Vielfalt 1: 61-71. 

Fulton M. & Keyowski L. (1999). The producer benefits of herbicide-resistant canola. AgBio-
Forum 2 (2).  
http://www.agbioforum.org.  

Furness R.W. & Greenwood J.J.D. (1993). Birds as monitors of environmental change. 
Chapman & Hall, London. 

Gahl M.K., Pauli B.D. & Houlahan J.E. (2011). Effects of chytrid fungus and a glyphosate-
based herbicide on survival and growth of wood frogs (Lithobates sylvaticus). Ecol. 
Appl. 21: 2521-2529. 

Gaines T.A., Zhang W., Wang D., Bukun B., Chisholm S.T., Shaner D.L., Nissen S.J., 
Patzoldt W.L., Tranel P.J., Culpepper A.S. et al. (2010). Gene amplification confers 
glyphosate resistance in Amaranthus palmeri. PNAS 107: 1029-1034. 

Garibaldi L.A., Marcelo A.A., Klein A.M., Cunningham S.A. & Harder L.D. (2011). Global 
growth and stability of agricultural yield decrease with pollinator dependence. 
PNAS 108: 5909-5914. 

Gasnier C., Dumont C., Benachour N., Clair E., Chagnon M.C. & Séralini G.-E. (2009). 
Glyphosate-based herbicides are toxic and endocrine disruptors in human cell lines. doi 
10.1016/j-tox-2009.06.006.  

Ge X.G., d’Avignon D.A., Ackerman J.J.H. & Sammons R.D. (2010). Rapid vacuolar seques-
tration: the horseweed glyphosate resistance mechanism. Pest Manag. Sci. 66: 345-
348. 

Gerhards R., Sökefeld M. & Kühbauch W. (1998). Einsatz der digitalen Bildverarbeitung bei 
der teilschlagspezifischen Unkrautkontrolle, Z. PflKrankh. PflSchutz, Sonderheft XVI: 
273-278. 

Gianessi L.P. (2008). Review – Economic impacts of glyphosate-resistant crops. Pest 
Manag. Sci. 64: 346-352. 

Gianessi L.P. & Carpenter J.E. (2000). Agricultural biotechnology: Benefits of transgenic 
soybean. National Center for Food and Agricultural Policy, Washington, DC, April 2000.  

Giesy J.P., Dobson S. & Solomon K.R. (2000). Ecotoxicological risk assessment for Round-
up herbicide, Reviews of environmental contamination and toxicology 167: 35-120, 
New York. 

Gliddon C.J. (1999). Gene flow and risk assessment. In: Gene Flow and Agriculture. Rele-
vance for Transgenic Crops. British Crop Protection Council, Symposium Proceedings 
No. 72: 49-56. 

http://www.agbioforum.org/


60 

Goldstein S.M. (2003). Life history observations on three generations of Folsomia candida 
(Willem) (Collembola: Isotomidae) fed yeast and Roundup Ready soybean and corn. 
Thesis submitted to Michigan State University. 

Green J.M., Hazel C.B., Forney D.R. & Pugh L.M. (2008). New multiple-herbicide crop re-
sistance and formulation technology to augment the utility of glyphosate. Pest Manag. 
Sci. 64: 332-339. 

Greenadas M.R. & Boothsac E.J. (1999). Production and protection of combinable break 
crops, The familiarisation and acceptance of crops incorporating transgenic technology 
(FACITT). A summary of UK trials. Aspects Appl. Biol. 55. 

Gressel J. (2002). Preventing, delaying and mitigating gene flow from crops – rice as an ex-
ample. In: Proceedings of the 7nd International Symposium on the Biosafety Results of 
Field Tests of Genetically Modified Plants and Microorganisms. October 10-16, 2002, 
Beijing, China, 59-77. 

Gruber S., Pekrun C. & Claupein W. (2004). Seed persistence of oilseed rape (Brassica na-
pus): variation in transgenic and conventionally bred cultivars. J. Agric. Sci. 142: 29-40. 

Guerrero I., Morales M.B., Oñate J.J., Geiger F., Berendse F., de Snoo G., Eggers S., Pärt 
T., Bengtsson J., Clement L.W. et al. (2012). Response of ground-nesting birds to agri-
cultural intensification across Europe: Landscape and field level management factors. 
Biological Conservation 152: 74-80. 

Gulden R.H., Shirtliffe S.J. & Thomas A.G. (2003). Harvest losses of canola (Brassica napus) 
cause large seedbank inputs. Weed Science 51: 83-86. 

Gulden R.H., Thomas A.G. & Shirtliffe S.J. (2004). Relative contribution of genotype, seed 
size and environment to secondary seed dormancy potential in Canadian spring oilseed 
rape (Brassica napus). Weed Research 44: 97-106. 

Gurian-Sherman D. (2009). Failure to yield: Evaluating the performance of genetically modi-
fied crops.  
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-
engineering/failure-to-yield.html  

Gustafson D.I. (2008). Sustainable use of glyphosate in North American cropping systems. 
Pest Manag. Sci. 64: 409-416. 

Gutsche V. & Roßberg D. (1997). Die Anwendung des Modells SYNOPS 1.2 zur synopti-
schen Bewertung des Risikopotentials von Pflanzenschutzmittelwirkstoffgruppen für den 
Naturhaushalt. Nachrichtenbl. Deut. Pflanzenschutzd. 49: 273-285. 

Hall L., Topinka K., Huffman J., Davis L. & Good A. (2000). Pollen flow between herbicide-
resistant Brassica napus is the cause of multiple-resistant B. napus volunteers. Weed 
Science 48: 688-694. 

Hamill A.S., Knezevic S.Z., Chandler K., Sikkema P.H., Tardif F.J., Shrestha A. & Swanton 
C.J. (2000). Weed control in glufosinate-resistant corn (Zea mays L.). Weed Technology 
14: 578-585. 

Hammond B., Goldstein D.A. & Saltmiras A., (2012). Letter to the editor. Food Chem. Toxi-
col. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.10.044.  

Hanf M. (1985). Unkraut bekämpfen - Ackerwildkräuter erhalten? Bayer. Landw. Jahrb. 
62: 777-864.  

http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-engineering/failure-to-yield.html
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-engineering/failure-to-yield.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.10.044


61 

Harker, K.N. (2005). Weed resistance and herbicide tolerant crops. 
http://www.ssca.ca/conference/conference2005/Harker.pdf  

Hart M.M., Powell J.R., Gulden R.H., Dunfield K.E., Peter Pauls K., Swanton C.J., Klirono-
mos J.N., Antunes P.M., Koch A.M. & Trevors J.T. (2009). Seperating the effect of crop 
from herbicide on soil microbial communities in glyphosate-resistant corn. Pedobiologia 
52: 253-262. 

Hartzler B. (2003). Are roundup ready weeds in your future II. ISU Weed Science Online, 
http://www.weeds.iastate.edu/mgmt/2003/glyresistance.shtml, page visited 12/2012. 

Hartzler R.G. (2010). Reduction in common milkweed (Asclepias syriaca) occurrence in Iowa 
cropland from 1999 to 2009. Crop Protection 29: 1542-1544. 

Hassan S.A., Bigler F., Bogenschütz H., Boller E., Brun J., Chiverton C., Edwards P., 
Mansour F., Naton E., Oomen P.A. et al. (1988). Results of the fourth joint pesticide 
testing programme carried out by the IOBC/WPRS-Working Group Pesticides and Bene-
ficial Organisms. J. Appl. Entomol. 105: 321-329. 

Haughton A.J., Champion G.T., Hawes C., Heard M.S., Brooks D.R., Bohan D.A., Clark S.J., 
Dewar A.M., Firbank L.G., Osborne J.L. et al. (2003). Invertebrate responses to the 
management of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant and conventional spring crops. II. 
Within-field epigeal and aerial arthropods. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1863-1877. 

Hawes C., Haughton A.J., Osborne J.L., Roy D.B., Clark S.J., Perry J.N., Rothery P., Bohan 
D.A., Brooks D.R., Champion G.T. et al. (2003). Responses of plants and invertebrate 
trophic groups to contrasting herbicide regimes in the Farm Scale Evaluations of genet-
ically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 58: 1899-1913. 

Hawes C., Squire G.R., Hallett P.D., Watson C.A. & Young M. (2010). Arable plant communi-
ties as indicators of farming practice. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 138: 17-26. 

Heap I. (2008). International survey of herbicide-resistant weeds – survey results and criteria 
to add cases. In: van Klinken R.D., Osten V.A., Panetta F.D. & Scanlan J.C. (eds.): Pro-
ceedings of the 16th Australian Weeds Conference. Brisbane: Queensland Weeds So-
ciety. http://www.caws.org.au/awc/2008/awc200810681.pdf 

Heap I. (2012).  The International Survey of Herbicide Resistant Weeds. Online. November 
2012. http://www.weedscience.org/In.asp  

Heard M.S., Hawes C., Champion G.T., Clark S.J., Firbank L.G., Haughton A.J., Parish A.M., 
Perry, J.N., Rothery P., Scott R.J. et al. (2003a). Weeds in fields with contrasting con-
ventional and genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. I. Effects on abundance and 
diversity. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1819-1832. 

Heard M.S., Hawes C., Champion G.T., Clar, S.J., Firbank L.G., Haughton A.J., Parish A.M., 
Perry J.N., Rothery P., Roy D.B. et al. (2003b). Weeds in fields with contrasting conven-
tional and genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. II. Effects on individual species. 
Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1833-1846. 

Heard M.S., Rothery P., Perry J.N. & Firbank L.G. (2005). Predicting longer-term changes in 
weed populations under GMHT management. Weed Research 45: 331-338. 

Heitefuss R., Gerowitt B. & Steinmann H.H. (1994). HR-Technik und integrierter Pflanzen-
schutz. Verfahren zur Technikfolgenabschätzung des Anbaus von Kulturpflanzen mit 
gentechnisch erzeugter Herbizidresistenz. Eds. van den Daele W., Pühler A. & Sukopp 
H. WZB Berlin Vol. 13. 

http://www.ssca.ca/conference/conference2005/Harker.pdf
http://www.weeds.iastate.edu/mgmt/2003/glyresistance.shtml
http://www.caws.org.au/awc/2008/awc200810681.pdf
http://www.weedscience.org/In.asp


62 

Herzog F., Günter M., Hofer G., Jeanneret P., Pfiffner L., Schläpfer F., Schüpbach B. & Wal-
ter T. (2001). Restoration of agro-biodiversity in Switzerland. In: Villacampa Y., Brebbia 
C. A. & Usó J.-L. (Eds.): Ecosystems and Sustainable Development III. Adv. Ecol. Sci. 
Vol.10. Wessex Institute of Technology: 397-406. 

Heydemann B. (1983). Aufbau von Ökosystemen im Agrarbereich und ihre langfristigen Ver-
änderungen, Daten und Dokumente zum Umweltschutz, Sonderreihe Umwelttagung 
35: 53-84. 

Hin C.J.A., Schenkelaars P. & Pak G.A. (2001). Agronomic and environmental impacts of the 
commercial cultivation of glyphosate tolerant soybean in the USA, Centre for Agricultue 
and Environment, Utrecht Centrum voor Landbouw en Milieu (clm) 496-2001. 
http:\\www.clm.nl  

Holtzapffel R., Mewett O., Wesley V. & Hattersley P. (2008). Genetically modified crops: 
tools for insect pest and weed control in cotton and canola, Australian Government Bu-
reau of Rural Sciences, Canberra. Published: November 2008 pp. 99.  

Hommel B. & Pallutt B. (2000). Bewertung der Herbizidresistenz für den integrierten Pflan-
zenschutz im System einer 4-feldrigen Fruchtfolge mit Glufosinat-resistentem Raps und 
Mais. Z. PflKrankh. PflSchutz, Sonderh. XVII: 411-420. 

Hüsken A. & Dietz-Pfeilstetter A. (2007). Pollen-mediated intraspecific gene flow from herbi-
cide resistant oilseed rape (Brassica napus L.). Transgenic Res. 16: 557-569. 

Ismail B.S., Jokha Y. & Omar O. (1995). Effects of Glufosinate-Ammonium on Microbial Pop-
ulations and Enzyme Activities in Soils. Microbios 83: 185-190. 

Jackson R.E. & Pitre H.N. (2004). Influence of Roundup Ready soybean production systems 
and glyphosate application on pest and beneficial insects in narrow-row soybean. J. En-
tomol. Sci. 39: 62-70. 

James C. (2012). Global status of commercialized biotech/GM crops: 2012. ISAAA Briefs 44. 
ISAAA. Ithaca, NY, USA.  
http://www.isaaa.org/resources/publications/briefs/44/default.asp   

Jansen C., Schuphan I. & Schmidt B. (2000). Glufosinate metabolism in excised shoots and 
leaves of twenty plant species. Weed Science 48: 319-326. 

Jasieniuk M. (1995). Constraints on the evolution of glyphosate resistance in weeds. Re-
sistant Pest Management Newsletter 7 (2): 31-32.  

Jasieniuk M., Ahmad R., Sherwood A.M., Firestone J.L., Perez-Jones A., Lanini W.T., Mallo-
ry-Smith C. & Stednick Z. (2008). Glyphosate-resistant Italien ryegrass (Lolium multiflo-
rum) in California: Distribution, response to glyphosate, and molecular evidence for an 
altered target enzyme. Weed Science 55: 496-502. 

Jasinski J., Eisley B., Young C., Willson H. & Kovach J. (2004). Beneficial Arthropod Survey 
in Transgenic and Non-Transgenic Field Crops in Ohio. 
http://www.ohioline.osu.edu/sc179/sc179_34.html  

JNCC Joint Nature Conservation Committee (2012). The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK 
BAP) 1992-2012. http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=5155 

Jørgensen R.B., Hauser T., D’Hertefeldt T., Andersen N.S. & Hooftman D. (2009). The vari-
ability of processes involved in transgene dispersal – case study from Brassica and re-
lated genera. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 16: 389-395. 

http://www.isaaa.org/resources/publications/briefs/44/default.asp
http://www.ohioline.osu.edu/sc179/sc179_34.html


63 

Johal G.R. & Huber D.M. (2009). Glyphosate effects on diseases of plants. Europ. J. Agron-
omy 31: 144-152. 

Johnson B. (1999). Genetically modified crops and other organisms: Implications for agricul-
tural sustainability and biodiversity. Proceedings of an International Conference, Agri-
culural Biotechnology and the Poor. Eds. Perseley G.J. & Lantin M.M., Washington, DC. 
21-22. October 1999: 131-138. 

Johnson W.G. & Gibson K.D. (2006). Glyphosate-resistant weeds and resistance manage-
ment strategies: An Indiana grower perspective. Weed Technology 20: 768-772. 

Johnson W.G., Davis V.M., Kruger G.R. & Weller S.C. (2009). Influence of glyphosate-
resistant cropping systems on weed species shifts and glyphosate-resistant weed popu-
lations. Europ. J. Agronomy 31: 162-172. 

Johnson W.G., Hallett S.G., Legleiter T.R., Whitford F., Weller S.C., Bordelon B.P. & Lerner 
B.R. (2012). 2,4-D- and dicamba-tolerant crops – some facts to consider. 
http://www.extension.purdue.edu/extmedia/ID/ID-453-W.pdf  

Jones D.K., Hammond J.I. & Relyea R.A. (2011). Competitive stress can make the herbicide 
Roundup® more deadly to larval amphibians. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 30: 446-454. 

Kalaitzandonakes N.G. & Suntornpithug P. (2001). Why do farmers adopt biotech cotton? 
Proceedings of the Beltwide Cotton Conference 1: 179-183, National Cotton Council, 
Memphis TN. 

Kaundun S.S., Zelaya I.A., Dale R.P., Lycett A.J., Carter P., Sharples K.R. & McIndoe E. 
(2008). Importance of the P106S target-site mutation in conferring resistance to glypho-
sate in a goosegrass (Eleusine indica) population from the Philippines. Weed Science 
55: 637-646. 

Kawata M., Murakami K. & Ishikawa T. (2009). Dispersal and persistence of genetically mod-
ified oilseed rape around Japanese harbors. Env. Science Pollution Res. 16: 120-126. 

Kees H. (1990). In Mais-Mulchsaaten Unkräuter gezielt bekämpfen. Pflanzenschutz Praxis 
1: 47-51. 

Kelly D.W., Poulin R., Tompkins D.M. & Townsend C.R. (2010). Synergistic effects of 
glyphosate formulation and parasite infection on fish malformations and survival. J. Appl. 
Ecol. 47: 498-504.  

King C.A. & Purcell L.C. ( 2001). Soybean nodule size and relationship to nitrogen fixation 
response to water deficit. Crop Sci. 41: 1099-1107. 

King C.A., Purcell L.C. & Vories E.D. (2001). Plant Growth and Nitrogenase Activity of 
Glyphosate-Tolerant Soybean in Resonse to Foliar Glyphosate Applications. Agron. J. 
93: 179-186. 

Kleter G.A., Harris C., Stephenson G. & Unsworth J. (2008). Comparison of herbicide re-
gimes and the associated potential environmental effects of glyphosate-resistant crops 
versus what they replace in Europe. Pest Manag. Sci. 64: 479-488. 

Kloepffer W., Renner I., Tappeser B., Eckelkamp C. & Dietrich R. (1999). Life Cycle Asses-
sment gentechnisch veränderter Produkte als Basis für eine umfassende Beurteilung 
möglicher Umweltauswirkungen. Umweltbundesamt Wien, Monographien Band 111. 
http://www.altlast.at/fileadmin/site/publikationen/M111.pdf  

Klotz-Ingram C., Jans S., Fernadez-Maizeejo J. & McBride W. (1999). Farm-level production 
effects related to the adoption of genetically modified cotton for pest management. Ag-

http://www.extension.purdue.edu/extmedia/ID/ID-453-W.pdf
http://www.altlast.at/fileadmin/site/publikationen/M111.pdf


64 

BioForum 2.  
http://www.agbioforum.org  

Knab W. & Hurle K. (1986). Einfluss der Grundbodenbearbeitung auf die Verunkrautung – 
Ein Beitrag zur Prognose der Verunkrautung, Proc. EWRS Symposium Economic Weed 
Control: 309-316.  

Knispel A.L. & McLachlan S.M. (2009). Landscape-scale distribution and persistence of ge-
netically modified oilseed rape (Brassica napus) in Manitoba, Canada. Environ. Sci. Pol-
lut. Res. 2009 Jul 9. [Epub ahead of print]. DOI 10.1007/s11356-009-0219-0 

Knispel A.L., McLachlan S.M., Van Acker R.C., Lyle F. & Friesen L.F. (2008). Gene flow and 
multiple herbicide resistance in escaped canola populations. Weed Science 56: 72-80. 

Korr V., Maidl F.-X. & Fischbeck G. (1996). Auswirkungen direkter und indirekter Regulie-
rungsmaßnahmen auf die Unkrautflora in Kartoffeln und Weizen. Z. PflKrankh. Pfl-
Schutz, Sonderheft XV: 349-358. 

Krebs J.R., Wilson J.D., Bradbury R.B. & Siriwardena G.M. (1999). The second Silent 
Spring? Nature 400: 611-612. 

Kremer R.J., Means N.E. & Kim S. (2005). Glyphosate affects soybean root exudation and 
rhizosphere micro-organisms. Intern. J. Environ. Anal. Chem. 85: 1165-1174. 

Kremer R.J. & Means N.E. (2009). Glyphosate and glyphosate-resistant crop interactions 
with rhizosphere microorganisms. Europ. J. Agronomy 31: 153-161. 

Kromp B. (1999). Carabid beetles in sustainable agriculture: a review on pest efficiacy, culti-
vation impacts and enhancement. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 74: 187-228. 

Krück S., Ellmer F. & Joschko M. (1997). Einfluss von Fruchtfolge und Bodenbearbeitung auf 
Humusgehalt und Regenwürmer (Lumbricidae) eines Sandbodens, Ökologische Hefte 
6: 109-114.  

Krüssel S., Hasken K.-H., Ulber B. & Poeling H.-M. (1997). Auswirkungen von Extensivie-
rungsmaßnahmen auf Getreideblattläuse und deren natürliche Gegenspieler im Winter-
getreide, in Auswirkungen von Extensivierungsmaßnahmen im Ackerbau. Eds. Gerowitt 
B. & Wildenhagen M., Göttingen: 199-220. 

Lee L.J. & Ngim J. (2000). A first report of glyphosate-resistant goosegrass (Eleusine indica 
(L) Gaertn) in Malaysia. Pest Manag. Sci. 56: 336-339. 

Leech D. (2002). Factors affecting the survival of Birds of Conservation Concern. Technology 
20: 485-493.  

Legleiter T.R. & Bradley K.W. (2008). Glyphosate and multiple herbicide resistance in com-
mon waterhemp (Amaranthus rudis) populations from Missouri. Weed Science 55: 582-
587.  

Lettner J., Hank K. & Wagner P. (2001). Ökonomische Potenziale der teilflächenspezifischen 
Unkrautbekämpfung. BerLdw. 79: 107-137.  

Levitan L. (1997). An Overview of Pesticide Impact Assessment Systems (a.k.a. "Pesticide 
Risk Indicators") based on Indexing or Ranking Pesticides by Environmental Impact. 
Background Paper Prepared for the Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Devel-
opment (OECD), Workshop on Pesticide Risk Indicators 21-23 April, 1997, Copenha-
gen, Denmark.  

http://www.agbioforum.org/


65 

Lewis W.J., van Lenteren J.C., Phatak S.C. & Tumlison J.H. (1997). A total system approach 
to sustainable pest management. PNAS 94: 12243-12248. 

Lioi M.B., Scarfi M.R., Santoro A., Barieri R., Zeni O., DiBerardino D. & Ursini M.V. (1998). 
Genotoxicity and oxidative stress induced by pesticide exposure in bovine lymphocyte 
cultures in vitro. Mutat. Res. 403: 13-20. 

Lopéz S.L., Aiassa D., Benítez-Leite S., Lajmanovich R., Manas F., Poletta G., Sánchez N., 
Simoniello M.F. & Carrasco A.E. (2012). Pesticides used in South American GMO-
based agriculture: A review of their effects on humans and animal models. In: Fishbein 
J.C. & Heilman J.M. (Eds): Advances in Molecular Toxicology, Vol. 6, Amsterdam, The 
Netherlands, 41-75. 

Lorenz E. (1995). Mechanische Unkrautbekämpfung in Zuckerrübenkulturen und ihre Ne-
benwirkungen auf Laufkäfer (Coleoptera, Carabidae) und andere epigäische Arthropo-
den. Dissertation, Universität Göttingen, Cuvillier Verlag Göttingen. 

Lu B.-R. (2005). Multidirectional gene flow among wild, weedy, and cultivated soybean. In 
Gressel J. (ed) Crop Ferality and Volunteerism. Taylor and Francis: 137-147. 

Lu B.-R. & Snow A. (2005). Gene flow from genetically modified rice and its environmental 
consequences. Bioscience 55: 669-678. 

Lütke-Entrup N., Hensche H.-U., Brodowski N. & Kerstin D. (1995). Umweltgerechte Verhal-
tensmuster der Landwirte – Umsetzungsstrategien und Transferdefizite für den integrier-
ten Pflanzenbau in Nordrhein-Westfalen. Universität-Gesamthochschule Paderborn, 
Abt. Soest. Fachbereich Landbau, pp. 178. 

Mahn E.G. (1994). Zu den Auswirkungen der Einführung herbizidresistenter Kulturpflanzen 
auf Ökosysteme. Verfahren zur Technikfolgenabschätzung des Anbaus von Kulturpflan-
zen mit gentechnisch erzeugter Herbizidresistenz. Eds. van den Daele W., Pühler A. & 
Sukopp H. WZB Berlin Vol. 10.  

Makeschin F. (1997). Earthworms (Lumbricidae: Oligichaeta): Important promoters of soil 
development and soil fertility, in Fauna in soil ecosystems. Ed. Benckiser G.: 173-206. 

Malatesta M., Perdoni F., Santin G., Battistelli S., Muller S. & Biggiogera M. (2008). Hepato-
ma tissue culture (HTC) cells as a model for investigating the effects of low concentra-
tions of herbicide on cell structure and function. Toxicol. in vitro 22: 1853-1860. 

Mallory-Smith C. & Zapiola M. (2008). Gene flow from glyphosate-resistant crops. Pest Ma-
nag. Sci. 64: 428-440. 

Mann R.M., Bidwell J.R. & Tyler M.J. (2003). Toxicity of herbicide formulations to frogs and 
the implications for product registration: A case study from Western Australia. Appl. 
Herpetology 1: 13-22. 

Marshall E.J.P., Brown V.K., Boatman N.D., Lutman P.J.W., Squire G.R. & Ward L.K. (2003). 
The role of weeds in supporting biological diversity within crop fields. Weed Research 
43: 77-89. 

Mauro I. & McLachlan S.M. (2003). Risk analysis of genetically modified crops on the Cana-
dian prairies. In: Technical Workshop on the Management of Herbicide Tolerant (HT) 
Crops. CFIA, Plant Products Directorate, Plant Biosafety Office (Ed.). Ottawa, Ontario, 
September 9-10, 2003: 12-13. 



66 

May M.J., Champion G.T., Dewar A.M., Qi A. & Pidgeon J.D. (2005). Management of genet-
ically modified herbicide-tolerant sugar beet for spring and autumn environmental bene-
fit. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 272: 111-119. 

McLaughlin A. & Mineau P. (1995). The impact of agricultural practices on biodiversity. Agric. 
Ecosystems Environ. 55: 201-221. 

McNaughton K.E., Letarte J., Lee E.A. & Tardif F.J. (2005). Mutations in ALS confer herbi-
cide resistance in redroot pigweed (Amaranthus retroflexus) and Powell amaranth (Ama-
ranthus powellii). Weed Science 53: 17-22. 

Means N.E., Kremer R.J. & Ramsier C. (2007). Effects of glyphosate and foliar amendments 
on activity of microorganisms in the soybean rhizosphere. J. Environ. Sci. Heal. 
B 42: 125-32. 

Mesnage R., Bernay B. & Séralini G.E. (2012). Ethoxylated adjuvants of glyphosate-based 
herbicides are active principles of human cell toxicity. Toxicology doi 
org/10.1016/j.tox.2012.09.006. 

Meyer-Aurich A., Zander P., Werner A. & Roth R. (1998). Developing agricultural land use 
strategies to nature conservation goals and environmental protection. Landscape Urban 
Plan 41: 119-127. 

Mithila J., Swanton C.J., Blackshaw R.E., Cathcart R.J. & Hall J.C. (2008). Physiological ba-
sis for reduced glyphosate efficacy on weeds grown under low soil nitrogen. Weed Sci-
ence 56: 12-17. 

Momoh E.J.J., Zhou W.J. & Kristiansson B. (2002). Variation in the development of second-
ary dormancy in oilseed rape genotypes under conditions of stress. Weed Research 42: 
446-455. 

Monroy C.M., Cortes A.C., Sicard D.M. & de Restrepo H.G. (2005). Cytotoxicity and genotox-
icity of human cells exposed in vitro to glyphosate. Biomedica 25: 335-345. 

Monsanto Canada, Inc. (2002). Material Safety Data Sheet, Roundup Original.  
http://www.mta.ca  

Morjan W.E. & Pedigo L.P. (2002). Suitability of transgenic glyphosate-resistant soybean to 
green cloverworm (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). J. Econ. Entomol. 95: 1275-1280. 

Morjan W.E., Pedigo L.P. & Lewis L.C. (2002). Fungicidal effects of glyphosate and glypho-
sate formulations on four species of entomopathogenic fungi. Environ. Entomol. 31: 
1206-1212. 

Mortensen D.A., Egan J.F., Maxwell B.D., Ryan M.R. & Smith R.G. (2012). Navigating a criti-
cal juncture for sustainable weed management. Bioscience 62: 75-85. 

Mortimer A.M. (1993). A Review of Graminicide Resistance. The Herbicide Resistance Ac-
tion Committee, Monograph Number 1.  

Murphy S.D., Clements D.R., Belaoussoff S., Kevan P.G. & Swanton C.J. (2006). Promotion 
of weed species diversity and reduction of weed seedbanks with conservation tillage 
and crop rotation. Weed Science 54: 69-77. 

Nap J.P. & Metz P.L.J. (1996). A transgene-centered evaluation of genetically modified 
plants. Part 2. Biosafety of genetically modified phosphinothricin-tolerant plants. Ministry 
of Agriculture, The Netherlands. 

National Cotton Council (1999). Report of the American Cotton Producers Yield Committee 

http://www.mta.ca/


67 

1999.  

Nelson G.C. & Bullock D.S. (2003). Environmental effects of glyphosate resistant soybean in 
the United States. In: The Economic and Environmental Impacts of Agbiotech. A Global 
Perspective. Kalaitzandonakes N. (ed), New York, 89-101. 

Neve P., Diggle A.J., Smith F.P. & Powles S.B. (2003). Simulating evolution of glyphosate 
resistance in Lolium rigidum I: population biology of a rare resistance trait. Weed Re-
search 43: 404-417. 

Neve P. (2007). Challenges for herbicide resistance evolution and management: 50 years 
after Harper. Weed Research 47: 365-369. 

Nordby D., Hartzler B. & Bradley K. (2007). Biology and Management of Waterhemp. 
http://www.extension.purdue.edu/extmedia/BP/gwc-13.pdf  

Norsworthy J.K., Griffith G.M., Scott R.C., Smith K.L. & Oliver L.R. (2008). Confirmation and 
control of glyphosate-resistant palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) in Arkansas. 
Weed Technology 22: 108-113. 

Norsworthy J.K., Ward S.M., Shae D.R., Llewellyn R.S., Nochols R.L., Webster T.M., Bradley 
K.W., Frisvold G., Powles S.B., Burgos N.R. et al. (2012). Reducing the risks of herbi-
cide resistance. Best management practices and recommendations. Weed Science 60, 
Special Issue: 31-62. 

OECD (1999a). Consensus document on general information concerning the genes and their 
enzymes that confer tolerance to glyphosate herbicide. ENV/JM/MONO(99)9. 
http://www.oecd.org/science/biotrack/46815618.pdf  

OECD (1999b). Consensus document on general information concerning the genes and their 
enzymes that confer tolerance to phosphinothricin herbicide. ENV/JM/MONO(99)13. 
http://www.oecd.org/science/biotrack/46815628.pdf  

Ohnesorge F.K. (1994). Nutzpflanzen mit künstlicher Herbizidresistenz: Verbessert sich die 
Rückstandssituation? Toxikologische Aspekte, in Verfahren zur Technikfolgenabschät-
zung des Anbaus von Kulturpflanzen mit gentechnisch erzeugter Herbizidresistenz. Eds. 
van den Daele W., Pühler A. & Sukopp H. WZB Berlin 6: 27-82. 

Ormerod S.J. & Watkinson A.R. (2000). Editors’ Introduction: Birds and Agriculture. J. Appl. 
Ecol. 37: 699-705. 

Orson J. (2002). Gene stacking in herbicide tolerant oilseed rape: lessons from the North 
American experience. English Nature Research Reports 443: 17, Peterborough. 

Owen M. (2000). Current use of transgenic herbicide-resistant soybean and maize in the 
USA. Crop Protection 19: 765-771. 

Owen M.D.K. & Zelaya I.A. (2005) Herbicide-resistant crops and weed resistance to herbi-
cides. Pest Manag. Sci. 61(3): 301-311. 

Paganelli A., Gnazzo V., Acosta H., López S.L. & Carrasco A.E. (2010). Glyphosate-Based 
Herbicides Produce Teratogenic Effects on Vertebrates by Impairing Retinoic Acid Sig-
naling. Chem. Res. Toxicol. (published electronically on 9. August 2010).  

Pallutt B. (1997). Bewertung mechanischer und chemischer Unkrautbekämpfungsmethoden 
in Winterweizen und Wintergerste, Jahresbericht der Biologischen Bundesanstalt: 105. 

Pallutt B. & Haass J. (1992). Beiträge zur integrierten Unkrautbekämpfung im Getreidebau. 
Gesunde Pflanzen 44 (7): 215-222. 

http://www.extension.purdue.edu/extmedia/BP/gwc-13.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/science/biotrack/46815618.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/science/biotrack/46815628.pdf


68 

Pallutt B. & Hommel B. (1998). Konzept und erste Ergebnisse zur Bewertung von Glufosinat-
tolerantem Raps und Mais im Rahmen einer 4-feldrigen Fruchtfolge, Z. PflKrankh. Pfl-
Schutz, Sonderheft XVI: 427-433. 

Pedersen B.P., Neve P., Andreasen Ch. & Powles S.B. (2007). Ecological fitness of a 
glyphosate-resistant Lolium rigidum population: Growth and seed production along a 
competition gradient. Basic Appl. Ecol. 8: 258-268. 

Pengue W. A. (2004). Environmental and socio economic impacts of transgenic crops in Ar-
gentina and South America: An ecological economics approach. Naturschutz und Biolo-
gische Vielfalt 1: 49-59. 

Pérez G.L., Torremorell A., Mugni H., Rodriguez P., Solange Vera M., do Nascimento M., 
Allende L., Bustingorry J., Escaray R., Ferraro M. et al. (2007). Effects of the herbicide 
Roundup on freshwater microbial communities: a mesocosm study. Ecological Applica-
tions 17: 2310-2322. 

Perez-Jones A. & Mallory-Smith C. (2010). Biochemical mechanisms and molecular basis of 
evolved glyphosate resistance in weed species. In: Glyphosate resistance in crops and 
weeds. Ed. Nandula V.K., Wiley, New Jersey, 119-140. 

Perry J.N., Firbank L.G., Champion G.T., Clark S.J., Heard M.S., May M.J., Hawes C., 
Squire G.R., Rothery P., Wolwod I.P et al. (2004). Ban on triazine herbicides likely to re-
duce but not negate relative benefits of GMHT maize cropping. Nature 428: 313-316. 

Petersen J. & Hurle K. (1998). Vegetationsmanagement in glufosinatresistentem Mais mit 
Bodendeckern. Mitt. Biol. Bundesanst. 357: 123. 

Phillips P. (2003). The economic impact of herbicide tolerant canola in Canada. In: The Eco-
nomic and Environmental Impacts of Agbiotech. A Global Perspective. Kalaitzan-
donakes N. (Ed.), New York, 119-139. 

Phipps R.H. & Park J.R. (2002). Environmental benefits of genetically modified crops: Global 
and European perspectives on their ability to reduce pesticide use. J. Anim. Feed Sci. 
11: 1-18. 

Pidgeon J.D., Dewar A.M. & May M.J. (2001). Weed Management for agricultural and envi-
ronmental benefit in GMHT sugar beet. Proceedings of the BCPC Brighton conference, 
2001 (Weeds), 373-82.  

Pidgeon J.D., May M.J., Perry J.N. & Poppy G.M. (2007). Mitigation of indirect environmental 
effects of GM crops. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 274: 1475-1479. 

Pivard S., Adamczyk K., Lecomte J., Lavigne C., Bouvier A., Deville A., Gouyon P.H. & Huet 
S. (2008). Where do the feral oilseed rape populations come from? A large-scale study 
of their possible origin in a farmland area. J. Appl. Ecol. 45: 476-485. 

Pleasants J.M. & Oberhauser K.S. (2012). Milkweed loss in agricultural fields because of 
herbicide use: effect on the monarch butterfly population. Insect Conservation and Di-
versity DOI: 10.1111/j.1752-4598.2012.00196.x  

Plötner J. & Matschke J. (2012). Akut-toxische, subletale und indirekte Wirkungen von Gly-
phosat und glyphosathaltigen Herbiziden auf Amphibien – eine Übersicht. Zeitschrift f. 
Feldherpetologie 19: 1-20. 

Powell J.R., Gulden R.H., Hart M.M., Campbell R.G., Levy-Booth D.J., Dunfield K.E., Pauls 
K.P., Swanton C.J., Trevors J. & Klironomos J.N. (2007). Mycorrhizal and rhizobial colo-



69 

nization of genetically modified and conventional soybean. Appl. and Environ. Microbiol. 
73: 4365-4367. 

Powell J.R. & Swanton C.J. (2008). A critique of studies evaluating glyphosate effects on 
diseases associated with Fusarium spp. Weed Research 48: 307-318. 

Power A.G. (2010). Ecosystem services and agriculture: tradeoffs and synergies. Phil. Trans. 
R. Soc. B 365: 2959-2971. 

Powles S.B. & Preston C. (1995). Herbicide cross resistance and multiple resistance in 
plants. Herbic. Resist. Action Committee Monogr. 2. 

Powles S.B. (2008). Evolved glyphosate-resistant weeds around the world: lessons to be 
learnt. Pest Manag. Sci. 64: 360-365. 

Pratley J., Urwin N., Stanton R., Baines P., Broster J., Cullis K., Schafer D., Bohn J. & Krue-
ger R. (1999). Resistance to glyphosate in Lolium rigidum. I. Bioevaluation. Weed Sci-
ence 47: 405-411. 

Preston C. & Wakelin A.W. (2008). Resistance to glyphosate from altered herbicide translo-
cation patterns. Pest Manag. Sci. 64: 372-376. 

Prince J.M., Shaw D.R., Givens W.A., Owen M.D.K., Weller S.C., Young B.G., Wilson R.G. & 
Jordan D.L. (2012a). Benchmark study: I. Introduction, weed population, and manage-
ment trends form the benchmark survey 2010. Weed Technology 26: 525-530. 

Prince J.M., Shaw D.R., Givens W.A., Newman M.E., Owen M.D.K., Weller S.C., Young 
B.G., Wilson R.G. & Jordan D.L. (2012b). Benchmark study: II. A 2010 survey to assess 
grower awareness of and attitudes toward glyphosate resistance. Weed Technology 26: 
531-535. 

Prince J.M., Shaw D.R., Givens W.A., Newman M.E., Owen M.D.K., Weller S.C., Young 
B.G., Wilson R.G. & Jordan D.L. (2012c). Benchmark study: III. Survey on changing 
herbicide use patterns in glyphosate-resistant cropping systems. Weed Technology 26: 
536-542. 

Prince J.M., Shaw D.R., Givens W.A., Newman M.E., Owen M.D.K., Weller S.C., Young 
B.G., Wilson R.G. & Jordan D.L. (2012d). Benchmark study: IV. Survey of grower prac-
tices for managing glyphosate-resistant weed populations. Weed Technology 26: 543-
548. 

Qaim M. & Traxler G. (2005): Roundup Ready soybean in Argentina: farm level and aggre-
gated welfare effects. Agr. Econ. 32: 73-86. 

Ramsay G., Thompson C. & Squire G. (2003). Quantifying Landscape-Scale Gene Flow in 
Oilseed Rape. Defra Project RG0216 Final Report. Department for Environment, Food 
and Rural Affairs, London, UK.  

Reddy K.N. & Norsworthy J.K. (2010). Glyphosate-resistant crop production systems: Impact 
on weed species shifts. In: Glyphosate resistance in crops and weeds. Ed. Nandula 
V.K., Wiley, New Jersey, 165-184. 

Relyea R.A. (2005). The lethal impact of Roundup® and predatory stress on six species of 
North American tadpoles. Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 48: 351-357. 

Relyea R. & Hoverman J. (2006). Assessing the ecology in ecotoxicology: a review and syn-
thesis in freshwater systems. Ecology Letters 9: 1157-1171. 



70 

Rieger M.A., Preston C., Potter T. & Powles S.B. (1999). Gene flow from transgenic canola 
to wild radish – a model system to determine the risks. In: Gene Flow and Agriculture. 
Relevance for Transgenic Crops. British Crop Protection Council, Symposium Proceed-
ings No. 72: 131-136. 

Rieger M.A., Lamond M., Preston C., Powles S.B. & Roush R.T. (2002). Pollen-mediated 
movement of herbicide resistance between commercial canola fields. Science 296: 
2386-2388. 

Robinson R.A. & Sutherland W.J. (2002). Post-war changes in arable farming and biodiversi-
ty in Great Britain. J. Appl. Ecol. 39: 157-176. 

Rockström J., Steffen W., Noone K., Persson Å., Chapin S., Lambin E.F., Lenton T.M. 
Scheffer M., Folke M., Schellnhuber H.J. et al. (2009). A safe operating space for hu-
manity. Nature 461: 472-475. 

Rohm & Haas Company (1998). Crop protection reference. New York: C&P Press. 

Romero A., Chamorro L. & Sans F.X. (2008). Weed diversity in crop edges and inner fields 
of organic and conventional drylang winter cereal crops in NE Spain. Agric. Ecosystems 
Environ. 124: 97-104. 

Roslycky E.B. (1982). Glyphosate and the response of the soil microbiota. Soil Biology & 
Biochemistry 14: 87-92. 

Roy D.B., Bohan D.A., Haughton A.J., Hill M.O., Osborne J.L., Clark S.J., Perry J.N., Rothery 
P., Scott R.J., Brooks D.R. et al. (2003). Invertebrates and vegetation of field margins 
adjacent to crops subject to contrasting herbicide regimes in the Farm Scale Evaluations 
of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1879-
1898. 

Rüegg W.T., Quadranti M. & Zoschke A. (2007). Herbicide research and development: chal-
lenges and opportunities. Weed Research 47: 271-275. 

Sanchis J., Kantiani L., Llorca M., Rubio F., Ginebreda A., Fraile J., Garrido T. & Farré M. 
(2011). Determination of glyphosate in groundwater samples using an ultrasensitive im-
munoassay and confirmation by on-line solid-phase extraction followed by liquid chro-
matography coupled to tandem mass spectrometry. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 402: 2335-45. 

Sankula S. & Blumenthal E. (2004). Impacts on US agriculture of biotechnology- derived 
crops planted in 2003 – An update of eleven case studies. National Center for Food and 
Agricultural Policy, Washington, USA. 

Sankula S., Marmon G. & Blumenthal E. (2005). Biotechnology-Derived Crops Planted in 
2004 – Impacts on US Agriculture. National Center for Food and Agricultural Policy. 
http://www.ncfap.org  

Sanyal D. & Shrestha A. (2008). Direct effect of herbicides on plant pathogens and disease 
development in various cropping systems. Weed Science 56: 155-160. 

Sanyal D., Bhowmik P.C., Anderson R.L. & Shrestha A. (2008). Revisiting the perspective 
and progress of integrated weed management. Weed Science 56: 161-167. 

Schafer M.G., Ross A.A., Londo J.P., Burdick C.A., Lee E.H., Travers S.E., Van de Water 
P.K. & Sagers C.L. (2011). The establishment of genetically engineered canola popula-
tions in the US. PLoS ONE 6(10): e25736. doi:10.1371/journal.pone 0025736.  

http://www.ncfap.org/


71 

Schoenenberger N. & D’Andrea L. (2012). Surveying the occurrence of subspontaneous 
glyphosate-tolerant genetically engineered Brassica napus L. (Brassicaeae) along Swiss 
railsays. Env. Sciences Europe 24: 23. Doi:10.1186/2190-4715-24-23.  

Schnepf R. (2003). Genetically engineered soybeans: Acceptance and intellectual property 
rights issues in South America. CRS Report for Congress. 
http://www.ipmall.info/hosted_resources/crs/RS21558_031017.pdf  

Schütte G. (2002). Prospects of biodiversity in herbicide-resistant crops. Outlook on Agricul-
ture. 31: 193-198. 

Schütte G. (2005). Integrated Pest Management and Genetically Engineered Plants. 
http://www.uni-hamburg.de/fachbereiche-
einrichtungen/biogum/publikationen_/schuette_2005_IPM_GG.pdf  

Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (2005). Handbook of the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity including its Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 3rd Edition, 
Montreal, Canada. 

Séralini G.-E., Clair E., Mesnage R., Gress S., Defarge N., Malatesta M., Hennequin D. & de 
Vendômois J.S. (2012a). Long term toxicity of a Roundup herbicide and a Roundup-
tolerant genetically modified maize. Food Chem. Toxicol. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.08.005.  

Séralini G.-E., Mesnage R., Defarge N., Gress S., Hennequin D., Clair E., Malatesta M. & de 
Vendômois J.S. (2012b). Answers to critics: Why there is a long term toxicity due to a 
Roundup- tolerant genetically modified maize and to a Roundup herbicide. Food Chem. 
Toxicol.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.11.007  

Service R.F. (2007). A growing threat down on the farm. Science 316: 1114-1117. 

Shaner D.L. (2000). The impact of glyphosate-tolerant crops on the use of other herbicides 
and on resistance management. Pest Manag. Sci. 56: 320-326. 

Shaner D.L. (2009). Role of translocation as a mechanism of resistance to glyphosate. Weed 
Science 57: 118-123. 

Shaw M.W., Harwood T.D., Wilkinson M.J. & Elliott L. (2006). Assembling spatially explicit 
landscape models of pollen and spore dispersal by wind for risk assessment. Proc. R. 
Soc. B 273: 1705-1713. 

Simarmata M. & Penner D. (2008). The basis for glyphosate resistance in rigid ryegrass (Lo-
lium rigidum) from California. Weed Science 55: 181-188. 

Simpson E.C, Norris C.E., Law J.R., Thomas J.E. & Sweet J.B. (1999). Gene flow in genet-
ically modified herbicide tolerant oilseed rape (Brassica napus) in the UK. In: British 
Crop Protection Council (ed.), Proceedings No. 72, Gene Flow and Agriculture: Rele-
vance for transgenic crops: 75-82. 

Snow A.A. & Jørgensen R.B. (1999). Fitness costs associated with transgenic glufosinate 
tolerance introgressed from Brassica napus ssp. oleifera (oilseed rape) into weedy 
Brassica rapa. In: Gene Flow and Agriculture. Relevance for Transgenic Crops. British 
Crop Protection Council, Symposium Proceedings 72: 137-142. 

Springett J.A. & Gray R.A.J. (1992). Effect of repeated low doses of biocides on the earth-
worm Aporrectodea caliginosa in laboratory culture. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 24: 
1739-1744.  

http://www.ipmall.info/hosted_resources/crs/RS21558_031017.pdf
http://www.uni-hamburg.de/fachbereiche-einrichtungen/biogum/publikationen_/schuette_2005_IPM_GG.pdf
http://www.uni-hamburg.de/fachbereiche-einrichtungen/biogum/publikationen_/schuette_2005_IPM_GG.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.11.007


72 

Squire G.R., Crawford J.W., Ramsay G., Thompson C. & Bown J. (1999). Gene flow at the 
landscape level. In: Gene Flow and Agriculture. Relevance for Transgenic Crops. British 
Crop Protection Council, Symposium Proceedings No. 72: 57-64. 

Squire G.R., Brooks D.R., Bohan D.A., Champion G.T., Daniels R.E., Haughton A.J., Hawes 
C., Heard M.S., Hill M.O., May M.J. et al. (2003). On the rationale and interpretation of 
the Farm Scale Evaluations of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. Phil. Trans. 
R. Soc. Lond. B 358: 1779-1799. 

SRU Umweltgutachten (1996). Der Rat von Sachverständigen für Umweltfragen. Verlag 
Metzler-Poeschel Stuttgart, pp. 117. 

Stein J.A. & Rodríguez-Cerezo E. (2009). International trade and the global pipeline of new 
GM crops. Nat. Biotechnol. 28: 23-25. 

Stelling D., Schulte M. & Amann A. (2000). Strategien der Unkrautbekämpfung mit Liberty 
in Liberty-Link Mais. Mitt. Biol. Bundesanst. 376: 154-155. 

Stinner BR. & House G.J. (1990). Arthropods and other invertebrates in conservation-tillage 
agriculture. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 35: 299-318.  

Stippich G. & Krooß S. (1997). Auswirkungen von Extensivierungsmaßnahmen auf Spinnen, 
Laufkäfer und Kurzflügelkäfer, in Auswirkungen von Extensivierungsmaßnahmen im 
Ackerbau. Eds. Gerowitt B. & Wildenhagen M., Göttingen: 221-262. 

Strandberg B. & Pedersen M.B. (2002). Biodiversity in Glyphosate Tolerant Fodder Beet 
Fields – Timing of herbicide application. National Environmental Research Institute. 
Technical Report No. 410, pp. 40 
http://ospm.dmu.dk/1_Viden/2_Publikationer/3_fagrapporter/rapporter/FR410.pdf  

Strandberg B., Pedersen M.B. & Emegaard N. (2005). Weed and arthropod populations in 
conventional and genetically modified herbicide tolerant fodder beet fields. Agric. Eco-
systems Environ. 105: 243-253. 

Sullivan D.S. & Sullivan T.P. (2000). Non-target impacts of the herbicide glyphosate: A com-
pendium of references and abstracts. 5th Edition Applied Mammal Research Institute, 
Summerland, British Columbia, Canada.  

Sutherland W.J., Armstrong-Brown S., Armsworth P.R., Brereton T., Brickland J., Campbell 
C.D., Chamberlain D.E., Cooke A.J., Dulvy N.K., Dusic N.R. et al. (2006) The identifica-
tion of 100 ecological questions of high policy relevance in the UK. J. Appl. Ecol. 43: 
617-627. 

Swanton C.J., Clements D.R. & Derksen A. (1993). Weed Succession under Conservation 
Tillage: A Hierarchical Framework for Research and Management. Weed Technology 7: 
286-297. 

Sweet J. (1999). Monitoring the impact of releases of genetically modified herbicide tolerant 
oilseedrape in the UK. In: Methods for Risk Assessment of Transgenic Plants. Eds. 
Amman K., Jacot Y, Simonsen V. & Kjellson G., Birkhäuser Basel. pp. 159-169. 

Sweet J., Simpson E., Law J., Lutman P.J.W., Berry K.J., Payne R.W., Champion G.T., May 
M.J., Walker K., Wightman P. et al. (2004). Botanical and rotational implications of ge-
netically modified herbicide tolerance in winter oilseed rape and sugar beet (BRIGHT 
Project) (H-GCA) Project Report No. 353). London, Home-Grown Cereals Authority: pp. 
242. The reports are ailable at  
http://www.hgca.com  

http://ospm.dmu.dk/1_Viden/2_Publikationer/3_fagrapporter/rapporter/FR410.pdf
http://www.hgca.com/


73 

Tan S., Evans R.R., Dahmer M.L., Singh B.K. & Shaner D.L. (2005). Imidazolinone-tolerant 
crops: History, current status, and future. Pest Manag. Sci. 61: 246-257. 

TEEB (2008). The economics of ecosystems and biodiversity – An interim report. 
http://www.teebweb.org/media/2008/05/TEEB-Interim-Report_English.pdf  

Tesfamariam T., Bott S., Cakmak I., Romheld V. & Neumann G. (2009). Glyphosate in the 
rhizosphere – Role of waiting times and different glyphosate binding forms in soils for 
phytotoxicity to non-target plants. Europ. J. Agronomy 31: 126-132. 

Thöle H. & Dietz-Pfeilstetter A. (2012). Molecular marker-based identification of oilseed rape 
volunteers with different secondary dormancy levels in oilseed rape fields. Europ. J. 
Agronomy 43: 194-200. 

Thompson D.G., Wojtaszek B.F., Staznik B., Chartrand D.T. & Stephenson G.R. (2004). 
Chemical and biomonitoring to assess potential acute effects of VISION® herbicide on 
native amphibian larvae in forest wetlands. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 23: 843-849. 

Toy A.D.F. & Uhing E.H. (1964). Aminomethylenephosphinic acids, salts thereof, and pro-
cess for their production. United States Patent Office 3,160,632. 
http://www.archpatent.com/patents/3160632  

Trigo E.J. & Cap E.J. (2003). The impact of the introduction of transgenic crops in Argen-
tinean agriculture. AgBioForum 6: 87-94. 

Trigo E.J. & Cap E.J. (2006). Ten years of genetically modified crops in Argentine Agricul-
ture. Argentine Council for Information and Development of Biotechnology. ArgenBio: 1-
52.  

Tscharntke T., Klein A.M., Kruess A., Steffan-Dewenter I. & Thies C. (2005). Landscape per-
spectives on agricultural intensification and biodiversity – ecosystem service manage-
ment. Ecology Letters 8: 857-874. 

Tsui M.T. & Chu L.M. (2004). Comparative toxicity of glyphosate-based herbicides: aqueous 
and sediment porewater exposure. Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 46: 316-323. 

USDA/APHIS (2007). Draft Environmental Assessment. In response to Pioneer Hi-Bred In-
ternational Petition 06-271-01p seeking a Determination of Nonregulated Status for 
Herbicide Tolerant 356043 Soybean. OECD Unique Identifier DP-356Ø43-5. U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. Biotechnology 
Regulatory Services. 

USDA/ERS (United States Department of Agriculture/Economic Research Service) (1999). 
Impacts of adopting genetically engineered crops in the US, analysis of data from the 
agricultural resource management study (ARMS) for 1996, 1997 and 1998. 

USDA/ERS (United States Department of Agriculture/Economic Research Service) (2000). 
Agricultural outlook. 

Van Acker R. C., Brûlé-Babel A. L. & Friesen L. F. (2003). An Environmental Safety Assess-
ment of Roundup Ready® Wheat: Risks for Direct Seeding Systems in Western Cana-
da. http://stopogm.net/sites/stopogm.net/files/rrwheat.pdf  

Van Berkum P., Sloger C., Weber D.F., Cregan P.B. & Keyser H.H. (1985). Relationship be-
tween ureide N and N2 fixation, above-ground N accumulation, acetylene-reduction, and 
nodule mass in greenhouse and field studies with Glycine max L. (Merr). Plant Physiol. 
77: 53-58. 

http://www.teebweb.org/media/2008/05/TEEB-Interim-Report_English.pdf
http://www.archpatent.com/patents/3160632
http://stopogm.net/sites/stopogm.net/files/rrwheat.pdf


74 

Van der Sluis E. & Grant A. (2002). Determinants of farm level transgenic crop adoption 
rates in the Northwestern Corn Belt, 6th International ICABR Conference Ravello, Italy, 
July 11-14, 2002: 77-92. 

Van Emden H.F. (1990). Plant diversity and natural enemy efficiency in agroecosystems. In 
Critical issues in biological control. Eds. Mackauer M., Ehler L.E. & Roland J. pp. 63-80. 
Andower, Hants, U.K. 

VanGessel M.J. (2001). Glyphosate-resistant horseweed from Delaware. Weed Science 49: 
703-705. 

Van Lenteren J.C. (1993). Integrated Pest Management: The inescapable future. In Modern 
Crop Protection: Developments and Perspectives. Ed. Zadoks J. C., Wageningen Pers.: 
217-225. 

Vencill W.K., Nichols R.L., Webster T.M., Soteres J.K., Mallory-Smith C., Burgos N.R., John-
son W.G. & McClelland M.R. (2012). Herbicide resistance: Toward an understanding of 
resistance development and the impact of herbicide-resistant crops. Weed Science 60, 
Special Issue: 2-30. 

Vera M.S., Lagomarsino L., Sylvester M., Pérez G.L., Rodríguez P., Mugni H., Sinistro R., 
Ferraro M., Bonetto C., Zagarese H. & Pizarro H. (2010). New evidences of Roundup 
(glyphosate formulation) impact on the periphyton community and the water quality of 
freshwater ecosystems. Ecotoxicology 19: 710-721. 

Verrell P. & van Buskirk E. (2004). As the worm turns: Eisenia fetida avoids soil contaminat-
ed by a glyphosate-based herbicide. Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 72: 219-224. 

Vigouroux Y., Darmency H., Gestat de Garambe T. & Richard-Molard M. (1999). Gene flow 
beween sugar beet and weed beet. In: British Crop Protection Council (ed.), Proceed-
ings No. 72, Gene Flow and Agriculture: Relevance for transgenic crops: 83-88. 

Vila-Aiub M.M., Vidal R.A., Balbi M.C., Gundel P.E., Trucco F., Ghersa C.M. (2008). Glypho-
sate-resistant weeds of South American cropping systems: an overview. Pest Manag. 
Sci. 64: 366-371. 

Vitta J.I., Tuesca D. & Puricelli E. (2004). Widespread use of glyphosate tolerant soybean 
and weed community richness in Argentina. Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 103: 621-624. 

Waggoner B.S., Mueller T.C., Bond J.A. & Steckel L.E. (2011). Control of glyphosate-
resistant horseweed (Conyza canadensis) with saflufenacil tank mixtures in no-till cot-
ton. Weed Technology 25: 310-315.  

Ward C., Flanders A., Isengildina O. & White F. (2002). Efficiency of alternative technologies 
and cultural practices for cotton in Georgia, AgBioForum 5: 10-13. 
http://www.agbioforum.org  

Wardle D.A., Nicholson K.S., Bonner K.I. & Yeates G.W. (1999). Effects of agricultural inten-
sification on soil-associated arthropod population dynamics, community structure, diver-
sity and temporal variability over a seven-year period. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 31: 
1691-1706. 

Watkinson A.R., Freckleton R.P., Robinson R.A. & Sutherland W.J. (2000). Predictions of 
Biodiversity Response to Genetically Modified Herbicide-Tolerant Crops. Science 289: 
1554-1557. 

Wauchope R.D., Estes T.L., Allen R., Baker J.L., Hornsby A.G., Jones R.L., Richards R.P. & 
Gustafson D.I. (2002). Predicted impact of transgenic, herbicide-tolerant maize on drink-

http://www.agbioforum.org/


75 

ing water quality in vulnerable watersheds of the mid-western USA. Pest Manag. Sci. 
58: 146-160. 

Webster T.M. & Nichols R.L. (2012). Changes in the prevalence of weed species in the major 
agronomic crops of the Southern United States: 1994/1995 to 2008/2009. Weed Sci-
ence 60: 145-157. 

Weersink A., Llewellyn R.S. & Pannell D.J. (2005). Economics of Pre-emptive management 
to avoid weed resistance to glyphosate in Australia. Crop Protection 24: 659-665. 

Werner B. & Garbe V. (1998). Bedeutung der Unkrautverteilung im Winterraps für eine ge-
zielte Bekämpfung nach Schadensschwellen, Z. PflKrankh. PflSchutz, Sonderheft XVI: 
279-288. 

Westwood J. (1997). Growers endorse herbicide resistant crops, recognize need for respon-
sible use. ISB News No. 3. 

WHO (1994). Environmental health criteria 159: Glyphosate. International Programme of 
Chemical Safety.  
http://www.inchem.org/documents/ehc/ehc/ehc159.htm.  

WHO (2005). Glyphosate and AMPA in drinking water. 
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/dwq/chemicals/glyphosateampa290605.pdf  

Wijnands F.G. & Kroonen-Backbier B.M.A. (1993). Management of farming systems to re-
duce pesticide inputs: the integrated approach. In: Zadoks, J. C. (Ed.), Crop Protection: 
Developments and Perspectives: 227-234. 

Wilson R.S., Tucker M.A., Hooker N.H., LeJeune J.T. & Doohan D. (2008). Perceptions and 
belief about weed management: perspectives of Ohio grain and produce farmers. Weed 
Technology 22: 339-350. 

Wolfe M.S. (2000). Crop strength through diversity. Nature 406: 681-682. 

WSSA (Weed Science Society of America). (1998). Weed Technology 12 (4): 789. 
http://wssa.net/weed/resistance/herbicide-resistance-and-herbicide-tolerance-definitions/  

Yuan J.S., Tranel P.J. & Stewart C.N. Jr. (2007). Non-target-site herbicide resistance: a fami-
ly business. Trends in Plant Science 12: 6-13. 

Zablotowicz R.M. & Reddy K.N. (2004). Impact of glyphosate on the Bradyrhizobium japoni-
cum symbiosis with glyphosate-resistant transgenic soybean: a minireview. J. Environ. 
Qual. 33: 825-31, 

Zablotowicz R.M. & Reddy K.N. (2007). Nitrogenase activity, nitrogen content, and yield re-
sponses to glyphosate in glyphosate-resistant soybean. Crop Protection 26: 370-376  

Zelaya I.A., Owen M.D.K. & VanGessel M.J. (2007). Transfer of glyphosate resistance: evi-
dence of hybridization in Conyza (Asteraceae). Americ. J. Botany 94: 660-673. 

Zentner R.P., Wall D.D., Nagy C.N., Smith E.G., Young D.L., Miller P.R., Campell C.A., 
McConkey B. G., Brandt S.A., Lanfond G.P, et al. (2002). Economics of Crop Diversifi-
cation and Soil Tillage Opportunities in the Canadian Prairies. Agron. J. 94: 216-230. 

Zobiole L.H.S., Kremer R.J., Oliveira R.S. Jr. & Constantin J. (2010). Glyphosate affects pho-
tosynthesis in first and second generation of glyphosate-resistant soybeans. Plant Soil 
336: 251-265. 

http://wssa.net/weed/resistance/herbicide-resistance-and-herbicide-tolerance-definitions/


76 

Zobiole L.H.S., Kremer R.J., de Oliveira R.S. Jr. & Constantin J. (2011a). Glyphosate affects 
micro-organisms in rhizospheres of glyphosate-resistant soybean. J. Appl. Microbiol. 
110: 118-127.  

Zobiole L.H.S., Kremer R.J., de Oliveira R.S. Jr. & Constantin J. (2011b). Glyphosate affects 
chlorophyll, nodulation and nutrient accumulation of “second generation” glyphosate-
resistant soybean (Glycine max L). Pest. Biochem. Physiol. 99: 53-60.  

Zobiole L.H.S., Kremer R.J., de Oliveira R. S. Jr. & Constantin J. (2012) Glyphosate effects 
on photosynthesis, nutrient accumulation, and nodulation in glyphosate-resistant soy-
bean. J. Plant Nutr. Soil Sci. 175: 319-330.  

Zwerger P. & Ammon H.U. (2002) Unkraut. Ökologie und Bekämpfung. pp. 419, Ulmer Stutt-
gart.  

 


	Skript_362_Titelblatt
	Skript_362
	CONTENTS
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Impacts on agricultural practice and agronomy
	Changes in weed susceptibility
	Impacts on biodiversity

	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  SCALE AND AREA OF APPLICATION
	2.1 Commercial cultivation
	Global HR area


	3  IMPACTS ON AGRICULTURAL PRACTICE AND AGRONOMY
	3.1 Reasons why producers adopt HR crops
	3.2 Weed control patterns and herbicide use
	3.2.1 Factors influencing the time and the mode of applications
	3.2.2 Herbicide amounts, herbicide application frequencies, and mechanical weeding

	3.3 Tillage and planting
	3.4 Crop rotation options in HR crops
	3.5 Yields
	3.6 Conclusions on impacts on agricultural practice and agronomy (Chap. 3)

	4  CHANGES IN WEED SUSCEPTIBILITY
	4.1 Selection of resistance and weed shifts
	4.1.1 Resistance to glyphosate
	4.1.2 Resistance to glufosinate
	4.1.3 Weed species shift
	4.1.4 Cross resistance and multiple resistance
	4.1.5 Resistance management

	4.2 Seed escape and proliferation of transgenic plants
	4.3 HR gene flow to volunteers or interfertile weeds
	4.3.1 Variability of gene flow
	4.3.2 General relevance of HR gene flow to volunteers and ferals
	4.3.3 General relevance of HR gene flow to interfertile weeds

	4.4 Conclusions on changes in weed and volunteer susceptibility (Chap. 4)

	5  IMPACTS ON BIODIVERSITY
	5.1 Effects of conventional agriculture
	5.2 Effects of changes in agricultural practice
	5.2.1 Crop rotation
	5.2.2 Tillage and Planting
	5.2.3 Additional herbicides

	5.3 Effects of ecotoxicological attributes of glyphosate and glufosinate
	5.3.1 Glyphosate
	Impacts on soil life
	Impacts on aquatic organisms
	Terrestrial organisms

	5.3.2 Glufosinate

	5.4 Effects of HR agriculture
	5.4.1 Effects on flora and seedbank
	5.4.2 Effects on fauna

	5.5 Further aspects of sustainable agriculture
	5.6 Conclusions on impacts on biodiversity (Chap. 5)

	6  REFERENCES





