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Abstract 

In Argentina, glyphosate use has increased exponentially in the past years due to the 

widespread adoption of no-till management combined with genetically modified 

glyphosate-resistant crops. This massive use of glyphosate has created concern about its 

potential environmental impact. Sorption-desorption of glyphosate was studied in three 

Argentinean soils with contrasting characteristics. Glyphosate sorption isotherms were 

modeled using the Freundlich equation to estimate the sorption coefficient (Kf). Glyphosate 

sorption was high and the Kf varied from 115.6 to 1612 mg 1-1/nL1/n /Kg. Cerro Azul soil had 

the highest glyphosate sorption capacity due to a combination of factors such as higher clay 

content, CEC, total Fe, Al oxides and lower available phosphorous and pH. Desorption 

isotherms were also modeled using the Freundlich equation. In general, desorption was 

very low (<12%). The low values of hysteresis coefficient (H) confirm that glyphosate 

strongly sorbs to the soils and that it is almost an irreversible process. Anguil soil had a 

significant higher desorption coefficient (Kfd) than the other soils, associated with its lower 

clay content and higher pH and phosphorous. Glyphosate high sorption and low desorption 

to the studied soils may prevent groundwater contamination. However, it may also affect its 

bioavailability increasing its persistence and favoring its accumulation in environment. 

Results of this study contribute to the knowledge and characterization of glyphosate 

retention in different soils. This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 
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INTRODUCTION 

Glyphosate [N-phosphonomethyl glycine] is a post-emergent non-selective broad-

spectrum herbicide extensively used in agriculture for the control of most annual and 

perennial weeds. The main uses of glyphosate are in genetically modified (GM) 

glyphosate-resistant crops (i.e. soybean, corn, cotton) [1] and during the fallow period in 

no-till practices. At present, glyphosate-based herbicides represent 60 % of the total sold 

pesticides in Argentina [2]. Glyphosate can be applied from 3 to 6 times in an annual cycle, 

which leads to its accumulation in agricultural soils [3]. This has raised great concern in the 

population and in the scientific community, regarding the possible negative impacts on soil, 

water resources, biota and human health. In this context, it is important to identify and 

understand the mechanisms that control the fate of glyphosate in the environment.  

Sorption and desorption processes to the soil matrix are key factors that influence the 

mobility and bioavailability of pesticides. Once a pesticide reaches the soil, its behavior 

will depend on the intrinsic properties of the molecule (e.g. sorption, solubility, and 

persistence), combined with the physico-chemical and biological properties of the soil (e.g. 

organic content, humidity, biomass, pore connectivity, and pH) [4]. A number of soil 

properties can affect pesticide retention, such as organic matter content, soil acidity and soil 

texture (e.g. [5,6,7,8,9]). 

In general, glyphosate sorption cannot be related to one soil property, but to several 

interactions with the soil components. For example, glyphosate has four dissociation 

constants (pKa: 2, 2.6, 5.8 and 10.8; [10]), therefore pH affects its sorption to the charged 

molecules of the mineral phase [11].  For example, Mamy and Barriuso [12] and Glass [13] 

related glyphosate sorption to the clay content and CEC of the adsorbent. Piccolo et al. [14] 
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suggested that glyphosate binds to humic substances through its phosphonic acid moiety 

reacting with polyvalent cations adsorbed on clays and organic matter. Previous studies on 

sorption of glyphosate and phosphate by pure soil minerals revealed a high capacity of 

sorption by iron and aluminum oxides for both compounds, whereas limited amounts were 

adsorbed by 2:1-layer clay silicates minerals [11,15]. However, phosphate affinity to oxides 

is higher and it can desorb pre-adsorbed glyphosate [11]. 

In the last 20 years, Argentina suffered an intensification of agriculture with an 

increase in the cultivated areas in detriment of livestock production and pastures. This 

situation has generated a decrease in the organic matter levels as well as changes in other 

soil properties and an increase in soil degradation.  Furthermore, most of the cultivated 

lands are under no-till management, which implies a greater use of herbicides for weed 

control. These changes on the edaphic properties along with the crop sequences and land-

use may have an influence on the sorption-desorption of glyphosate posing a potential 

environmental risk. Since glyphosate behavior is dependent on various soil properties, it is 

important to study the sorption-desorption process for each particular soil in order to 

predict its bioavailability and leaching potential. Therefore, the objective of this work was 

to study glyphosate sorption-desorption in three contrasting soils from agricultural areas in 

Argentina under no-tillage management.  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Soils 

Soil samples were taken from agricultural fields of Cerro Azul (located in the south of 

the province of Misiones), Tandil (in the southeast of the province of Buenos Aires) and 

Anguil (northeast of the province of La Pampa) (Fig. 1). The studied soils are located in 
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areas of high agronomic land use and have different edaphoclimatic conditions. Four 

composite soil samples from the top 15 cm of topsoil were collected from each field. 

Samples were homogenized, air-dried, and sieved to a particle size of 2 mm.  

A sub-sample of each replicate was used for physico-chemical analysis of the soils. 

Particle size distribution was measured using the pipette method [16]; organic carbon (OC) 

content was measured according to the Walkley-Black method [17]; cation exchange 

capacity (CEC) was determined by displacement with 1M ammonium acetate at pH 7 [18]; 

soil pH was measured by electrode in a soil:water ratio of 1:2.5; available phosphorous (P-

Bray) was determined according to Bray and Kurtz [19], total iron (Fe) was determined by 

atomic absorption spectrophotometry [20]; exchangeable aluminum (Al) was measured 

according to the aluminum method [21]. 

Chemicals  

Stock solutions for the standard curves and the isotherm studies solutions were 

prepared using analytical pure glyphosate (PESTANAL®, 99.9%) purchased from Sigma-

Aldrich. HPLC-grade methanol and HPLC-grade acetonitrile (ACN) for analytical 

procedures were purchased from Seasinglab. Nanopure water was obtained by purifying 

demineralized water (ELGA Purelab Ultra ® Illinois, USA).   

Sorption isotherms 

The sorption isotherms were performed according to the Batch Equilibrium Method 

[22]. Two g of soil were shaken with 40 mL of a 0.01 M CaCl2 solution. After 24 h, 

glyphosate was spiked at different initial concentrations (C0): 0; 0.5; 1; 5; 10; and 20 mg/L. 

The suspensions were shaken for another 24 h at constant temperature (20°C). Afterward, 

tubes were centrifuged and an aliquot (3 ml) of the aqueous solution was analyzed for 
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glyphosate concentration. Each initial concentration was tested by duplicate for each soil 

sample. These laboratory duplicates were averaged, finally obtaining data of four replicate 

isotherms per soil. 

Desorption isotherms 

The desorption isotherms were performed using the spiked soil with the C0: 5 mg/L 

solution from the sorption isotherm studies. This concentration is equivalent to the 

commonly used dose in the field per year (6 L/ha/year) considering 5 cm depth of soil. 

After the sorption study, the aqueous phase was carefully discarded to avoid any soil loss 

during manipulation. The volume of the solution that was removed was replaced with 40 

mL of 0.01 M CaCl2 and the soil was re-suspended and shaken at a constant temperature 

for another 24 h. Then, samples were centrifuged and glyphosate was measured in the 

aqueous solution in order to quantify the glyphosate that desorbed from the soil matrix. 

This procedure was repeated at 48 and 72 h by removing the aqueous solution and adding 

again 40 ml of CaCl2. The amount of adsorbed glyphosate at each desorption step was 

calculated as the difference between the initially adsorbed concentration and the desorbed 

amount. 

Glyphosate analysis 

To quantify the remaining glyphosate in the aqueous solution, an aliquot of 3 ml was 

transferred to a 15 mL polyethylene flask. Afterwards, 0.5 ml of borate buffer solution 

(0.04 mM Na2B4O7.10 H2O, pH= 9) and 0.5 ml of ACN were added. The samples were 

shaken vigorously and then derivatized with 0.5 ml of 9-fluorenylmethylchloroformate 

(FMOC-CL) dissolved in ACN (6 g/L), and incubated overnight at room temperature. As a 

clean-up step, 4.5 ml of CH2Cl2 were added to the samples to remove any organic 
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impurities and minimize matrix effects. The aqueous fraction was separated from the 

organic solvent by centrifuging for 10 min at 664 g. The supernatant was collected and 

filtered through a 0.22 µm nylon filter, and then analyzed by liquid chromatography (LC) 

coupled to a tandem mass spectrometer (MS/MS). 

The chromatographic analysis was carried out using a Waters® ACQUITY® UPLC 

(ultra-performance LC) system, with an ACQUITY BEH C18 1.7 um 2.1 x 50 mm column. 

The injected volume per sample was 20 µL. The flow rate was set at 0.4 mL/min and the 

column temperature to 60ºC. The mobile phase solvents were: A) water + 5 mM NH4Ac 

(ammonium acetate), and B) methanol. The liquid chromatography gradient was set as 

following: from 0 to 0.2 min 100% A, from 0.2 to 2.5 min 30% A:70% B, from 2.5 to 4.5 

min 100% B, and from 4.5 to 6 min 100% A. Target molecules were detected by a triple 

quadrupole (TQD) mass spectrometer (MS/MS) Quattro Premier XE (Waters). The 

equipment was operated with an electrospray ionization source in positive mode (ESI +). In 

order to take into account the matrix effect of each soil, the standard curves were prepared 

using a background solution of each soil obtained after shaking with CaCl2 0.01 M. After 

separating the solid phase from the aqueous phase, the solution was used to prepare each 

point of the standard curves by adding the corresponding glyphosate concentration. A 

sample without any glyphosate was also analyzed to check the concentration of pre-sorbed 

glyphosate. In all cases, the background solution had non-detectable levels of glyphosate. 

The limit of detection (LD) was 0.1 μg L-1 and the limit of quantification (LQ) was 0.5 μg 

L-1. 

Sorption modeling 
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Following the experimental design proposed by the OECD [22], the measured glyphosate 

in the aqueous solution was used to estimate the remaining glyphosate sorbed to the soil 

(Cs) with the following equation:  

 

Cs = Ms/Msoil = (Co - Cw)Vo/Msoil                                 

(1) 

 

where Cs is the concentration of glyphosate adsorbed to the soil at equilibrium 

(mg/Kg), Ms is the mass of glyphosate sorbed to the soil at sorption equilibrium 

(mg), Msoil is the dry mass of the soil sample (Kg), Co is the initial tested 

concentration of glyphosate in contact with the soil sample (mg/L). Cw is the 

analytically measured mass concentration of glyphosate in the aqueous phase at 

sorption equilibrium (mg/L) and Vo is the initial volume of the aqueous phase in 

contact with the soil sample (mL). 

The Freundlich equation was used to describe sorption and desorption isotherms:  

 

                                              Cs = Kf Cw 1/n                                                                      (2) 

 

where Kf (mg 1-1/nL1/n /Kg) is the Freundlich sorption coefficient and 1/n is the Freundlich 

exponent (Kf and 1/n will hereafter refer to sorption, and Kfd and 1/nd to desorption). The Kf 

indicates the affinity of the substance to the soil matrix and 1/n indicates the degree of 

linearity between the amounts adsorbed and the concentration in the solution. 
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The hysteresis coefficient (H) for the sorption/desorption isotherms was calculated 

according to the equation:  

 

                                                            H= (1/nd)/(1/n)                                                              

(3) 

 

where 1/n and 1/nd are the Freundlich slopes obtained for the sorption and desorption 

isotherms, respectively. 

Statistical analysis 

For the isotherms sorption and desorption studies, each soil sample was analyzed by 

duplicate. The laboratory duplicate samples were averaged and the isotherm curves were 

then modeled using the NLIN procedure of SAS software [23]. The statistical analysis of 

the soil properties and of the estimated sorption and desorption parameters were performed 

using a completely randomized design with four replicates per soil. Analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was performed using the PROC GLM procedure to evaluate differences in the 

Freundlich parameters at a significance level of 5% [23].  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Soil characteristics 

Table 1 shows the physicochemical properties of the studied soils. Tandil and Anguil 

soils correspond to a loam texture, while Cerro Azul is classified as clay. The contents of 

sand, silt and clay, as well as the OC, pH, and CEC, differed significantly between soils. 

Cerro Azul soil had a significantly higher clay content, followed by Tandil and then Anguil 

(p <0.05). On the other hand, the OC content and CEC were significantly higher in Tandil, 
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followed by Cerro Azul and Tandil soil (p <0.05). Anguil soil had had significantly higher 

pH and P-Bray values than Tandil and Cerro Azul (p<0.05). This is in agreement with 

Sainz Rosas et al. [24], who reported that soils located to the West of the Pampa region 

have a high phosphorous content. Regarding the exchangeable cations, only significant 

differences were observed for Ca2+ and Mg2+, following the order Tandil> Cerro Azul> 

Anguil (p< 0.05). The highest Al3+ and Fe content were found in Cerro Azul soil, denoting 

its Ultisol origin [25,26].  

Sorption isotherms 

Glyphosate sorption and desorption isotherms are shown in Fig. 2. The Freundlich 

sorption coefficients for glyphosate were very high and ranged from 115.6 to 1612 (Table 

2), being generally higher than those usually reported in the literature [12,27,28,29,30]. 

Glyphosate Kf parameter was significantly higher in Cerro Azul, compared to Tandil and 

Anguil soil (p < 0.05) (Table 2). 

The values of 1/n ranged from 0.4 to 0.8 (Table 2). Isotherms exhibited an L-type 

(1/n <1) curve according to the classification of Giles et al. [31]. This indicates that 

sorption is not constant as the concentration of the herbicide increases and that the sorption 

sites become saturated with increasing glyphosate concentration [31]. In the case of Tandil 

and Anguil soils, glyphosate was almost completely sorbed to the soil at low initial 

concentrations and as the concentration increased, sorption became less efficient (Fig. 2). 

Isotherms of this type occur when the adsorbent has a high initial affinity for the herbicide 

until the sorption sites become saturated. In contrast, the Cerro Azul isotherm exhibits an 

almost linear relationship between the amount of sorbed glyphosate and its concentration at 

equilibrium in the solution (Fig. 2), with 1/n values closer to 1 (Table 2). Therefore, it can 
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be assumed that the number of sorption sites remains almost constant even at high 

concentrations [31]. The reason glyphosate sorption was significantly higher in Cerro Azul 

soil can be explained by the soils textural composition. Cerro Azul soil is an Ultisol, 

characterized by a high proportion of clay content composed of a mixture of kaolinite and 

Fe and Al oxides [32]. Clay content plays a major role in glyphosate sorption [9,33,34]. At 

the soil’s pH, the negatively charged glyphosate molecule can be complexed with cations 

released from the clays, via a cation exchange reaction with solution protons [13]. On the 

other hand, iron and aluminum oxides also play an important role in glyphosate sorption 

[12,28,35,36], since the phosphonate group of glyphosate establishes coordination links 

with the interchangeable surfaces of Fe3 + and Al3 + cations. In this sense, the lower soil pH 

of Cerro Azul could also be favoring sorption via Fe and Al oxides, since as the pH 

decreases these oxides become more protonated, increasing the affinity towards the 

negatively charged glyphosate molecule [35,37,38]. Therefore, aside from cation exchange 

reactions, glyphosate may strongly bond through ligand exchange with the metal ions (Fe 

or Al) at the surface of the clay minerals. This mechanism has been proposed for other 

organic weak acids [39] and hence it can be applied to glyphosate. Ligand exchange is 

stronger than anion exchange or cation bridging [40] and therefore, causes a strong 

retention to the soil matrix.  

Another important factor that influences glyphosate sorption is pre-sorbed 

phosphate. Phosphate competes strongly for the same sorption sites as glyphosate since 

phosphorous bonds by ligand exchange to the Al and Fe oxides [15]. Also, pre-adsorbed 

phosphate can inhibit glyphosate sorption since it increases the negative charges of the soil, 

in turn increasing the repulsion of the negative glyphosate molecule [37,41,42]. Hence, the 
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higher levels of pre-sorbed glyphosate in Tandil and Anguil soils might be another factor 

for the lower retention capacity of these soils compared to Cerro Azul.   

Desorption isotherms 

The Freundlich desorption coefficients of the studied soils ranged from 101.2 to 117.5 

mg1-1/n kg-1 L1/n (Table 2). Anguil soil had the highest Kfd, while Cerro Azul had a 

significantly lower desorption coefficient than the rest (p < 0.05). The total desorbed 

glyphosate at the end of the desorption study was 1.6 and 1.9% for Cerro Azul and Tandil, 

respectively; while in Anguil soil desorption reached 12% (Table 2). The values of 1/nd 

ranged from 0.01 to 0.2 (Table 2). The irreversibility of glyphosate sorption was confirmed 

by the lower values of 1/nd with respect to 1/n. The more pronounced slope of the 

desorption isotherms suggests that more energy is required to desorb the molecules than the 

needed for the sorption process [43]. In consequence, H values were low ranging from 0.01 

to 0.4 (Table 2). When comparing the three soils, desorption and H were significantly 

higher in Anguil. This can be explained by the lower clay content and lower CEC, as well 

as to the significantly higher pH and available phosphorus, that affect glyphosate sorption 

mechanisms in an inverse way, as explained before. Nevertheless, desorption hysteresis can 

be considered significant in all the studied soils since H< 0.7 [44], indicating that 

glyphosate sorption is nearly an irreversible process.  

The fact that glyphosate binds strongly to the studied soils and that desorption was very 

low has a major implication in glyphosate bioavailability [45]. Glyphosate’s biological 

degradation is strongly limited in soils that have high glyphosate affinity and low 

desorption [46]. 
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The results obtained in this study indicate that sorption of glyphosate increases in soils 

with high contents of Al3+, Fe and clays as well as with low pH and P content. This 

situation favors greater glyphosate retention and therefore, lower desorption which would 

reduce the likelihood of leaching and therefore the potential risk of groundwater 

contamination. However, glyphosate bioavailability can also be reduced, increasing its 

persistence and therefore contributing to its accumulation in the environment. These results 

contribute to the knowledge about glyphosate retention in soils and allows the identification 

of behavior patterns of this extensively applied herbicide in different edaphic scenarios. 

This is of major importance for the development of decision-making tools and criteria to 

reduce the potential negative impacts on soil and groundwater resources.   

Acknowledgment—A.M. Gómez Ortiz holds a scholarship from CONICET. This work is 

part of A.M. Gómez Ortiz doctoral studies at Fac. Ciencias Agrarias, Universidad Nacional 

de Mar del Plata. Funding was provided by INTA (PNSUELO 1134044) and Fondo Para la 

Investigación Científica y Tecnológica (PICT 448). 

Data Availability—Readers should contact the corresponding author:  

Dr. Francisco Bedmar (bedmar.francisco@inta.gob.ar) 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

REFERENCES 

1. ArgenBio. 2016.  Consejo Argentino para la Información y el Desarrollo de la 

Biotecnología. Plaguicidas (Argentinean Council for the Information and 

Development of Biotechnology). Buenos Aires (Argentina): Publisher. [cited 2016 

February 1]. Available from: www.argenbio.org/index.php.  

2. CASAFE. 2016. Cámara Argentina de Sanidad Agropecuaria y Fertilizantes 

(Argentinean Chamber of Agricultural Health and Fertilizers). Buenos Aires 

(Argentina): Publisher. [cited 2016 February 1]. Available from: www.casafe.org. 

3. Aparicio VC, De Gerónimo E, Marino D, Primost J, Carriquiriborde P, Costa JL. 

2013. Environmental fate of glyphosate and aminomethylphosphonic acid in surface 

waters and soil of agricultural basins. Chemosphere 93:1866-1873. 

4. Holland JM. 2004. The environmental consequences of adopting conservation 

tillage in Europe: reviewing the evidence. Agric Ecosyst Environ 103:1–25 

5. Mamy L, Barriuso E, Gabrielle B. 2005. Environmental fate of herbicides 

trifluralin, metazachlor, metamitron and sulcotrione compared with that of 

glyphosate, a substitute broad spectrum herbicide for different glyphosate-resistant 

crops. Pest Manag Sci 61:905-916. 

6. Bedmar F, Daniel PE, Costa JL, Giménez D. 2011. Sorption of acetochlor, 

S‐metolachlor, and atrazine in surface and subsurface soil horizons of Argentina. 

Environ Toxicol Chem 30:1990–1996. 

7. Yang L, Xia X, Hu L. 2012. Distribution and health risk assessment of HCHs in 

urban soils of Beijing, China. Environ Monit Assess 184:377–2387. 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

8. Gianelli VR, Bedmar F, Costa JL. 2014. Persistence and sorption of imazapyr in 

three Argentinean soils. Environ Toxicol Chem 33:29-34. 

9. Okada E, Costa JL, Bedmar F. 2016. Sorption and mobility of glyphosate in 

different soils under no-till and conventional tillage. Geoderma 263:78–85. 

10. Sprankle P, Meggit WF, Penner D. 1975. Sorption, mobility and microbial 

degradation of glyphosate in the soil. Weed Sci 23:229–234 

11. Gimsing AL, Borggaard OK. 2002. Effect of Phosphate on the Sorption of 

Glyphosate on Soils, Clay Minerals and Oxides. Int J Environ Anal Chem 82:545–

552. 

12. Mamy L, Barriuso E. 2005. Glyphosate sorption in soils compared to herbicides 

replaced with the introduction of glyphosate resistant crops. Chemosphere 61:844–

855. 

13. Glass RL. 1987. Sorption of glyphosate by Soils and Clay Minerals. J Agric Food 

Chem 34:497–500. 

14. Piccolo A, Celano G, Arienzo M, Mirabella A. 1994. Sorption and desorption of 

glyphosate in some European soils. J Environ Sci Heal B 29:1105–1115. 

15. Gimsing AL, Borggaard OK, Bang M. 2004. Influence of soil composition on 

sorption of glyphosate and phosphate by contrasting Danish surface soils. Eur J Soil 

Sci 55:183–191. 

16. Gee GW, Bauder JW. 1986. Particle-size analysis. In Klute A. Methods of soil 

analysis Part 1. Physical and mineralogical methods. American Society of 

Agronomy and Soil Science Society of America, Madison, Wisconsin, USA, pp 

383–411 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

17. Walkley A, Black IA. 1934. An examination of the Degtjareff method for 

determining soil organic matter and a proposed modification of the chromic acid 

titration method. Soil Sci Soc Am J 37: 29–37.  

18. Chapman H. 1965. Cation exchange capacity. In Black CA, ed, Methods of soil 

analysis Nº 9, American Society of Agronomy, Madison, Wisconsin, USA. pp 891–

900. 

19. Bray RR, Kurtz L. 1945. Determination of total organic and available forms of 

phosphorus in soils. Soil Sci 59:39-45. 

20. US Environmental Protection Agency. 1986. Method 3050 Acid digestion of 

sediments, sludges and soils, SW-846. Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste 

Physical/Chemical Methods, 3rd ed. Washington, DC. 

21. American Public Health Association. 1965. Standard methods for the examination 

of water and wastewater, 12th ed. New York, NY, USA. 

22. OECD. 2000. Sorption - Desorption Using a Batch Equilibrium Method. OECD 

Guidel. Test. Chem. 1–44. 

23. SAS Institute. 2002. The SAS System. Version 9. Cary, NC, USA. 

24. Sainz Rosas H, Echeverría H, Angelini H. 2012. Fósforo disponible en suelos de la 

región Pampeana y Extra Pampeana argentina (Available phosphorous in soils of 

the Pamepan and Extra Pampean región of Argentina). Rev Investig Agropecu 

Online 1–7. 

25. Moscatelli G, Pazos MS. 2000. Soils of Argentina: nature and use. International 

Symposium of Soil Science IUSS Extraordinary Council Meeting 000: 17–22. 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

26. Panigatti JL. 2010. Argentina, 200 Años, 200 Suelos. Ediciones INTA. Buenos 

Aires, Argentina, pp 345. 

27. De Jonge H, De Jonge LW. 1999. Influence of pH and solution composition on the 

sorption of glyphosate and prochloraz to a sandy loam soil. Chemosphere 39: 753–

763. 

28. De Jonge H, De Jonge LW, Jacobsen OH, Yamaguchi TY, Moldrup P. 2001. 

Glyphosate sorption in soils of different pH and phosphorus content. Soil Sci 

166:230–238.  

29. Rampoldi EA, Hang S, Barriuso E. 2014. Carbon-14-Glyphosate Behavior in 

Relationship to Pedoclimatic Conditions and Crop Sequence. J Environ Qual 

43:558–567.  

30. Candela L, Álvarez-Benedí J, Condesso de Melo MT, Rao PSC. 2007. Laboratory 

studies on glyphosate transport in soils of the Maresme area near Barcelona, Spain: 

Transport model parameter estimation. Geoderma 140:8–16. 

31. Giles CH, Smith D, Huitson A. 1974. A general treatment and classification of the 

solute sorption isotherm. I Theor J Colloid Interf Sci 47:755–765. 

32. Morrás H, Moretti L, Piccolo G, Zech W. 2009. Genesis of subtropical soils with 

stony horizons in NE Argentina: Autochthony and polygenesis. Quatern Int 

196:137–159. 

33. Sørensen SR, Schultz A, Jacobsen OS, Aamand J. 2006. Sorption, desorption and 

mineralisation of the herbicides glyphosate and MCPA in samples from two Danish 

soil and subsurface profiles. Environ Pollut 141:184–194. 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

34. Bergström L, Börjesson E, Stenström J. 2011. Laboratory and lysimeter studies of 

glyphosate and aminomethylphosphonic acid in a sand and a clay soil. J Environ 

Qual 40:98–108. 

35. Morillo E, Undabeytia T, Maqueda C, Ramos A. 2000. Glyphosate sorption on soils 

of different characteristics. Influence of copper addition. Chemosphere 40:103–107. 

36. Barja BC, Dos Santos Afonso, M. 2005. Aminomethylphosphonic acid and 

glyphosate sorption onto goethite: a comparative study. Environ Sci Techno 39:585–

592. 

37. Gimsing AL, Borggaard OK. 2007. Phosphate and glyphosate sorption by hematite 

and ferrihydrite and comparison with other variable-charge minerals. Clays Clay 

Miner 55:110–116. 

38. Wang Y-J, Zhou D-M, Sun R-J, Cang L, Hao X-Z. 2006. Cosorption of zinc and 

glyphosate on two soils with different characteristics. J Hazard Mater 137:76–82. 

39. Stumm W, Kummert R, Sigg L. 1980. A ligand exchange model for the adsorption 

of inorganic and organic ligand at hydrous oxide interfaces. Croat Chem Acta 

52:291-312. 

40. Koskinen WC, Harper SS. 1990. The Retention Process: Mechanisms. In Cheng 

HH, ed, Pesticides in the soil environment: Processes, impacts, and modeling. Soil 

Science Society of America, Madison, Wisconsin, USA, pp 59. 

41. Dion HM, Harsh JB, Hill HH. 2001. Competitive sorption between glyphosate and 

inorganic phosphate on clay minerals and low organic matter soils. J Radioanal 

Nucl Chem 249:385-390. 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

42. Gimsing AL, Szilas C, Borggaard OK. 2007. Sorption of glyphosate and phosphate 

by variable-charge tropical soils from Tanzania. Geoderma 138:127–132. 

43. Passeport E, Benoit P, Bergheaud V, Coquet Y, Tournebize J. 2011. Selected 

pesticides sorption and desorption in substrates from artificial wetland and forest 

buffer. Environ Toxicol Chem 30:1669–1676. 

44. Barriuso E, Laird DA, Koskinen WC, Dowdy RH. 1994. Atrazine desorption from 

smectites. Soil Sci Soc Am J 58:1632–1638. 

45. Sorensen SR, Schultz A, Jacobsen OS, Aamand J. 2006. Sorption, desorption and 

mineralization of the herbicides glyphosate and MCPA in samples from two Danish 

soil and subsurface profiles. Environ Poll 141:184–194. 

46. Okada E, Costa JL, Bedmar F. 2017. Glyphosate Dissipation in Different Soils 

under No-Till and Conventional Tillage. Pedosphere In press. 



A
cc

ep
te

d 
Pr

ep
ri

nt

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved 

 

Figure 1. Location of sampling sites in the provinces of Buenos Aires, La Pampa and 

Misiones, Argentina. 

Figure 2. Adsorption (grey dots) and desorption (black dots) isotherms for a) Cerro Azul, b) 

Tandil and c) Anguil soils. Error bars represent standard deviation. Black dotted line 

represents the Freundlich model fit. Note different x-axis scale for Anguil soil. 
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Table 1. Main characteristics of the sampled locations and soil physico-chemical properties.  

 

Soil 

 

Anguil Cerro Azul Tandil 

Altitude (masl)  157 280 256 

Annual average temperature (°C) 15.3 20.5 13.7 

Mean annual precipitation (mm)  760 1844 993 

Latitude 36°35’54”S 27°39’42”S 37°36’0.1”S 

Longitude 63°58’31”W 55°26’25”W 59°04’29”W 

Soil type Mollisol Ultisol Mollisol 

Main textural class Loam Clay Loam 

pH  6.3 aa 4.9 c 5.4 b 

Clay (%) 14.7 c 78.5 a 23.0 b 

Silt (%) 45.6 a 15.4 c 40.9 b 

Sand (%)  39.6 a 6.1 c 36.0 b 

OC (%)  1.3 c 2.4 b 3.4 a 

P-Bray (mg/kg)  29.6 a 7.6 c 17.1b 

CEC (meq/100 g) 17.4 c 20.6 b 25.2 a 

Ca2+ (meq/100 g) 8.1 b 5.6 b 14.7 a 

Mg2+ (meq/100 g) 2.9 b 3.2 b 5.1 a 

K+ (meq/100 g) 3.2 a 1.2 a 2.8 a 

Na+ (meq/100 g) 0.3 a 0.2 a 0.5 a 

Al3+ (meq/100 g) b 0.15 b 0.69 a 0.11 b 
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Total Fe (%) b 1.08 b 8.40 a 0.81 b 

OC= organic carbon; P-Bray= available phosphorous; CEC= cation exchange capacity 

a Different letters indicate differences among soils (p<0.05) 

bGianelli et al. [8] 
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Table 2. Glyphosate Freundlich sorption and desorption parameters for Anguil, Cerro Azul and Tandil soils. 

 

Sorption 

 

Desorption a 

 

Soil Kf c 1/n r2 Kfd c 1/nd r2 

%d 

 

Hf 

       1º 2º 3º Totale  

Cerro Azul 1612.0 (859.8)a 0.8 (0.5)ab 0.97-0.99 101.2 (2.9) c 0.01 (0.0)c 0.99-0.99 0.7 (0.1) 0.6 (0.0) 0.5 (0.1) 1.6 (0.8) 0.01 (0.0)b 

Tandil 412.6 50.9)b 0.5 (0.07)ab 0.98-0.99 105.4 (1.7)b 0.02 (0.0)b 0.99-0.99 0.8 (0.1) 0.6 (0.0) 0.3 (0.0) 1.9 (0.5) 0.04 (0.0)b 

Anguil 115.6 (12.9)b 0.4 (0.2)b 0.90-0.99 117.5 (0.6)a 0.20 (0.0)a 0.99-0.99 4.5 (0.3) 3.6 (0.1) 3.3 (0.3) 12.3 (4.1) 0.4 (0.2)a 

Mean values of 4 replicates. Standard deviation in parenthesis. 

a Desorption from initial glyphosate aqueous concentration C0 = 5 mg/L. 

b Different letters indicate significant differences among soils (p<0.05). 

c
 Units  are mg1-1/nL1/n/Kg. 

d Percentage of desorbed glyphosate in the 1º, 2º and 3º desorption cycle. 

eTotal desorbed glyphosate after three successive desorption cycles. 

f Hysteresis coefficient (H = 1/nd/1/n) 

 

 




