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a b s t r a c t

To contribute to more sustainable crop production, this study evaluated the capacity of Azospirillum sp.
and Pseudomonas sp. to degrade glyphosate residues both in vitro and in vivo in maize plants (Zea mays L.)
at different growth stages. In vitro, both bacteria tolerated glyphosate and were capable of using it as a
carbon source. In bioassays, inoculation with both bacteria improved germination and root emergence,
primary root growth, root hair development and coleoptile growth in seeds previously treated with the
herbicide. Foliar inoculation with Azospirillum sp. and Pseudomonas sp. in glyphosate-treated plants
improved root and shoot biomass and increased foliar area, photosynthetic pigments and phytohormone
content as well, thus increasing maize yield in the field while concomitantly decreasing herbicide
accumulation in leaves and grains. The bacterial capacity to degrade glyphosate in vivo at different
growth stages in maize plants growing in the field is a novel and promising biotechnological technique to
minimize the persistence of xenobiotic compounds in the environment. This finding adds to the already
known importance of the application of bacterial inoculants to crops to enhance plant growth, devel-
opment and yield.

© 2015 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Rhizospheric bacteria have a beneficial effect on plant growth
(D€obereiner, 1992; Baldani et al., 1997; Mantelin and Touraine,
2004; Cohen et al., 2014). Due to this effect, these bacteria have
beenwidely used as an alternative to reduce the use of pesticides in
pursuit of more sustainable agriculture (Aguirre-Medina, 2008;
Olalde-Portugal and Serratos, 2008).

Azospirillum and Pseudomonas are the most studied genera of
Plant Growth Promoting Rhizobacteria (PGPR), due to their ca-
pacity to significantly enhance the growth, development, and yield
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of numerous vegetable species of agricultural interest (Okon and
Labandera-Gonz�alez, 1994; Jaime et al., 1999; Bashan et al., 2004;
Haas and D�efago, 2005; Cohen et al., 2009). This capacity may be
explained by the production of phytohormones such as gibberellins
(GAs), IAA and ABA (Bottini et al., 1989, 2004; Crozier et al., 1988;
Cohen et al., 2008).

In addition to their capacity to promote growth, it has also been
shown that Azospirillum and Pseudomonas are able to tolerate
herbicides and degrade xenobiotics (Venkateswarlu and
Sethunatan, 1984; Omar et al., 1992; Gimsing et al., 2004; White
and Metcalf, 2004; Ratcliff et al., 2006; Funke et al., 2006; Bazot
and Lebeau, 2008; Moneke et al., 2010).

Herbicide use for weed control is feasible and widespread and is
an important factor in current agriculture (Wardle and Parkinson,
1990; Sannino and Gianfreda, 2001). Glyphosate (N-phosphono-
methyl glycine), is one of the most widely used non-selective
broad-spectrum herbicides in agriculture worldwide (EPA, 1994;
Franz et al., 1997). Commercial glyphosate products typically
consist of a concentrated formula of an isopropylamine salt of
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glyphosate for the destruction of weeds in wheat, beans, sorghum,
tomatoes, vine, sorghum, potatoes, among others (Eslava et al.,
2007).

The use of transgenic varieties of maize tolerant to glyphosate
(RR: Roundup Ready®) has contributed to the wide use of this
compound (Williams et al., 2000). However, its excessive use could
have potentially toxic effects in crop products, which justifies the
increasing concern at all levels associated with food safety. It is
important to evaluate the risk these varieties have on people's
health when grown using certain chemical compounds
(Dobbelaere et al., 2002; Roy et al., 2002; Kozdroj et al., 2004).

Little is known about the interaction of PGPR inoculation with
the application of agricultural herbicides; therefore, the aim of this
study was to investigate that interaction. Specifically, the objective
was to evaluate the capacity of Azospirillum and Pseudomonas to
degrade residual glyphosate both in vitro and in vivo in maize plants
at different growth stages, with the aim of improving the quality of
crops in a sustainable way.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. In vitro assays

To evaluate the capacity of Azospirillum sp. and Pseudomonas sp.
(strains of which were provided by the agronomist A. Perticari,
IMIZA-INTA-Castelar, Argentina) to tolerate and degrade glypho-
sate, preinocules were cultured overnight in LB medium (Luria
Bertani DIBICO S.A. de C.V. Mexico, D.F.) to a final density of
1 � 108 CFU ml�1. Then, these cultures were used to inoculate
1000 mL flasks containing 25 ml of NFb medium (D€obereiner, 1989)
or modified NFb mediumwith a carbon source (malic acid, 5 g L�1).
To both conditions, 250 mL of either commercial herbicide (48%
AGM Glyphosate AGM Glifoweed, Agriquemical Supplies S.A.,
Argentina) or pure glyphosate active ingredient (SigmaeAldrich Co.
LLC, USA) was added from a solution of 1.3 ppm. The treatments
were: a) Azospirillum; b) Herbicide þ Azospirillum; c)
Glyphosate þ Azospirillum; d) Pseudomonas; e)
Herbicide þ Pseudomonas; f) Glyphosate þ Pseudomonas.

Themediumwas then incubated at 30 �C for 192 h on a shaker at
120 rpm. Viability was determined at 96 h by measuring the
number of colony-forming units (CFU ml�1), and optical density
(OD590nm) measurements were taken every 4 h in a ThermoSpec-
tronic Helios spectrometer (Artisan Technology Group ® 101 E.
Mercury Drive Champaign, IL 61822) to monitor growth
throughout the biomass growth phase.

2.2. Germination assays

Experiments in Petri dishes were performed with 8 seeds each
of the maize (Zea mays L.) DK 670 MGRR. Ten repetitions were
carried out for each treatment. Fifteen (15) ml distilled water or
solution of commercial herbicide was added with glyphosate as an
active ingredient (0.25 L (100 L)�1). The herbicide dose used was
determined in previous assays by means of a dilution curve, start-
ing from a pattern solution at different concentrations. The
maximum concentration corresponded to the required amount for
the effect of the herbicide to be observed and for germination to be
uninhibited. The Petri dishes were incubated at approximately
29 �C. The treatments were: a) Herbicide þ Seeds without inocu-
lation; b) Herbicide þ Seeds inoculated with Azospirillum sp.; c)
Herbicide þ Seed inoculated with Pseudomonas sp.

After 48 h, the germination percentage was evaluated according
to the International Seed Testing Association Plant Evaluation
Manual (ISTA, 2003); after 96 h, the coleoptile (Sixto et al., 1997)
and radicle growth (Beckie et al., 1990) were observed.
2.3. Plants assays under controlled conditions

Experiments were performed in 6 replicates in 300 cm3 pots
filled with soil/vermiculite, with one maize plant DK 670 MGRR per
pot. Hoagland universal solution was used for irrigation. Leaves of
plants were sprayed with PGPR inoculant in the V3 and V5 stages of
growth (Zadocks et al., 1974), the amount of solution of both in-
oculants being 1ml/plant with a concentration of 107 CFUml�1. The
herbicide was applied by spraying at the V2eV3 stages. The con-
centration usedwas 2.5 L (100 L)�1 (the dose commonly used in the
field). The treatments were: a) Foliar application of Herbicide; b)
Foliar application of Herbicide þ Foliar inoculation with Azospir-
illum sp.; c) Foliar application of Herbicideþ Foliar inoculationwith
Pseudomonas sp.

Pots were incubated in a growth chamber (16 h light at 28� C/8 h
darkness at 20 �C, 80% RH). After the treatments and up to 30 days
post sowing, the samples were collected to evaluate the following
variables:

The foliar area was determined by multiplying the total length
by the maximum width of each leaf. The result was multiplied by
the particular correction factor for each crop (Montgomery, 1911).

Aboveground and belowground biomass were determined on a
dryweight (DW) basis by placing sample aliquots for 7 days at 65 �C
in a fan-ventilated oven. For pigment measurement, 50 mg fresh
weight of flag leaf was homogenized in a mortar with 10 ml of 80%
acetone. The homogenate was loaded in Eppendorf tubes and
incubated for 1 h at 4 �C in the dark to extract the pigment; then,
the homogenate was centrifuged twice for 5 min at 5000 rpm
(radius: 15 cm). Aliquots were taken from the supernatant, and
chlorophyll a and b levels were measured by spectrophotometry at
650 and 665 nm, respectively. Five millimeters of 1 M NaOH and
15 ml of diethyl ether were added to the total volume. Carotene
content was assessed from the ether fraction by spectrophotometry
at 450 nm (modified from Mackinney (1938)).

Phytohormone analysis was performed on 200 mg samples of
leaf tissue collected in liquid nitrogen. After collection, the samples
were lyophilized and kept at �20 �C. The samples were ground to
powder with a mortar and pestle and weighed (100e200 mg per
sample). The extraction was performed with 5 ml of deionized
water with pH adjusted to 2.8 at 4 �C. After centrifugation (15 min,
maximum speed), the supernatant was collected, and the pellet
was then re-suspended and re-extracted with 2 ml of fresh buffer
(pH: 2.8) to be re-centrifuged as before. 50 ng aliquots of each of
deuterated JA, ABA and IAA (provided by Olchelmn Ltd, Czech Re-
public) were added as internal standards. The extracts were
transferred to 50 ml tubes and mixed with ethyl acetate. Then, the
organic phase was extracted and evaporated at 37 �C in a Speed-
Vac. Dried extracts were dissolved in 50 mL methanol (100%), and
placed in vials. For liquid chromatography, analyses were per-
formed using an Alliance 2695 (Separation Module, Waters, USA)
quaternary pump equipped with an auto-sampler. A Restek C18
(Restek, USA) column (2.1 � 100 mm, 5 mm) was used at 28 �C with
an injected volume of 10 mL. The binary solvent system used for
elution gradient consisted of 0.2% acetic acid in H2O (solvent B) and
MeOH (solvent A) at a constant flow-rate of 200 mL min�1. A linear
gradient profile with the following proportions (v/v) of solvent A
was applied [t (min), % A]: (0, 40), (25, 80), with 7 min for re-
equilibration. MS/MS experiments were performed on a Micro-
mass Quatro UltimaTM PT double quadrupole mass spectrometer
(Micromass, Manchester City, UK). All analyses were performed
using a turbo ion spray source in negative electrospray ionization
mode (ESI) with the following settings for phytohormones: capil-
lary voltage �3250 V, energy cone 35 V, RF Lens1 (20), RF Lens2
(0.3), source temp. 100 �C, desolvation temp. 350 �C, gas cone
100 L h�1, gas desolvation 701 L h�1, collision cell potential of 15 V
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and multiplier (650). MS/MS parameters were optimized in infu-
sion experiments using individual standard solutions of each hor-
mone. MS/MS product ions were produced by collision-activated
dissociation of selected precursor ions in the collision cell of the
double quadrupole mass spectrometer, and mass was analyzed
using the second analyzer of the instrument. In negative mode, the
spectrum for each hormone gave deprotonated molecule [M�H].
Quantitation was performed by injection of samples in multiple
reaction monitoring (MRM) modes because many compounds
could present the same nominal molecular mass. The combination
of parent mass and unique fragment ions was used to selectively
monitor hormones. MRM acquisitionwas performed bymonitoring
the 209/59 and 215/59 transitions for JA and (2H6)-JA; 263/153 and
269/159 for ABA and (2H6)-ABA; and 174/130 and 179/135 for IAA
and (2H5)-IAA, respectively, with a dwell time of 2000 ms for each
transition. Data were acquired and analyzed using MassLynxTM 4.1
and QuanLynxTM 4.1 (Micromass, Manchester, UK) software. For
quantification, values were obtained from a calibration curve pre-
viously constructed using known amounts of each hormone and its
pure standard (Sigma, St. Louis, MO, USA)/deuterated internal
standard ratio (del Mar Soto et al., 2010).
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Fig. 1. Biomass of Azospirillum and Pseudomonas sp. at different incubation times, in
the presence of commercial herbicide or pure active principle, glyphosate; with carbon
source (a) and without incorporated carbon source (b). Treatments: A: Azospirillum;
A þ H: Azospirillum with commercial herbicide; A þ G: Azospirillum with pure
glyphosate; P: Pseudomonas; P þ H: Pseudomonas sp. with commercial herbicide;
P þ G: Pseudomonas with pure glyphosate.
2.4. Field experiments

The maize hybrid was the same used for assays 2.2 and 2.3, DK
670 MGRR. Experiments were conducted during the 2011e13 crop
seasons in the experimental field of the Universidad Nacional de
Río Cuarto campus, Río Cuarto, C�ordoba, Argentina (33� 070 S, 64�

140 W), located at 432 m.a.s.l., with monsoon-type precipitation in
the area. The region's soil is a typical Hapludoll. An experimental
unit (a parcel) was comprised of 6 rows, each 16 m long. Blocks
were separated by 0.7 m unplanted distances. Each treatment had 6
repetitions in a randomized complete block. A necessary number of
rows around and between the assays were used to avoid border
effects. The maize was sown on a suitable date for that area
(Andrade and Cirilo, 2000) to its optimal density of 8 plants m�2

(Echarte et al., 2000). Weed, pests and disease control were per-
formed in a timely manner. The field was fertilized according to the
recommendations from soil analysis and common practices of the
area to avoid possible nutritional inferences. The treatments were
the same as the ones described for the plant assays under
controlled conditions: a) Foliar application of Herbicide; b) Foliar
application of Herbicide þ Foliar inoculation with Azospirillum sp.;
c) Foliar application of Herbicide þ Foliar inoculation with Pseu-
domonas sp.

In this experimental field, both PGPR bacterial suspensions were
prepared at 1L (100 L)�1 with biomass of 1 � 108 CFU ml�1 and
were applied at the 6-leaf vegetative growth stage (V6) and
repeated prior to the flowering reproductive stage (R1), according
to the Zadocks scale (Zadocks et al., 1974). Glyphosate was applied
by spraying 48% isopropylamine salt of glyphosate at the V3 and V6
stages. The dose usually used per field hectare was 2.5 L 100 L-1 in
both stages. Grain yield and yield components per area unit as well
as the residual content of herbicide in leaves and grains were
determined at physiological maturity. For this purpose, the proce-
dure used was the same as the ones used for the phytohormone
analysis previously described, although a greater amount of vegetal
tissue content was used for analysis (1 g per leaf sample, 5 g per
grain sample). Calibrations were made using the pure and the
commercial formulation (Roundup®). The identification of glyph-
osate residue was based on the following transitions: 170/88 for
pure glyphosate and 229/184 for glyphosate salt (iso-
propylammonium or N-phosphonomethylglycine ammonium salt).
2.5. Statistical analysis

The results were analyzed using the Info-Stat statistical analysis
software package (professional version 1.1, infostat@agro.uncor.
edu). An ANOVA was performed, and Fisher's LSD test (a ¼ 5%)
was used to compare the treatments.

3. Results

3.1. Tolerance and degradation of glyphosate in vitro

In vitro, both bacteria (Azospirillum and Pseudomonas) tolerated
the glyphosate and were able to use it as a carbon source. Bacterial
growth in response to 250, 500 and 1000 mL doses of herbicide
solution was examined. An increase in glyphosate concentration
led to a concomitant decrease in the growth of the isolates
compared with the control which contained no glyphosate (data
not shown); for this reason, doses of 250 mL were used for all
further experiments in this section.

In the bacterial growth experiments with carbon sources added,
Azospirillum showed a longer lag phase than Pseudomonas. Both
bacteria had lower growth in the presence of pure glyphosate
(9.4� 105 and 1.1� 105 CFUml�1 for Azospirillum and Pseudomonas,
respectively); in the presence of the commercial herbicide prepa-
ration, both bacteria showed a growth profile similar to the bacteria
grown in the absence of herbicide (1.7� 106 and 1.4� 106 CFUml�1,
respectively). This culture reached a clearer maximum of growth at
96 h of incubation. If this time is comparedwith the one obtained in
the experiment without carbon source (Fig.1a), it can be observed

http://infostat@agro.uncor.edu
http://infostat@agro.uncor.edu
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that the bacteria had not yet entered the death phase due to greater
nutrient availability.

In the in vitro experiments without carbon source, the biomass
growth of both bacteria was affected (Fig.1b). Final titers were two
orders of magnitude lower than in the experiments with carbon
source added (on the order of 1.8� 104 CFU ml�1). The short lag
phase, coupled with the rapid growth of the two bacteria, showed
the effective use of glyphosate and glyphosate salt because, before
the 24 h mark, the incubations were in exponential phase. Pseu-
domonas and Azospirillum attained maximum growth at 48 h of
incubation, while both bacteria with glyphosate or commercial
herbicide achieved maximum growth at 72 h of incubation. Both
bacteria showed higher growth with the addition of commercial
glyphosate than with pure glyphosate. In the presence of both
chemical products, the stationary phase was longer and the
beginning of the death phase was delayed. The culture of both
bacteria without carbon source and with commercial or pure
glyphosate also showed increased total growth (the values of
CFU ml�1 were two and three orders of magnitude higher than
Azospirillum and Pseudomonas alone, respectively).

3.2. Growth, development and yield of maize

Before the evaluation of maize seed germination subjected to
glyphosate, the effects of different concentrations of glyphosate
were analyzed (2.5, 1.0, 0.5, 0.25 and 0.005 L (100 L)�1). The
glyphosate concentration of 0.25 L (100 L)�1 was used in the later
assays of germination because, even though there was a lower
percentage of germination in relation to the control one, it was the
most concentrated solution that affected the root growth to a lesser
extent and allowed for better coleoptile development. The con-
centration normally used in the field (2.5 L (100 L)�1) could not be
used because direct contact of the seed with that solution inhibited
germination and growth.

Inoculation with either bacterium in the presence of herbicide
significantly improved germination rates and root emergence. This
effect was largest in the treatment with Pseudomonas sp. (Fig.2a).
Treatment with either PGPR resulted in longer primary roots
(Fig.2b), as well as better radical hair and coleoptile development.

The plants inoculated with Azospirillum sp. and Pseudomonas sp.
showed a greater foliar area and greater aboveground and below-
ground biomass than uninoculated plants (Figs. 3 and 4). The foliar
inoculation increased the total content of both chlorophylls and
carotenes (Fig.5). When glyphosate was applied, the foliar appli-
cation of either bacterium significantly increased the analyzed
phytohormone content in comparison with the uninoculated
plants. The IAA and ABA levels were highest in those plants treated
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Fig. 2. Germination percentage (a) and root length (b) of maize seeds incubated in Petri di
inoculation with Azospirillum sp.; H þ P: herbicide application and inoculation with Pseudom
Test.
with Azospirillum (Table 1).
The results from maize crops in the field experiment showed a

significant decrease in the accumulation of herbicide in salt form in
leaves that received PGPRs in comparison with uninoculated con-
trol leaves, two and three times lower in the treatments with
Azospirillum sp. and Pseudomonas sp., respectively (Table 2). These
bacterial applications also had the capacity to mitigate herbicide
accumulation in grains (Fig.6). When residual herbicide contents in
maize grains were determined, it was clearly observed that the
control treatment contained a significant amount of active glyph-
osate and a lower proportion of salt. Inoculated plants showed
lower accumulation in grains of glyphosate in both forms (glyph-
osate salt and glyphosate).

Additionally, a yield increase in the crops treated with Azospir-
illum and Pseudomonaswas observed, 11.1% and 47.5%, respectively.
The uninoculated control averaged 1021.5 kg grain/ha and the
PGPR-treated plants averaged 1135.0 and 1502.5 kg grain/ha,
respectively.
4. Discussion

Studies on the effect of herbicides on bacterial growth in vitro
have found reductions in population counts when glyphosate was
added to culture media (Quinn et al., 1988; Santos and Flores, 1995;
Kryzsko-Lupicka and Orlik, 1997). The toxicity of artificial media is
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Fig. 4. Dry weight (DW) of roots and aerial parts, of maize seedling grown in plastic pots during 30 days. Treatments H: Application of herbicide; H þ A: herbicide application and
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Fig. 5. Average of total Chlorophyll and Carotene content per gram of fresh weight of maize seedlings grown in plastic pots during 30 days. Treatments: H: Application of herbicide;
H þ A: herbicide application and inoculation with Azospirillum sp. at leaf level; H þ P: herbicide application and inoculation with Pseudomonas sp. at leaf level. Different letters show
significant differences at p < 0.05 with the Fisher alpha Test.

Table 1
Phytohormone content per gram fresh weight of maize seedlings grown in plastic
pots during 30 days. Treatments: H: Application of herbicide; H þ A: herbicide
application and inoculation with Azospirillum sp. at leaf level; H þ P: herbicide
application and inoculationwith Pseudomonas sp. at leaf level. Different letters show
significant differences at p < 0.05 with the Fisher alpha Test. AIA: indole acetic acid.
ABA: abscisic acid, JA: jasmonic acid.

Phytohormone (ng/FW) H H þ A H þ P

AIA 31172c 194999.5a 100854.9b
ABA 1846.5c 5333.5a 2873.5b
JA 52b 111.5a 137.5a

Table 2
Glyphosate Residual content (micrograms of glyphosate per grams fresh weight).
Treatments: H: Application of herbicide; H þ A: herbicide application and inocu-
lationwith Azospirillum sp. at leaf level; Hþ P: herbicide application and inoculation
with Pseudomonas sp. at leaf level. Different letters in the same row indicate a sta-
tistically significant difference (p < 0.05).

H H þ A H þ P

Glyphosate Residual (mg/g FW) 6195.5a 3040.5b 2033.0c
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Fig. 6. Glyphosate (light bars) and glyphosate salt (dark bars) content in micrograms
per kilograms of grains. Treatments: C: Control; A: Azospirillum.sp. P: Pseudomonas sp.
Different letters in the same bars indicate a statistically significant difference
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expected to be based on the mode of action of glyphosate (inability
of the organism to synthesize the needed aromatic amino acids).
Unlike the response in artificial media, no toxicity was found when
glyphosatewas added in laboratory bioassays (Busse et al., 2001). In
the results of this experiment, both bacteria showed the capacity to
tolerate the presence of glyphosate and showed effective use of
glyphosate as a carbon source in vitro. In the presence of either
chemical product, the stationary phase was longer and the onset of
the death phasewas delayed, an effect present in both bacteria. This
outcome shows that both bacteria were capable of using and
metabolizing glyphosate and its salt as nutrition sources and cor-
roborates an earlier report (Masciarelli et al., 2013), which found
that the content of these chemical compounds was lower in spent
culture fluid. The same doseeresponse profile was obtained for
commercial herbicide as for pure glyphosate (500 and 1000 mL),
both showing higher growth at lower doses, which is in agreement
with other studies (Grant et al., 2002; Jilani and Altaf, 2006; Malik
et al., 2009; Murugesan et al., 2010). These findings demonstrate
that PGPRs can degrade the herbicide and its active compound
in vitro, and PGPRs would thus mitigate residual herbicide accu-
mulation in grains.

Studies using 14C-glyphosate radiolabeling have suggested that
Pseudomonas sp. strain LBr degrades glyphosate via amino-
methylphosphonic acid (AMPA) and sarcosine (Jacob et al., 1988). In
(p < 0.05).
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another study, members of five bacterial genera capable of using
glyphosate as a sole carbon source were isolated; of these genera,
the Pseudomonas spp were dominant, and many of them are being
used as inoculants (Martínez-Nieto et al., 2012). Herbicide toler-
ance has also been demonstrated in Azospirillum (Gadkari, 1988;
Omar et al., 1992). Both bacteria used in this study showed appre-
ciable growth in the culture medium containing glyphosate and
glyphosate formulations. The differences observed in the growths
of the isolates in the medium are indicative of the differences be-
tween the organisms in tolerating the glyphosate, and suggest
further biodegradation studies based on their short lag phase and
rapid utilization of glyphosate. There have been several reports of
the ability of different PGPR genera to effectively use glyphosate by
naturally synthesizing appropriate enzymes or as a result of genetic
mutation (Shinabarger et al., 1984; Kishore and Jacob, 1987; Jacob
et al., 1988; White and Metcalf, 2004; Funke et al., 2006; Bazot
and Lebeau, 2008; Moneke et al., 2010).

Moreover, the biostimulant action of PGPR on the maize root
system upon inoculation (Hadar and Okon, 1987; Fulchieri and
Frioni, 1994; Bellone et al., 1999) is already well known. In this
study, longer roots and an increase in the growth of radical hairs
were the main effects, and were the main activities responsible for
greater nutrient uptake by plants (Burdman et al., 2000). Both
bacteria were able to enhance the growth and early development of
maize in the presence of herbicide, which is symplastically trans-
ported towards the meristems of the growing plant. Just as it was
shown in the seedling experiments, inoculation with Azospirillum
and Pseudomona sp. promoted root development in the early
growth stages of maize, according to Santillana (2001), and would
be able to alleviate the effects caused by the glyphosate in the
commercial herbicide during germination. These advantages reflect
the important role played by the aforementioned PGPRs in the
degradation of toxic residues, as was observed in a previous study
on RR soybeans treated with glyphosate (Krishna et al., 2010).
Several studies on this topic worldwide have found that both
glyphosate and other organophosphonate compounds are
degraded by an assortment of different soil microorganisms, mainly
by several species of Pseudomonas spp. (White and Metcalf, 2004;
Funke et al., 2006; Bazot and Lebeau, 2008; Moneke et al., 2010).

The beneficial effect of bacteria on several crops, especially ce-
reals, has been well established (Okon and Labanderas-Gonz�alez,
1994). Therefore, the increases in biomass, the foliar area, the
photosynthetic pigment content and the cell membrane integrity in
the inoculated plants may all be related to better adaptation and
lower oxidative damage (Randall et al., 1977). The adverse effects of
glyphosate on photosynthesis and biomass production were
evident in the first and second soybean crop generation (Cessnal
and Cain, 1992; Saes et al., 2010). That result agrees with Davis
et al. (1978), who stated that approximately 50% of commercial
herbicides are photosynthesis inhibitors. This study found that
inoculation with either bacterium seems to mitigate the damage
caused in the pigment due to the mentioned herbicide. The PGPRs
increased plant growth by several mechanisms, including the
production of phytohormones. The application of either bacterium,
Azospirillum or Pseudomonas, increased plant phytohormone con-
tents in the presence of herbicide. The increase in the endogen
content of jasmonic acid (JA) in inoculated plants in comparison
with the non-inoculated ones indicates that there could be a better
response signal before the herbicide presence because this phyto-
hormone modulates the responses to stress and development
(Creelman and Mullet, 1997; Farmer et al., 2003). Indole-3-acetic
acid (IAA) and abscisic acid (ABA) contents were higher in the
treatment with Azospirillum, which suggests that the presence of
such bacterium raises the levels of these phytohormones. One of
the explanations of Azospirillum's stimulatory effects on plant
growth involves the production of growth regulators (Bashan and
Levanony, 1990; Okon and Labandera-Gonz�alez, 1994); several
such regulators have been identified in the supernatants of these
bacterial cultures (Perrig et al., 2007; Masciarelli et al., 2010). IAA
produced by the bacteria can modify the phytohormone content of
the plants, leading to their growth stimulation. For example, in
previous studies, fluoridone (inhibitors of ABA synthesis) treat-
ments diminished the growth of maize plants that had been well
watered in a similar manner to drought, but inoculation with
Azospirillum lipoferum completely reversed this effect. These results
were correlated with ABA levels assessed by GC-EIMS (Cohen et al.,
2009). The effect attributed to inoculations with commercial
products based on Pseudomonas is mainly associated with antibi-
osis and phosphate solubility, but is less well associated with
phytohormone production. There are only a few studies in which
IAA is included, but they are limited to production in vitro (Kang
et al., 2006). Thus, the current report of different phytohormone
production following Pseudomonas inoculation is very interesting
and novel.

More recently, Weyens et al. (2009) reviewed the benefits of
using plant-associated endophytes in bioremediation and empha-
sized that, although successfully applied in several laboratory-scale
experiments, the large-scale field application of this technology is
limited. Thus, different experiments in the field were performed to
improve crop quality in this study. Studies on the glyphosate levels
in grains to be exported from main Argentine ports found
0.2e0.7 mg kg�1 in grains stored in silos (CONICET, 2009). In
experimental RR soybean crops, glyphosate residues between 0.30
and 0.31 mg kg�1 were found, as well as similar concentrations of
its metabolite AMPA. In conventional non-RR soybean grains,
neither glyphosate nor this metabolite was found (Lorenzatti et al.,
2004). There are studies in which the presence of glyphosate resi-
dues was shown after being applied to foods such as strawberry,
blueberry, cereals, raspberries, lettuce, carrots and barley (Cessnal
and Cain, 1992; Eslava et al., 2007). One of the most serious prob-
lems for plant, animal, and human health is the persistence of
glyphosate residues, which increases their toxicity and risk (Dalvie
et al., 2003; Holmes et al., 2008; Murugesan et al., 2010). The
average lifetime in the soil may be 60 days, but residues are usually
found the next year in the field (EPA,1999). In this study, glyphosate
residual content was decreased in grains from plants treated with
either bacterium in comparison with plants that were not inocu-
lated; this could be because these PGPR are able to metabolize
residual glyphosate, using them as a carbon, nitrogen or phos-
phorus source. In the present in vitro studies, both bacteria toler-
ated the presence of glyphosate and were capable of using it. Thus,
foliar application of PGPR-based inoculants could mitigate the
accumulation of xenobiotic compounds in grains or as residues.

5. Conclusions

In regions where modern agriculture is practiced, the applica-
tion of Azospirillum and Pseudomonas reduces fertilizer demand
and decreases both production costs and problems derived from
fertilizer use, mainly contamination, without decreasing yields.
Thus, the application of biological compounds in maize crops will
not only enhance crop growth, development and yield, but will also
improve soil geochemical cycles by allowing a reduction in exces-
sive chemical fertilization and minimizing the persistence of
xenobiotic compounds widely used in current agricultural prac-
tices. This study of the bacterial capacity to degrade glyphosate,
both in vitro and at different growth stages in maize plants, reports
novel results mainly from its field studies. This research shows that
novel detoxification capabilities and the ability of these isolates to
utilize glyphosate effectively provide a means of removing this
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compound from the environment.
Given that there is compatibility between them, many fertilizers

and pesticides could be mixed in the same spray to save costs and
simultaneously lessen their counterproductive effects on crops and
the environment. Extensive environmental damage to the micro-
biota results from the excessive use of agrochemicals, and we
propose the use of bacteria capable of degrading toxic synthetic
organic compounds in combination with specific plants as a bio-
logical recomposition measure for the soil-plant ecosystem. This
toolmay offer an effective, economical and sustainable remediation
technology for the twenty-first century.

Acknowledgments

This work was funded by CONICET (Consejo Nacional de
Investigaciones Cientificas y Tecnicas), FONCyT (Fondo para la
Investigaci�on Científica y Tecnol�ogica) and SECyT-UNRC (Secretaría
de Ciencia y Tecnología-Universidad Nacional de Río Cuarto). The
experiments described in this article comply with the current laws
of Argentina. We are grateful to N. Garofolo and K. Hunt for their
writing assistance.

References

Aguirre-Medina, F., 2008. Biofertilizantes microbianos: Antecedentes del programa
y resultados de validaci�on en M�exico. In: Díaz-Franco, A., Mayek-P�erez, N.
(Eds.), La Biofertilizaci�on como Tecnología Sostenible. Plaza y Vald�es-CONACYT,
Distrito Federal, p. 257.

Andrade, F.U., Cirilo, A.G., 2000. Fecha de siembra y rendimiento de los cultivos. In:
Andrade, F.H., Sadras, V.O. (Eds.), Bases para el manejo del maíz, el girasol y la
soja. INTA-Ul, Balcarce, pp. 135e154.

Baldani, J.I., Caruso, L., Baldani, V., Goi, S.R., D€obereiner, J., 1997. Recent advances in
BNF with non-legume plants. Soil Biol. Biochem. 29, 911e922.

Bashan, Y., Holguin, G., de-Bashan, L.E., 2004. Azospirillum-plant relationships:
physiological, molecular, agricultural, and environmental advances (1997-
2003). Can. J. Microbiol. 50, 521e577.

Bayan, Y., Levanony, H., 1990. Current status of Azospirillum inoculation technology:
Azospirillum as a challenge for agriculture. Can. J. Microbiol. 36, 591e608.

Bazot, S., Lebeau, T., 2008. Simultaneous mineralization of glyphosate and diuron by
a consortium oftaneous mineralization of glyphosate and diuron by a con-
sortium of three bacteria as free- and/or immobilized-cells formulations. Appl.
Microbiol. Biotechnol. 77 (6), 1351e1358.

Beckie, H.J., Friesen, L.F., Nawolsky, K.M., Morrison, I.N., 1990. A rapid bioassay to
detect trifluralin-resistant green foxtail (Setaria viridis). Weed Technol. 4,
505e508.

Bellone, C.H., Carrizo de Bellone, S., Jaime, M.A., Manlla, A.M., Monz�on de
Ascorregui, M.A., 1999. Respuesta de dos cultivares de maíz (Zea mays L) a la
inoculaci�on con distintos aislamientos de Azospirillum spp. In: II Reuni�on
Científico T�ecnica- Biología del Suelo- Fijaci�on biol�ogica del Nitr�ogeno. Uni-
versidad Nacional de Catamarca Facultad de Ciencias Agrarias, pp. 283e286.

Bottini, R., Fulchieri, M., Pearce, D., Pharis, R.P., 1989. Identification of gibberellins
A1, A3 and iso-A3 in cultures of Azospirillum lipoferum. Plant Physiol. 90, 45e47.

Bottini, R., Cass�an, F., Piccoli, P., 2004. Gibberellin production by bacteria and its
involvement in plant growth promotion and yield increase. Appl. Microbiol.
Biotechnol. 65, 497e503.

Burdman, S., Jurkevitch, E., Okon, Y., 2000. Recent advances in the use of plant
growth promoting rhizobacteria (PGPR) in agriculture. In: Subba Rao, N.S.,
Dommergues, Y.R. (Eds.), Microbial Interactions in Agriculture and Forestry, vol.
II. Science Publishers, Enfield, USA, pp. 229e250.

Busse, M., Ratcliff, A.M., Shestak, C.J., Powers, R.F., 2001. Glyphosate toxicity and the
effects of long term vegetation control on soil microbial communities. Soil Biol.
Biochem. 33, 1777e1789.

Cessna, A.J., Cain, N.P., 1992. Residues of glyphosate and its metabolite AMPA in
strawberry fruit following spot and wiper applications. Can. J. Plant Sci. 72,
1359e1365.

Cohen, A., Bottini, R., Pontin, M., Berli, F., Moreno, D., Boccalandro, H., Travaglia, C.,
Piccoli, P., 2014. Azospirillum brasilense ameliorates the response of Arabidopsis
thaliana to drought mainly via enhancement of ABA levels. Physiol. Plant.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ppl.12221.

Cohen, A., Bottini, R., Piccoli, P., 2008. Azospirillum brasilense Sp 245 produces ABA
in chemically-defined culture medium and increases ABA content in arabi-
dopsis plants. Plant Growth Regul. 54, 97e103.

Cohen, A., Travaglia, C.N., Bottini, R., Piccoli, P.N., 2009. Participation of abscisic acid
and gibberellins produced by endophytic Azospirillum in the alleviation of
drought effects in maize. Botany 87, 455e462.

CONICET, 2009. Evaluaci�on de la informaci�on científica vinculada al glifosato en su
incidencia sobre la salud humana y el ambiente CNISA/CCI/CONICET Buenos
Aires 2009.
Creelman, R.A., Mullet, J.E., 1997. Biosynthesis and actions of jasmonates in plants.

Annu Rev. Plant Phys. 48, 355e381.
Crozier, A., Arruda, P., Jasmim, J.M., Monteiro Sandberg, G., 1988. Analysis of indole-

3-acetic acid and related indoles in culture medium from Azospirillum lipoferum
and Azospirillum brasilense. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 54, 2833e2837.

Dalvie, A.M., Cairncross, E., Solomon, A., London, L., 2003. Contamination of rural
surface and ground water by endosulfan in farming areas of the Western Cape,
South Africa. Environ. Health: A Glob. Access Sci. Source 2, 1e15.

Davis, H.E., Fawcett, R.S., Harvey, R.G., 1978. Effect of fall frost on glyphosate on
alfalfa (Medicago sativa) and quackgrass (Agropyron repens). Weed Sci. 26,
41e45.

del Mar Soto, M., Flores, C., Martins, C.P.B., Caixach, J., 2010. Direct analysis of
Glyphosate by LC-MS/MS in drinking water samples. In: European Pesticide
Residue Workshop (EPRW), Strasbourg.

Dobbelaere, S., Croonenborghs, A., Thys, A., Ptacek, D., Okon, Y., Vanderleyden, J.,
2002. Effect of inoculation with wild type Azospirillum brasilense and A. irakense
strains on development and nitrogen uptake of spring wheat and grain maize.
Biol. Fert. Soils 36, 284e297.

D€obereiner, J., 1989. Forage grasses and grain crops. In: Bergersen, F.J. (Ed.), Methods
of Evaluating Biological Nitrogen Fixation. Wiley, New York, pp. 535e555.

D€obereiner, J., 1992. History and new perspectives of diazotrophs in association
with non legumenous plants. Symbiosis 13, 1e13.

Echarte, L., Luque, S., Andrade, F., Sadras, V., Cirilo, A., Otegui, M., Vega, C., 2000.
Response of maize kernel number to plant density in Argentinean hybrids
released between 1965 and 1993. Field Crop Res. 68, 1e8.

EPA, 1999. Problem Formulation for the Ecological Risk and Drinking Water Expo-
sure Assessments in Support of the Registration Review of Glyphosate and its
Salts. Environmental Protection Agency.

EPA, 1994. Evaluation of Ecological Impacts from Highway Development. U.S. Office
of Federal Activities. Environmental Protection Agency.

Eslava-Mocha, P.R., Ramírez-Duarte, W.F., Rond�on-Barrag�an, I.S., 2007. Sobre los
efectos del glifosato y sus mezclas. In: Villavicencio-Meta (Ed.), Impacto sobre
peces nativos. Juan XXIII. Universidad de los Llanos, p. 150.

Farmer, E.E., Almeras, E., Krishnamurthy, V., 2003. Jasmonates and related oxylipins
in plant responses to pathogenesis and herbivory. Curr. Opin. Plant Biol. 6,
372e378.

Franz, J.E., Mao, M.K., Sikorski, J.A., 1997. Glyphosate: a Unique Global Herbicide. ACS
Monograph 189. American Chemical Society, Washington, DC, pp. 163e175.

Fulchieri, M., Frioni, L., 1994. Azospirillum inoculation on maize (Zea mays): effect on
yield in a field experiment in central Argentina. Soil Biol. Biochem. 26, 921e923.

Funke, T., Han, H., Healy-Fried, M.L., Fischer, M., Sconbrum, E., 2006. Molecular basis
for the herbicide resistance of roundup ready crops. Proc. Ntl Acad. Sci. 103,
13010e13015.

Gadkari, D., 1988. Influence of herbicides on growth and nitrogenase activity of
Azospirillum. In: Klingmüller, W. (Ed.), Azospirillum. IV. Genetics, Physiology,
Ecology. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, pp. 150e158.

Gimsing, A.L., Borggard, O.K., Sestoff, P., 2004. Modelling the kinetics of the
competitive adsorption and desorption of glyphosate and gibbsite and in soils.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 38, 1718e1722.

Grant, R.J., Daniell, T.J., Betts, W.B., 2002. Isolation and identification of synthetic
pyrethoid degrading bacteria. J. Appl. Microbiol. 2, 534e540.

Haas, D., D�efago, G., 2005. Biological control of soil-borne pathogens by fluorescent
pseudomonads. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 3 (4), 307e319.

Hadar, Y., Okon, Y., 1987. Microbial inoculants as crop-yield enhancers. CRC Crit. Rev.
Biotechnol. 6, 61e85.

Holmes, R.W., Anderson, B., Phillips, B., Hunt, J.W., Crane, D., Mekebri, A., Connor, V.,
2008. Statewide investigation of the role of Pyrethroid pesticides in sediment
toxicity in California's Urban Waterways. Environ. Sci. Technol. 42, 7003e7009.

ISTA, International Seed Testing Association, 2003. In: ISTA (Ed.), International Rules
for Seed Testing (Suiza).

Jacob, G.S., Gabrow, J.R., Hallas, L.E., Kimack, N.M., Kishore, G.M., Schaefer, J., 1988.
Metabolism of Glyphosate in Pseudomonas sp. strain lbr. Appl. Environ.
Microbiol. 54, 2953e2958.

Jaime, M., Martín, G.O., Fern�andez, R.R., Nasif, A., Martínez Pulido, L., 1999. Incre-
mento de productividad en maíz, mediante inoculaci�on con microorganismos
fijadores libres de nitr�ogeno. In: II Reuni�on Científico T�ecnica- Biología del
Suelo- Fijaci�on Biol�ogica del Nitr�ogeno. Universidad Nacional de Catamarca e

Facultad de Ciencias Agrarias, pp. 197e199.
Jilani, S., Altaf Khan, M., 2006. Biodegradation of Cypermethrin by Pseudomonas in a

batch activated sludge process. Int. J. Environ. Sci. Tech. 3 (4), 371e380.
Kang, B.R., Yang, K.Y., Cho, B.H., Han, T.H., Kim, I.S., Lee, M.C., Anderson, A.J.,

Kim, Y.C., 2006. Production of indole-3-acetic acid in the plant-beneficial strain
Pseudomonas chlororaphis O6 is negatively regulated by the global sensor kinase
GacS. Curr. Microbiol. 52, 473e476.

Kishore, G.M., Jacob, G.S., 1987. Degradation of glyphosate by Pseudomonas sp.
PG2982 via a sarcosine intermediate. J. Biol. Chem. 262 (25), 2164e2168.

Kozdroj, J., Trevor, J.T., Van Elsas, J.D., 2004. Influence of introduced potential
biocontrol agents on maize seedling growth and bacterial community structure
in the rhizosphere. Soil Biol. Biochem. 36, 1775e1784.

Krishna, N, Reddy, Clif Boykin, J., 2010. Weed control and yield comparisons of twin-
and single-row glyphosate-resistant cotton production systems. Weed Technol.
24, 95e101.

Krzysko-Lupicka, H., Orlik, 1997. The use og glyphosate as the sole source of
phosphorus or carbon for the selection of soil-bome fungal strains capable to

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ppl.12221
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref48


C. Travaglia et al. / Crop Protection 77 (2015) 102e109 109
degrade this herbicide. Chemosphere 34, 2601e2605.
Lorenzatti, E., Maitre, M.I., Lenard�on, A., Lajmanovich, R., Peltzer, P., Anglada, M.,

2004. Pesticide residues in immature soybeans of Argentina croplands. Fresen
Environ. Bull. 13 (7), 675e678.

Mackinney, G., 1938. Some absorption spectra of leaf extract. Plant Physiol. 13,
128e140.

Malik, D., Singh, M., Bhatia, P., 2009. Biodegradation of cypermethrin by a Pseu-
domonas strain Cyp19 and its use in bioremediation of contaminated soil.
J. Microbiol. 6 (2).

Mantelin, S., Touraine, B., 2004. Plants growth-promoting bacteria and nitrate
availability: impacts on root development and nitrate uptake. J. Exp. Bot. 55,
27e34.

Martínez-Nieto, P., Bernal-Castillo, J., Agudelo-Fonseca, E., Bernier-L�opez, S., 2012.
Tolerancia y degradaci�on del glifosato por bacterias aisladas de suelos con
aplicaciones frecuentes de roundup sl®. Departamento de Química, Pontificia
Universidad Javeriana, Bogot�a, Colombia. Revista Pilquen, Secci�on Agronomía,
A~no XIV Nº 12.

Masciarelli, O., Urbani, L., Reinoso, H., Luna, V., 2013. Alternative mechanism for the
evaluation of indole-3-acetic acid (IAA) production by Azospirillum brasilense
strains and its effects on the germination and growth of Maize seedlings.
J. Microbiol. 51 (5).

Masciarelli, O., 2010. Nuevos criterios para interpretar el rol del �acido indol-3-
ac�etico producido in vitro por Azospirillum brasilense: su importancia en la
formulacion y control de calidad de inoculantes (Thesis Masters in Biotech-
nology, FCEFQyN-UNRC).

Moneke, A.N., Okpala, G.N., Anyanwu, C.U., 2010. Biodegradation of glyphosate
herbicide in vitro using bacterial isolates from four rice fields. Afr. J. Biotechnol.
9 (26), 4067e4074.

Montgomery, E.G., 1911. Correlation studies in corn. Neb. Agric. Exp. Stn. Annu Rep.
24, 108e159.

Murugesan, A.G., Jeyasanthi, T., Maheswari, S., 2010. Isolation and characterization
of cypermethrin utilizing bacteria from Brinjal cultivated soil. Afr. J. Microbiol.
Res. 4 (1), 10e13.

Okon, Y., Lavandera-Gonzalez, C.A., 1994. Agronomic applications of Azospirillum:
and evaluation of 20 years world-wide field inoculation. Soil Biol. Biochem. 26,
1591e1601.

Olalde-Portugal, V., Serratos, R., 2008. Biofertilizantes: Micorrizas y bacterias pro-
motoras de crecimiento. In: Díaz-Franco, A., Mayek-P�erez, N. (Eds.), La Bio-
fertilizaci�on como Tecnología Sostenible. Plaza y Vald�es -CONACYT. Distrito
Federal, p. 257.

Omar, N., Berge, O., Shalaan, N.A., Hubert, J.L., Heulin, T., Balandreau, J., 1992.
Inoculation of rice with Azospirillum brasilense in Egypt: results of five different
trials between 1985 and 1990. Symbiosis 13, 281e289.

Perrig, D., Boiero, M., Masciarelli, O., Penna, C., Ruiz, O., Cassan, F., Luna, M., 2007.
Plant qrowth regulators production by two agronomical used strains of Azo-
spirillum brasilense, and possible implications to inoculants formulation. Appl.
Microb. Cell. Physiol. 75, 1143e1150.

Quinn, J., Peden, J., Dick, R., 1988. Glyphosate tolerance and utilization by the
microflora of soils trated with the herbicide. Appl. Microbiol. Biot. 29, 511e516.

Ratcliff, A.W., Busse, M., Shestak, C.J., 2006. Changes in microbial community
structure following herbicide (glyphosate) additions to forests soils. Appl. Soil
Ecol. 34, 114e124.

Randall, S.A., Thornber, P., Fiscus, E., 1977. Water stress effects on the content and
organization of chlorophyll in mesophyll and bundle sheath chloroplasts of
maize. Plant Physiol. 59, 351e353.

Roy, R.N., Misra, R.V., Montanez, A., 2002. Decresing reliance on mineral nitrogen e

yet more food. Ambio 31, 177e183.
Saes, L., Kremer, R., Oliveira, R., Constantin, J., 2010. Glyphosate affects photosyn-

thesis in first and second generation of glyphosate-resistant soybeans. Plant
Soil 336, 251e265.

Sannino, F., Gianfreda, L., 2001. Pesticide influence on soil enzymatic activities (J).
Chemosphere 45, 417e445.

Santillana, N., 2001. Efecto de la Biofertilizaci�on en el crecimiento de Trifolium
repens y Lolium multiflorum en condiciones de invernadero (Vilca, J. edi).
Investigaci�on 9, 1684-0089.

Santos, A., Flores, M., 1995. Effects of glyphosate on nitrogen fixation of free-living
heterotrophic bacteria. Lett. Appl. Microbiol. 20, 349e352.

Shinabarger, D.A., Braymer, H.D., 1984. Glyphosate catabolism by Pseudomonas sp
strain PG2982. J. Bacteriol. 168, 702e707.

Sixto, H., Escorial, C., García-Baudín, J.M., Chueca, M.C., 1997. Efecto del herbicida
glifosato sobre la germinaci�on de semillas de cereales. In: M�etodo r�apido de
selecci�on. Actas Congreso SEMh Valencia, pp. 93e96.

Venkateswarlu, K., Sethunathan, N., 1984. Degradation of carbofuran by Azospirillum
lipoferum and Streptomyces spp. isolated from flooded alluvial soil. Bull. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 33, 556e560.

Wardle, D., Parkinson, D., 1990. Effects of three herbicides on soil microbial biomass
and activity. Plant Soil 122, 21e28.

Weyens, N., Van Der Lelie, D., Taghavi, S., Newman, L., Vangronsveld, J., 2009.
Exploiting plant-microbe partnerships to improve biomass production and
remediation. Trends Biotechnol. 27 (10), 591e598.

White, A.K., Metcalf, W.W., 2004. Two C-P lyase operons in Pseudomonas stutzeri
and their roles in the oxidation of phosphonates, phosphate and hypo-
phosphite. J. Bacteriol. 186, 4730e4739.

Williams, G.M., Kroes, R., Munro, I.C., 2000. Safety evaluation and risk assessment of
the herbicide roundup and its active ingredient, glyphosate, for humans. Regul.
Toxicol. Pharm. 31, 117e165.

Zadocks, J., Chang, T., Konzak, C., 1974. A decimal code for the growth stage of ce-
reals. Weed Res. 14, 415e421.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0261-2194(15)30059-4/sref78

	Towards sustainable maize production: Glyphosate detoxification by Azospirillum sp. and Pseudomonas sp.
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. In vitro assays
	2.2. Germination assays
	2.3. Plants assays under controlled conditions
	2.4. Field experiments
	2.5. Statistical analysis

	3. Results
	3.1. Tolerance and degradation of glyphosate in vitro
	3.2. Growth, development and yield of maize

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


