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1. Introduction 

Weeds have been selected for aggressiveness and robustness traits even before 
agriculture began. This selection process has been performed naturally by the 
environment and artificially by anthropic action (Barrett, 1983). In established 
ecosystems, which have suffered less disturbance overtime, there is a solid balance 
among the species that habit the environment, with less selection pressure on 
individuals, preventing that a particular species evolves into a weed. The genus 
Amaranthus belongs to the Amaranthaceae family, which includes several species that 
have been identified as economically important weeds worldwide (Torra et al., 2020; 
Reinhardt et al., 2022), especially in the American continent.

It is estimated that the genus Amaranthus is composed of about 70 species 
(Holm et al., 1997), of which approximately 10 are important as agronomic weeds, 
interfering in several crops, such as soybean, corn, cotton, sugarcane, orchards and 
vegetables (Kissmann, Groth, 1999; Chandi et al., 2013). These species are commonly 
known as pigweed or amaranth, “caruru” in Portuguese, or “yuyo colorado” in Spanish. 
In addition to their intrinsic economic importance, there has been an increased 
attention to these plants due to the evolution of herbicide-resistant biotypes, especially 
those with multiple resistance (Ward et al., 2013).

For instance, multiple resistant A. palmeri and A. tuberculatus biotypes in the United 
States can survive the application of five modes of action (Heap, 2022). In those cases, 
controlling multiple resistant plants with herbicides becomes extremely complex, 
given the limited options of herbicide modes of action that are still effective, requiring 
a deep knowledge of the control spectrum, selectivity, dose adjustment, as well as 
other recommendations regarding the use of herbicides.

This review is intended to contextualize the importance of the genus 
Amaranthus as a hard-to-control weed species for agricultural systems in the 
Americas, addressing the morphophysiological aspects of these species that confer 
aggressiveness characteristics when coexisting with crops. In addition, reports of 
biotypes of species of this genus that are resistant to herbicides will be presented, 
in order to outline which management strategies can be more recommended, 
focusing mainly on chemical control, in addition to its integration with diverse weed  
management practices.

Abstract: Plants of the genus Amaranthus are important agricultural 
weeds that compromise food production worldwide. Several biological 
characteristics make these plants thrive in the environment and cause 
significant yield losses in many crops. Among the seven most important 
Amaranthus species in the Americas, four have populations with 
resistance to more than one mode of action (A. hybridus, A. palmeri, 
A. retroflexus, and A. viridis). While multiple herbicide-resistance in 
Amaranthus species is widespread, chemical control remains as one of the 
most important tools against those weeds. In this review, we compiled 
data from multiple sources on the efficacy of different herbicides 
across the most common modes of action that are used in Amaranthus 
management. Both PRE and POST herbicides are discussed, as well as the 

key factors to be considered when using each one of them. Residual PRE 
herbicides bring several advantages when managing Amaranthus species. 
These herbicides can avoid weed interference in the initial stages of crop 
development and provide a more favorable situation for weed control in 
POST. In addition, including PRE herbicides allows for the addition of 
alternative modes of action that are not available as POST treatments. 
Most POST herbicides have limitations regarding weed size and herbicide 
resistance status. Applying POST herbicides at the early growth stage 
of weeds is crucial to obtain efficacy. Finally, weed management 
sustainability depends on herbicides. Therefore, herbicide use should 
be combined with other weed control methods to avoid herbicide  
resistance evolution.
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2. Contextualization of the Amaranthus species as  
important weeds for agricultural systems in the Americas

The genus Amaranthus originated somewhere in Central and 
South America (Bensch et al., 2003), which explains the wide 
adaptation of these species to the edaphoclimatic conditions 
in this continent. Under favorable growth conditions (e.g.: 
optimum temperature and photoperiod), plants can shorten 
their cycle producing a greater number of propagules per 
plant (Taiz et al., 2015). Consequently, the infestation of these 
plants in an agricultural landscape can occur more quickly as a 
mechanism of adaption to the environment.

In Brazil there is a wide variety of Amaranthus species 
that are considered important agronomic weeds: A. deflexus, 
A. lividus, A. spinosus, A. hybridus, A. palmeri, A. retroflexus, 
and A. viridis (Table 1). Four out of seven species have 
populations with resistance to more than one mode of 
action: A. hybridus, A. palmeri, A. retroflexus, and A. viridis. 
In addition, while A. tuberculatus is not officially reported in 
Brazil, this is an important weed species in other countries of 
the American continent, such as Argentina, Mexico and the 
United States, with biotypes displaying multiple herbicide 
resistance to up to five modes of action (Heap, 2022).

Given the importance of the Amaranthus genus to 
agricultural systems, surveying and monitoring the weed 
infestation in the field becomes an essential strategy. Thus, 
understanding the biological aspects of these plants can help 
improving their management providing some insights on 
why these plants are difficult to control. This will ultimately 
lead to the development of diverse tools that will help farmers 
to implement integrated weed management concepts.

2.1 Biological aspects that contribute to decrease the efficacy 
of herbicides on Amaranthus

Weed species has been naturally selected for several 
aggressive characteristics over the centuries. For instance, 
weeds often have: competitive ability for resources that are 
necessary for plant growth (e.g.: water, nutrients, light), 

capacity to produce propagules, variable germination 
frequency (asynchronous), ability to emerge from deep 
layers of soil, propagule viability under unfavorable 
conditions, multiple mechanisms of reproduction and 
propagule dissemination, and aggressive growth (Oliveira 
Jr. et al., 2011). Most of these traits mentioned above are 
present in species of the Amaranthus genus, making these 
plants more complex to manage.

Species of the Amaranthus genus have small seeds (<1 
mm), which allows them to produce a large number of 
these reproductive structures. For instance, A. palmeri is 
estimated to produce more than one million seeds per plant 
in the absence of crop competition (Nordby et al., 2007), 
and 250,000 seeds per plant when coexisting with soybean 
(Schwartz et al., 2016). This massive production of seeds in 
a single plant increases the possibility of observing control 
failures in the field. In addition, small seeds are more 
likely to be dispersed by different agents, such as animals 
(zoocory), wind (anemochory), water (hydrochory), and 
agronomical practices by humans (anthropocoria). 

These biological characteristics have contributed to the 
introduction and spread of A. palmeri in South America. 
Genomic studies suggest a single introduction of A. palmeri  
into South America sometime before the 1980s, and 
subsequent local evolution of glyphosate-resistance in 
Argentina but with a secondary invasion of A. palmeri from the 
USA into Brazil and Uruguay during the 2010’s (Gaines et al.,  
2020). In Brazil, seeds were brought unintentionally through  
combine importation from the US to Mato Grosso State 
(Gazziero, Silva, 2017). This is reinforced by Schwartz-
Lazaro et al. (2017), who verified that A. palmeri plants can 
retain 98% of the seeds until the physiological maturity 
soybean, so that these seeds are harvested with the crop 
grains and spread to other areas through this operation.

Another aggressiveness characteristic that makes 
the control of Amaranthus plants more complex refers to 
seed dormancy mechanisms. These plants possess a very 
rigid seed integument, providing a mechanical restriction 

Table 1 - Characterization of the main weed species of the genus Amaranthus occurring in Brazil1/

Scientific name Common name
Resistance

Resistance report
Single Cross Multiple

A. deflexus Low amaranth - - - -

A. lividus Livid amaranth - - - -

A. spinosus Spiny amaranth - - - -

A. hybridus Smooth pigweed - - EPSPs and ALS Heap (2022)

A. palmeri Palmer amaranth - EPSPS EPSPs and ALS
Carvalho et al. (2015)

Gonçalves Netto et al. (2016)

A. retroflexus Redroot pigweed
- ALS ALS and PSII

Francischini et al. (2014a)
Francischini et al. (2017)

PROTOX - - Heap (2022)

A. viridis Slender amaranth - - ALS and PSII Francischini et al. (2014b)
1/Source: Kissmann and Groth (1999); Lorenzi (2014).
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account the high number of seeds that Amaranthus normally 
produces, this hybridization mechanism between species is a 
serious problem for herbicide resistance. The rapid evolution 
of herbicide resistance in Amaranthus species also contributes 
to the high level of complexity when managing these plants.

2.2 Evolution of herbicide resistance in Amaranthus spp.

Among the greatest challenges in global agriculture is 
the issue related to weed species presenting resistance to 
herbicides. Every year, there has been a significant increase 
in the number of biotypes with resistance to one or more 
modes of action. This is the result of increased selection 
pressure for certain active ingredients/modes of action, 
and the absence of integrated weed management strategies. 
This causes apprehension to all agricultural stakeholders, 
especially those biotypes with multiple herbicide resistance 
(more than one mode of action), decreasing the available 
alternatives for chemical weed control.

Herbicide resistance in Amaranthus is extremely 
concerning. To date, Amaranthus species have evolved 
resistance to most herbicide modes of action with 
broadleaf activity (Table 2). The first case of herbicide 

for the embryo to initiate the germination process, and 
subsequent emergence of the seedling (Oliveira Jr. et al., 
2011). Furthermore, seed impermeability can restrict the 
integument from oxygen and water, and the hormonal 
imbalance can also contribute to seed dormancy in 
Amaranthus (Oliveira Jr. et al., 2011; Kepczynski, Sznigir, 
2013). Amaranthus species can also present asynchronous 
germination (Hao et al., 2017), allowing the perpetuation of 
these plants in the agricultural landscape, as cultural practices 
would have to be implemented more often to control them.

In addition to the dormancy aspect, a rigid seed 
integument allows these seeds to maintain viability over long 
periods of time, even in extreme environmental conditions 
(Burnside et al., 1996). A practical example of this problem 
refers to the use of organic residues in agriculture from 
livestock such as cattle manure or chicken litter (Ronchi et al., 
2010). These residues often contain Amaranthus seeds that 
can be dispersed across different areas, demonstrating the 
ability of Amaranthus seeds to remain viable even after 
passing through the intestinal tract of animals.

One of the most aggressive characteristics of 
Amaranthus species refers to their rapid growth rate and 
initial development, allowing for a greater competitiveness 
advantage against the crop (Horak, Loughin, 2000). While 
Amaranthus plants originate as small seedlings compared to 
most crops, this initial disadvantage is compensated with 
a higher initial growth rate. In addition, most Amaranthus 
species have multiple growing points throughout the plant 
(Figure 1), which makes their chemical control more difficult 
given that herbicides need to translocate to the growing point 
in order to kill the plant. This is why most labels recommend 
applications on smaller plants which have fewer growing 
points and therefore are more susceptible to herbicides.

In addition to this rapid growth, another characteristic 
that makes Amaranthus species more aggressive refers to 
their C4 photosynthetic metabolism. These plants display 
greater photosynthetic efficiency compared to C3 plants 
because they have no photorespiration (Taiz et al., 2015). 
In addition, C4 plants are more efficient on water use 
and CO2 fixation under high temperatures and low water 
availability. Among the 10 most problematic weed species 
for agriculture worldwide, eight of them are C4 (Holm et al., 
1977). Therefore, Amaranthus plants have a physiological 
advantage when competing with C3 crops such as soybeans, 
which often translates into greater ability to recover from 
abiotic stresses conditions such as herbicide injury.

Finally, some species of the genus Amaranthus display 
interspecific hybridization (Murray, 1960), increasing 
the risk for herbicide resistance allele transfer between 
different species. In a study conducted by Gaines et al. 
(2012), it was verified that the artificial crossing between 
A. palmeri glyphosate-resistant and other species of this 
genus (A. hybridus, A. powellii, A. retroflexus, A. spinosus, and 
A. tuberculatus), produced individuals capable of producing 
viable seeds, which were resistant to glyphosate. Although 
hybridization frequencies are low (<1.4%), taking into 

Figure 1 - Late stage Amaranthus tuberculatus plants have 
multiple growing points, which makes them more difficult to 
control with herbicides that need to translocate to these areas 
in order to provide full control
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Table 2 - Global cases of single, cross and multiple herbicide resistance in Amaranthus species

Species Type of resistance Mode(s) of action (e.g.: active ingredient)1/

A. palmeri

Single

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

ALS inhibitors (nicosulfuron)

GS inhibitors (glufosinate)

Microtubule assembly inhibitors (trifluralin)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione)

Synthetic auxin (2,4-D)

VLCFA inhibitors (S-metolachlor)

Cross
ALS inhibitors (imazapic and pyrithiobac)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione and tembotrione)

Multiple

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

ALS inhibitors (trifloxysulfuron and pyrithiobac)

PPO inhibitors (fomesafen)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

HPPD inhibitors (tembotrione)

PPO inhibitors (fomesafen)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

Synthetic auxin (dicamba)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

ALS inhibitors (thifensulfuron)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

ALS inhibitors (imazapic and pyrithiobac)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

ALS inhibitors (chlorsulfuron)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione)

Synthetic auxin (2,4-D)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

Microtubule assembly inhibitors (pendimethalim)

ALS inhibitors (flumetsulam)

VLCFA inhibitors (S-metolachlor)

PPO inhibitors (carfentrazone)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

A. retroflexus

Single

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PPO Inhibitors (fomesafen)

Cross
PSII inhibitors (atrazine and metribuzin)

ALS inhibitors (pyrithiobac and trifloxysulfuron)

Multiple

PSII inhibitors (atrazine and prometryne)

ALS inhibitors (trifloxysulfuron)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PPO inhibitors (lactofen and fomesafen)

Continue
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Species Type of resistance Mode(s) of action (e.g.: active ingredient)1/

A. blitoides

Cross PSII inhibitors (atrazine and simazine)

Multiple
PSII inhibitors (atrazine and simazine)

ALS inhibitors (chlorsulfuron)

A. albus Single PSII inhibitors (simazine)

A. spinosus Single
ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr, nicosulfuron, and pyrithiobac)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

A. tuberculatus

Single

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

PPO inhibitors (lactofen)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

Cross

ALS inhibitors (flumetsulam, imazethapyr, and nicosulfuron)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine and cyanazine)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione, tembotrione, and topramezone)

VLCFA inhibitors (S-metolachlor and pyroxasulfone)

Multiple

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr and flumetsulam)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr and chlorimuron)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine and metribuzin)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

PPO inhibitors (fomesafen and lactofen)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

ALS inhibitors (imazamox and thifensulfuron)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

PPO inhibitors (acifluorfen, fomesafen, and lactofen)

ALS inhibitors (cloransulam and imazamox)

PPO inhibitors (acifluorfen, fomesafen, and lactofen)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

ALS inhibitors (chlorimuron and imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione, tembotrione, and topramezone)

ALS inhibitors (chlorimuron and imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

Synthetic auxin (2,4-D, aminopyralid, and picloram)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

PPO inhibitors (lactofen)

ALS inhibitors (chlorimuron)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

HPPD inhibitors (isoxaflutole and mesotrione)

ALS inhibitors (chlorimuron and imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

Synthetic auxin (2,4-D)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione and tembotrione)

Continue

Continuation
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resistance in Amaranthus occurred in the United States 
in 1972, in which an A. hybridus biotype evolved atrazine 
resistance in corn (Heap, 2022). Since then, resistance to 
several other modes of action has been reported including 
PSII, ALS, EPSPS, Auxin, microtubule, HPPD, and VLCFA. 
More recently, an A. palmeri biotype from Arkansas, 
USA evolved glufosinate resistance, the first time ever 
that resistance to this mode of action was reported for a 
broadleaf species (Barber et al., 2021).

Among the herbicide resistance cases in all species 
of the genus Amaranthus, A. palmeri and A. tuberculatus 
are the two species with the highest number of cases, 
followed by A. hybridus. This behavior may result from 
the greater dispersion that these species present globally, 
when compared to others belonging to the same genus 
(Montgomery et al., 2020). While the first two species are 
more common in North America, A. hybridus is often found 
in South America. 

While PSII and ALS resistance have been reported 
in most species of the genus Amaranthus, glyphosate 
resistance has caused more problems in terms of dimension. 
Out of the eleven Amaranthus species with resistant to at 
least one mode of action, four are glyphosate resistant: A. 
hybridus, A. palmeri, A. tuberculatus, and A. spinosus. More 
recently, HPPD, auxin and PPO resistance have evolved 
in A. palmeri and A. tuberculatus biotypes from North 
America. The cascade of resistance evolution in Amaranthus 
is a response to the selection pressure imposed by the 
repetitive use of one mode of action to manage resistance 
another (Hausman et al., 2016). Multiple resistance to ALS, 
PSII and EPSPs inhibitors is the most common among all 
species. In A. palmeri and A. tuberculatus, some biotypes 
have multiple resistance to up to five distinct modes of 
action (Heap, 2022).

Regarding the mechanisms involved in the process that 
confers resistance to Amaranthus to the herbicides, it is 

Species Type of resistance Mode(s) of action (e.g.: active ingredient)1/

A. tuberculatus Multiple

PPO inhibitors (acifluorfen, fomesafen, and lactofen)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

HPPD inhibitors (mesotrione)

PPO inhibitors (fomesafen)

A. viridis Multiple
ALS inhibitors (trifloxysulfuron)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine and prometryne)

A. powellii

Single PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

Cross
PSII inhibitors (atrazine and metribuzin)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr and thifensulfuron)

Multiple
PSII inhibitors (atrazine and metribuzin)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

A. blitum ssp. oleraceus Single

PSI inhibitors (paraquat)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

A. cruentus Single PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

A. hybridus

Single

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)

Cross

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr, chlorimuron, and flumetsulam)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine, bentazon, and bromoxynil)

Synthetic auxin (2,4-D and dicamba)

PPO inhibitors (fomesafen, lactofen, and sulfentrazone)

Multiple

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

Synthetic auxin (2,4-D and dicamba)

EPSPs inhibitors (glyphosate)

ALS inhibitors (imazethapyr)

PSII inhibitors (atrazine)
1/ Source: Adapted from Heap (2022). PSII, photosystem II; ALS, acetolactate synthase; EPSPS, 5-enolpyruvylshikimate-3-phosphate synthase; HPPD, 
hydroxyphenylpyruvate dioxygenase; VLCFA, very-long chain fatty acid.

Continuation
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emphasized that this is dependent both on factors related 
to the plant species, as well as on the mode of action of the 
herbicide (Larran et al., 2022). In general, for synthetic 
auxins and HPPD inhibitors, factors linked to non-target 
site mechanisms are involved in the resistance process. 
In contrast, for PPO, ALS and EPSPs inhibitors, most of 
the reported cases are conditioned to the occurrence of 
mutations in the genomics of the species, which confer 
insensitivity of the weeds to the herbicides. Therefore, 
it is clear the need for change into a more sustainable 
management in addition to chemical weed control, 
otherwise, we will continue to stack herbicide resistance 
traits into weed species such as Amaranthus.

3. Chemical control of multiple herbicide resistant 
Amaranthus spp.

Based on the context presented above regarding the 
relevance of Amaranthus species to agricultural systems, 
this section will present chemical control strategies that aim 
at reducing the selection pressure on diverse populations. 
In addition, the integration with cultural, mechanical, and 
other methods will be presented as they form the basis 
for sustainable weed management. When it comes to 
sustainable weed management using herbicides, there are 
some basic concepts such as rotating and mixing modes of 
action in both PRE and POST, use of the full label rate, and 
use of adjuvants that are recommended for each herbicide 
(Norsworthy et al., 2012). The adoption of these practices 
itself will not eliminate the risk for resistance but reduce 
selection pressure and help manage existing resistance 
issues (Takano et al., 2021).

In the following sections, we present important 
aspects regarding chemical weed management of 
Amaranthus by modes of action recommended for PRE and 
POST. In order to summarize all of the information, we 
compiled literature data demonstrating chemical control 
of both herbicide resistant and susceptible Amaranthus 
biotypes. More importantly, the information described 
below is not intended to serve as a recommendation, 
and each situation must be discussed with a certified 
professional prior to the implementation of the best 
weed management option.

3.1 Efficacy of PRE herbicides on Amaranthus species 

The commercialization of genetically engineered crops 
in the early 2000’s allowed farmers to selectively use broad 
spectrum herbicides such as glyphosate and glufosinate in 
POST of many important crops such as soybean, corn and 
cotton. Consequently, weed management was simplified 
and most farmers abandoned the use of PRE herbicides 
because glyphosate was extremely effective in POST. This 
paradigm shift caused problems such as yield losses due to 
weed interference in the early stages of crop development, 
higher weed density by the time of the POST treatment, 

and consequently the increased selection pressure on 
weed populations. Therefore, the reincorporation of PRE 
herbicides into the weed control program is essential 
for the effective and sustainable management of  
Amaranthus (Figure 2).

PRE herbicides normally present greater efficacy because 
they work in very early stages of plant development, when 
weeds are most susceptible to their phytotoxic effects. 
Therefore, the use of PRE herbicides plays a crucial role on 
resistance management, especially those cases involving 
resistance to more than one mode of action (Tranel, 
2021). PRE herbicides become even more important for 
Amaranthus management given their small seed size, which 
reduces their ability to survive an herbicide application. 
Interestingly, some PPO resistant A. palmeri and A. 
tuberculatus biotypes are controlled with the label rate of 
PPO inhibitors in PRE, but not in POST (Lillie et al., 2020), 
emphasizing the importance of the application timing on 
Amaranthus management. 

The most common modes of action that are used for 
Amaranthus management in PRE are ALS, PSII, HPPD, PPO, 
VLCFA, and microtubule inhibitors. Although resistance to 
those modes of action have been reported in Amaranthus, 
many of them are still effective on several populations, 
and therefore, are widely used worldwide. We compiled 
examples of herbicides within the most common modes 
of action that are recommended for Amaranthus control in 
PRE and their respective efficacy levels on A. hybridus, A. 
palmeri, A. retroflexus, and A. viridis (Table 3).

Figure 2 - Control of A. viridis with PRE herbicides and cover 
crop prior to soybean planting
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Among the ALS inhibitors with residual activity in the 
soil, diclosulam, imazethapyr, chlorimuron, and others 
have excellent efficacy controlling Amaranthus in PRE 
(Carvalho et al., 2006). Even though some ALS inhibitors 
such as trifloxysulfuron and pyrithiobac are recommended 
for POST application in cotton, they have also demonstrated 
PRE activity on A. hybridus, A. viridis, A. deflexus, and A. 
lividus control (Francischini et al., 2013). Unlike PPO 
resistance, ALS resistant Amaranthus sp. biotypes are not 
controlled even when applications are performed in PRE 

(Francischini et al., 2019). This is probably due to the ALS 
resistance mechanism involving a target site mutation 
that often provides high levels of resistance even in PRE 
applications. Similarly, PSII resistance in A. retroflexus is 
not affected whether atrazine and prometryne are applied 
PRE or POST (Francischini et al., 2019). In contrast, PSII 
susceptible biotypes of A. hybridus, A. lividus, A. spinosus, and 
A. viridis are well controlled with diuron and prometryne 
when applied PRE in cotton (Raimondi et al., 2010).

HPPD inhibitors are also an alternative mode of action 
to control Amaranthus in PRE. Even though HPPD resistant 
biotypes are documented, most cases involve POST herbicides 
such as mesotrione and tembotrione (Table 2). Therefore, 
other carotenoid inhibitors applied in PRE such as clomazone 
(DXS inhibitor) and isoxaflutole can be alternatives to control 
Amaranthus, depending on crop safety requirements for each 
active ingredient (Senseman, 2007). Clomazone applied 
in PRE demonstrated efficacy on A. hybridus, A. lividus, A. 
spinosus, and A. viridis but residual activity was shorter 
compared to other herbicides (Raimondi et al., 2010). On 
the other hand, PRE application of clomazone provided poor 
control of A. palmeri in contrasting soil textures, whereas 
isoxaflutole showed excellent control under both sandy and 
clay soils (Gonçalves Netto et al., 2019). 

Soil applied PPO inhibitors have been used to manage 
weed resistance to other modes of action (Sosnoskie, 
Culpepper, 2014). Sulfentrazone and flumioxazin in PRE 
provided excellent control of A. palmeri in a sandy soil 
(Gonçalves Netto et al., 2019). Oxyfluorfen provided at 
least 27 days of residual activity on A. hybridus, A. lividus, A. 
spinosus and A. viridis (Raimondi et al., 2010). In addition, 
PRE application of fomesafen provides selective control of 
A. palmeri in cotton, allowing the use of this herbicide in 
the US (Sosnoskie, Culpepper, 2014), and in Brazil (Oliveira 
Neto et al., 2015).

Residual herbicides targeting microtubule assembly and 
VLCFA metabolism are also efficacious on Amaranthus species. 
For instance, S-metolachlor, trifluralin and pendimethalin 
provided excellent control of several Amaranthus species. 
However, the residual activity of these herbicides varied 
depending on the soil characteristics and the application rate 
(Francischini et al., 2019; Gonçalves Netto et al., 2019). In 
contrast, alachlor provided more than 30 days of residual 
activity on A. viridis, and poor control of A. hybridus, A. lividus 
and A. spinosus when applied in PRE (Raimondi et al., 2010).

Some of the synthetic auxin herbicides display residual 
activity in the soil (Osipe et al., 2017). The genetically 
modified crops with resistance to 2,4-D and dicamba allows 
for the selective control of Amaranthus in PRE with these 
synthetic auxin herbicides. Even though synthetic auxin 
herbicides are mainly recommended in POST, these products 
also display a relatively short residual activity in the soil that 
can help managing weeds in PRE (Lorenzi, 2014).

Based on the abovementioned, it is evident that several 
options are available for residual control of Amaranthus 
in PRE applications for different crops. Including PRE 

Table 3 - Data compilation regarding the performance 
of herbicides controlling different herbicide-susceptible 

Amaranthus species in PRE. Herbicides are classified 
according to their respective mode of action

Active ingredient A. 
hybridus

A.  
palmeri

A. 
retroflexus

A.  
viridis

ALS inhibitors

Chlorimuron

Diclosulam

Flumetsulam

Imazethapyr

PSII inhibitors

Ametryn

Amicarbazone

Atrazine

Diuron

Metribuzin

Prometryne

DXS inhibitors

Clomazone

HPPD inhibitors

Isoxaflutole

PPO inhibitors

Fomesafen

Flumioxazin

Oxyfluorfen

Sulfentrazone

Microtubule inhibitors

Pendimethalin

Trifluralin

VLCFA inhibitors

S-metolachlor

Pyroxasulfone

Synthetic auxin

2,4-D

Green: control greater than 80%; Yellow = control ranging between 50 and 
80%; Red: control less than 50%. 

Source: Whitaker et al. (2011); Lorenzi (2014); Gray et al. (2013); Maho-
ney et al. (2014); Larran et al. (2017) Gonçalves Netto et al. (2019).
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herbicides in the weed control program allows for resistance 
management by adding more options of effective modes 
of action in the toolbox. These herbicides also prevent 
initial weed interference with the crops, which often leads 
to yield losses (López-Ovejero et al., 2019). In addition, 
residual herbicides decrease the weed density and size, 
which facilitates weed management in POST. However, PRE 
herbicides require more technical expertise because their 
efficacy depends on several factors such as the application 

rate, the soil characteristics, the presence of crop residues, 
and others. 

3.2 Efficacy of POST herbicides controlling Amaranthus species

The management of Amaranthus with POST herbicides 
should be done in the early growth stages of the weed 
species. Most herbicides have restrictions regarding the 
efficacy levels on late POST control (Table 4). A single POST 

Table 4 - Data compilation regarding the performance of herbicides controlling different herbicide-susceptible Amaranthus 
species in POST. Herbicides are classified according to their respective mode of action

Active ingredient
A. hybridus A. palmeri A. retroflexus A. viridis

POSTEarly POSTLate POSTEarly POSTLate POSTEarly POSTLate POSTEarly POSTLate

ALS Inhibitors

Chlorimuron

Cloransulam

Imazethapyr

Metsulfuron

Nicosulfuron

Pyrithiobac

Trifloxysulfuron

PSII inhibitors

Atrazine

Bentazon

PSI inhibitors

Diquat

Paraquat*

HPPD inhibitors

Mesotrione

Tembotrione

PPO inhibitors

Carfentrazone

Fomesafen

Flumiclorac

Flumioxazin

Lactofen

Saflufenacil

EPSPs inhibitors

Glyphosate

GS inhibitors

Glufosinate

Synthetic auxin

2,4-D

Dicamba

Triclopyr

POSTEarly: Early postemergence application (2 to 4 leaves); POSLate: Late postemergence application (4 to 8 leaves); Green: control greater than 80%; 

Yellow = control ranging between 50 and 80%; Red: control less than 50%. * Active ingredient with registration canceled in Brazil. 

Source: Grichar (1997); Lorenzi (2014); Gonçalves Netto et al. (2019); Kumar et al. (2020).
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application on early-stage plants (2-4 leaves) of Amaranthus 
is often enough to provide complete control of these plants. 
In contrast, controlling larger plants (>8 leaves) requires 
the use of herbicide combinations or even sequential 
applications of different herbicides (e.g.: treatment with a 
systemic herbicide followed by a contact herbicide).

To date, there are several herbicides recommended 
for Amaranthus management in POST applications. The 
most common modes of action that are effective on those 
species are ALS, PSII, HPPD, PPO, EPSPS, GS inhibitors and 
synthetic auxins. In response to the widespread evolution of 
EPSPS and ALS resistance in many Amaranthus populations 
across the globe, herbicides targeting HPPD, PPO, GS and 
synthetic auxins have become widely used for managing 
these plants, leading to the evolution of resistance to these 
modes of action. However, not all populations are resistant 
to all of these modes of action, which makes the herbicide 
recommendations more specific for each region and even for 
each field, depending on the herbicide resistance situation 
in each case. 

For ALS susceptible Amaranthus biotypes, most 
herbicides within that mode of action are efficacious on 
these species in POST applications (Table 4). Pyrithiobac 
and trifloxysulfuron provided excellent control of both A. 
lividus and A. hybridus when applications were conducted at 
the 2-4 leaf stage (Braz et al., 2012). A dramatic reduction 
in efficacy levels was observed when plants were treated 
at later stages of development, especially in A. lividus, 
which was more tolerant to the ALS inhibitors compared 
to A. hybridus. Once again, resistance to ALS inhibitors is 
widespread across Amaranthus populations. Therefore, 
these herbicides should be used following best management 
practices to avoid the evolution of resistance in these fields.

Similarly, herbicides targeting PSII can provide excellent 
control of Amaranthus populations that have not yet 
evolved resistance to these herbicides. In general, atrazine 
provides excellent control of Amaranthus species, especially 
with the addition of mineral oil to the spray solution, 
which enhances herbicide uptake by the plant (Gonçalves 
Netto et al., 2019). Bentazon is another example that can 
be used to control Amaranthus. However, this herbicide 
only works in early POST applications due to its limited 
translocation in plants (Grichar, 1997). 

There has been only one case of resistance to PSI 
inhibitors in Amaranthus species globally, a paraquat-
resistant A. blitum ssp. oleraceus population from Malaysia 
(Heap, 2022). This makes PSI inhibitors an alternative for 
Amaranthus management in POST. Because paraquat has 
been banned in several countries, including Brazil, diquat 
becomes the only commercial herbicide within this mode 
of action (Camargo et al., 2020). Diquat is a non-selective 
broad-spectrum contact herbicide that is recommended 
in burndown applications in both agricultural and non-
agricultural areas (Gitsopoulos et al., 2014). This herbicide 
also has limited translocation and should be used on small 
plants at the early stage of development or in a sequential 

application following the first application with a systemic 
herbicide (Mendes et al., 2020).

HPPD inhibitors are another mode of action that can 
be used for HPPD-susceptible Amaranthus management. 
Resistance to HPPD herbicides has been documented in 
A. palmeri and A. tuberculatus. HPPD herbicides such as 
mesotrione and tembotrione are commonly tank-mixed 
with atrazine, which often provides a synergistic effect 
due to increased herbicide uptake (Armel et al., 2007; 
Chahal et al., 2019). Both mesotrione and tembotrione 
should be applied onto small weeds when using these 
herbicides in POST, given that larger plants tend to escape 
from the herbicide treatment.

PPO inhibitors have been used to manage multiple 
herbicide resistant Amaranthus, to other modes of action such 
as ALS, PSII and EPSPS. Because PPO inhibitors are contact 
herbicides with limited translocation, POST applications 
should be done at early stages of plant growth. For instance, 
fomesafen, lactofen, flumiclorac, and saflufenacil provided 
excellent control of A. palmeri at the 2-4 leaf stage, but plant 
survival was observed when these herbicides were applied at 
the 6-8 leaf stage (Gonçalves Netto et al., 2019).

Susceptible biotypes are also controlled with EPSPS 
and GS inhibitors such as glyphosate and glufosinate, 
respectively. Glyphosate shows great efficacy even on large 
plants, but glufosinate is a contact herbicide with limited 
translocation (Takano et al., 2020a). Therefore, plant size, 
herbicide dose and environmental conditions should be 
considered when using glufosinate. While glyphosate 
resistance is widespread in Amaranthus, glufosinate 
resistance is still evolving with a limited number of cases 
globally (Barber et al., 2021). The efficacy of glyphosate 
and glufosinate can be improved with the addition of 
ammonium sulfate to the tank (Pline et al., 2000). Tank-
mixing glufosinate with low doses of PPO inhibitors has 
shown synergistic effect on controlling A. palmeri and A. 
tuberculatus (Takano et al., 2020b). 

Finally, synthetic auxins are another option for 
Amaranthus control in POST applications, especially in 
genetically modified crops with resistance to 2,4-D or 
dicamba. While a single application of these herbicides 
can provide efficacy, tank-mixing synthetic auxins with 
glyphosate has shown synergistic effect for several broadleaf 
species including Amaranthus (Cahoon et al., 2015).

4. Integrated weed management practices for  
Amaranthus control

Given the large number of herbicide-resistance cases 
reported in different Amaranthus, it is evident the need 
for integrated solutions to control weeds and avoid 
the evolution of resistant populations. Therefore, crop 
management strategies that reduce the spread of weed 
species and improve the crop’s ability to suppress weed 
infestation are essential for the sustainability of agriculture. 
Acquiring certified seeds, cleaning agricultural machinery, 



Chemical control of Amaranthus

11Adv Weed Sci. 2022;40(Spec2):e0202200062https://doi.org/10.51694/AdvWeedSci/2022;40:Amaranthus009

and avoiding the introduction of weed seeds from other 
areas are best management practices that should be 
implemented in any agricultural field (Oliveira Jr. et al., 
2011; Takano et al., 2018).

Cultural practices involve the use of equilibrated 
fertilizers, adoption of rapid-growth cultivars, adjusting 
crop density and row spacing, and any agronomic practice 
that create a favorable environment for the crop (Braz et al., 
2019a). While these practices are not able to completely 
suppress weed infestation per se, they can facilitate weed 
control with herbicides by reducing weed density and size, 
which is especially important when it comes to Amaranthus 
management. In addition, cover crops can provide a layer of 
crop residue on the soil surface, suppressing weed emergence 
both physically and chemically (allelopathy) (Oliveira 
Jr. et al., 2014). In A. hybridus and A. retroflexus, seeds 
showed a reduced ability to germinate in the absence of light 
(Gallagher, Cardina, 1998). This is caused by the effect of 
red light (660 nm) and far-red light (730 nm) on the seed 
phytochrome, which alters the active (Fvd) and inactive (Fv) 
form, stimulating germination under a high ratio of Fvd/
Fv (Figure 3) (Oliveira Jr. et al., 2011). In addition, it is well 
known that cover crop associated with herbicide mixture and 
rotation are extremely powerful against multiple herbicide 
resistant weeds (Marochi et al., 2018) (Figure 2).

Mowing is another alternative to control large and 
flowering plants of Amaranthus. This strategy has been 
successfully adopted for glyphosate-resistant Digitaria 
insularis plants (Raimondi et al., 2019). Weed mowing can 
prevent seed production and reduce selection pressure on 
weed populations evolving herbicide resistance. Systemic 
herbicides often provide better control on regrowing and 
fully active plants (Braz et al., 2019b). 

In summary, Amaranthus represent a major group of 
weed species that can cause enormous losses in global 
agriculture. Herbicides are powerful tools for managing 
Amaranthus but the overreliance on these chemicals often 
lead to herbicide resistance in this genetically diverse 
plant genus. Residual herbicides bring several advantages 
for Amaranthus management, including reduction in 

References

Armel GR, Rardon PL, McComrick MC, Ferry NM. Differential re-
sponse of several carotenoid biosynthesis inhibitors in mixtures 
with atrazine. Weed Technol. 2007;21(4):947-53. Available form: 
https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-06-133.1

Barber T, Norsworthy J, Butts T. Arkansas palmer amaranth found re-
sistant to field rates of glufosinate. Little Rock: Universityof Arkansas 
System; 2021[access June 25, 2021]. Available from: https://arkan-
sascrops.uaex.edu/posts/weeds/palmer-amaranth.aspx

Barrett SH. Crop mimicry in weeds. Econ Bot. 1983;37(3):255-82. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02858881

Bensch CN, Horak MJ, Peterson D. Interference of redroot pigweed 
(Amaranthus retroflexus), palmer amaranth (A. palmeri), and com-

initial weed interference and facilitating weed control in 
POST. These herbicides can also increase the number of 
alternative modes of action, given that Amaranthus have 
evolved resistance to many POST herbicides. Increasing 
diversity in the weed control toolbox is the only way to 
overcome herbicide resistance and obtain sustainability in 
weed management for global agriculture.

Author’ contributions

Both authors contributed equally to writing the manuscript.

Funding

To the Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Estado de 
Goiás (FAPEG) and Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de 
Pessoal de Nível Superior (CAPES) for the research support 
(Process number: 201810267001546).

Slow

Fast Light

Sun lightSeed dormancy

Dark or poor light
environment

Pfr730
activated

Pr660
inactivated

Figure 3 - Suppression of A. hybridus emergence by increasing 
quantities of corn (top) and wheat (bottom) crop residue. Some 
Amaranthus species are positive photoblastic, depending on 
light to activate and trigger germination

mon waterhemp (A. rudis) in soybean. Weed Sci. 2003;51(1):37-43. 

Available from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/0043-1745(2003)051[003

7:IORPAR]2.0.CO;2

Braz GBP, Andrade Jr. ER, Nicolai M, López-Ovejero RF, Cavenaghi 

AL, Oliveira Jr. RS et al. Mowing associated to chemical control 

for glyphosate-resistant cotton stalk destruction. Planta Daninha. 

2019b;37:1-13. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-

83582019370100061

Braz GBP, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Oliveira Neto AM, Dan HA, Guer-

ra N et al. Performance of cotton herbicide treatments for Amaranthus 

lividus and Amaranthus hybridus. Rev Bras Herb. 2012;11(1):1-10. Avail-

able from: https://doi.org/10.7824/rbh.v11i1.159



12

 Braz GBP, Takano HK

Adv Weed Sci. 2022;40(Spec2):e0202200062 https://doi.org/10.51694/AdvWeedSci/2022;40:Amaranthus009

Braz GBP, Machado FG, Carmo EL, Rocha AGC, Simon GA, Ferreira 
CJB. [Agronomic performance and weed suppression in sorghum on 
dense sowing]. Rev Cienc Agrovet. 2019a;18(2):170-7. Portuguese. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.5965/223811711812019170

Burnside OC, Wilson RG, Weisberg S, Hubbard KG. Seed longevity of 
41 weed species buried 17 years in Eastern and Western Nebraska. 
Weed Sci. 1996;44(1):74-86. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0043174500093589

Cahoon CW, York AC, Jordan DL, Everman WJ, Seagroves RW, Culpep-
per AS et al. Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) management in 
dicamba-resistant cotton. Weed Technol. 2015;29(4):758-70. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-D-15-00041.1

Camargo ER, Zapiola ML, Avila LA, Garcia MA, Plaza G, Gazziero D et al. 
Current situation regarding herbicide regulation and public percep-
tion in South America. Weed Sci. 2020;68(3):232-9. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1017/wsc.2020.14

Carvalho SJP, Buissa JAR, Nicolai M, López-Ovejero RF, Christoffo-
leti PJ. [Differential susceptibility of Amaranthus genus weed spe-
cies to the herbicides trifloxysulfuron-sodium and chlorimuron-eth-
yl]. Planta Daninha. 2006;24(3):541-48. Portuguese. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582006000300017

Carvalho SJP, Gonçalves Netto A, Nicolai M, Cavenaghi AL, López-Ove-
jero RF, Christoffoleti PJ. Detection of glyphosate-resistant Palm-
er Amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) in agricultural areas of Mato 
Grosso, Brazil. Planta Daninha. 2015;33(3):579-86. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582015000300020

Chahal PS, Jugulam M, Jhala AJ. Basis of atrazine and mesotri-
one synergism for controlling atrazine- and HPPD inhibitor-resis-
tant Palmer amaranth. Agron J. 2019;111(6):3265-73. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj2019.01.0037

Chandi A, Jordan DL, York AC, Milla-Lewis SR, Burton JD, Culpepper 
AS et al. Interference and control of glyphosate-resistant and sus-
ceptible Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) populations under 
greenhouse conditions. Weed Sci. 2013;61(2):259-66. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1614/WS-D-12-00063.1

Francischini A, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Takano HK, Mendes RR. 
Multiple-and cross-resistance of Amaranthus retroflexus to ace-
tolactate synthase (ALS) and Photosystem II (PSII) inhibiting herbi-
cides in preemergence. Planta Daninha. 2019;37:1-10. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582019370100026

Francischini AC, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Santos G, Braz GBP, Dan 
HA. First report of Amaranthus viridis resistance to herbicides. Planta 
Daninha. 2014b;32(3):571-8. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1590/
S0100-83582014000300013

Francischini AC, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Santos G, Franchi-
ni LHM, Biffe DF. Resistance of Amaranthus retroflexus to ace-
tolactate synthase inhibitor herbicides in Brazil. Planta Daninha. 
2014a;32(2):437-46. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-
83582014000200022

Francischini AC, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Santos G, Takano HK, 
Franchini LHM et al. [Dose-response curves and ALS enzyme inhibitor 

herbicides efficacy of preemergence applications in Amaranthus spe-

cies]. Rev Bras Herbic. 2013;12(1):68-77. Portuguese. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.7824/rbh.v12i1.195

Gaines TA, Slavov G, Hughes D, Kuepper A, Sparks C, Oliva J et al. In-

vestigating the origins and evolution of a glyphosate-resistant weed 

invasion in South America. Hoboken: Authorea. 2020.

Gaines TA, Ward SM, Bukun B, Preston C, Leach JE, Westra P. Interspe-

cific hybridization transfers a previously unknown glyphosate resis-

tance mechanism in Amaranthus species. Evol. Appl. 2012;5(2):29-38. 

Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2011.00204.x

Gallagher RS, Cardina J. Phytochrome-mediated Amaranthus ger-

mination I: effect of seed burial and germination temperature. Weed 

Sci. 1998;46(1):48-52. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1017/

S0043174500090159

Gazziero DLP, Silva AF. [Characterization and management of Amaran-

thus palmeri]. Londrina: Embrapa Soja. 2017. Portuguese.

Gitsopoulos TK, Damalas CA, Georgoulas I. Improving diquat efficacy on 

grasses by adding adjuvants to the spray solution before use. Planta 

Daninha. 2014;32(2):355-60. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1590/

S0100-83582014000200013

Gonçalves Netto A, Nicolai M, Carvalho SJP, Borgato EA, Christoffoleti 

PJ. Multiple resistance of Amaranthus palmeri to ALS and EPSPs in-

hibiting herbicides in the state of Mato Grosso, Brazil. Planta Daninha. 

2016;34(3):581-87. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-

83582016340300019

Gonçalves Netto A, Nicolai M, Carvalho SJP, Malardo MR, López-Oveje-

ro RF, Christoffoleti PJ. Control of ALS- and EPSPS-resistant Amaran-

thus palmeri by alternative herbicides applied in PRE- and POST-emer-

gence. Planta Daninha. 2019;37:1-8. Available from: https://doi.

org/10.1590/S0100-83582019370100109

Grey TL, Cutts III GS, Newsome LJ, Newell III SH. Comparison of pyroxa-

sulfone to soil residual herbicides for glyphosate resistant palmer ama-

ranth control in glyphosate resistant soybean. Crop Manag. 2013;12(1):1-

6. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1094/CM-2013-0032-RS

Grichar WJ. Control of palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) in 

peanut (Arachis hypogaea) with postemergence herbicides. Weed 

Technol. 1997;11(4):739-43. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1017/

S0890037X00043360

Hao JH, Shuang-Shuang L, Bhattacharya S, Fu JG. Germination re-

sponse of four alien congeneric Amaranthus species to environmen-

tal factors. PLoS ONE. 2017;12(1):1-18. Available from: https://doi.

org/10.1371/journal.pone.0170297

Hausman NE, Tranel PJ, Riechers DE, Hager AG. Responses of a 

waterhemp (Amaranthus tuberculatus) population resistant to  

HPPD-inhibiting herbicides to foliar-applied herbicides. Weed Technol. 

2016;30(1):106-15. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-D-15-

00098.1

Heap I. International survey of herbicide-resistant weeds. Weed-

science. 2022[access May 5, 2022]. Available from: https://www.

weedscience.org



Chemical control of Amaranthus

13Adv Weed Sci. 2022;40(Spec2):e0202200062https://doi.org/10.51694/AdvWeedSci/2022;40:Amaranthus009

Holm LRG, Doll J, Holm E, Pancho JV, Herberger JP. World weeds: natu-

ral histories and distribution. Toronto: John Wiley & Sons; 1997.

Holm LRG, Plucknett DL, Pancho JV, Herberger JP. The world’s 

worst weeds: distribution and biology. Honolulu: University of Ha-

waii Press; 1977.

Horak MJ, Loughin TM. Growth analysis of four Amaranthus species. 

Weed Sci. 2000;48(3):347-55. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1614/

0043-1745(2000)048[0347:GAOFAS]2.0.CO;2

Kepczynski J, Sznigir P. Response of Amaranthus retroflexus L. seeds 

to gibberellic acid, ethylene and abscisic acid depending on duration of 

stratification and burial. Plant Growth Regul. 2013;70(1):15-26. Avail-

able from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10725-012-9774-3

Kissmann KG, Groth D. [Weeds and harmful plants volume 2]. 2nd ed. 

São Paulo: BASF; 1999. Portuguese.

Kumar V, Liu R, Peterson DE, Stahlman PW. Effective two-pass herbi-

cide programs to control glyphosate-resistant Palmer amaranth (Am-

aranthus palmeri) in glyphosate/dicamba-resistant soybean. Weed 

Technol. 2020;35(1):128-35. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1017/

wet.2020.90

Larran AS, Palmieri VE, Perotti VE, Lieber L, Tuesca D, Permingeat 

HR. Target-site resistance to acetolactate synthase (ALS)-inhibiting 

herbicides in Amaranthus palmeri from Argentina. Pest Manag Sci. 

2017;73(12):2578-84. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.4662

Larran AS, Palmieri VE, Tuesca D, Permingeat HR, Perotti VE. Coexis-

tence of target-site and non-target-site mechanisms of glyphosate 

resistance in Amaranthus palmeri populations from Argentina. Acta 

Scient Agron. 2022;44(1):1-8. Available from: https://doi.org/10.4025/

actasciagron.v44i1.55183

Lillie KJ, Giacomini DA, Tranel PJ. Comparing responses of sensitive 

and resistant populations of Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) 

and waterhemp (Amaranthus tuberculatus var. rudis) to PPO inhib-

itors. Weed Technol. 2020;34(1):140-6. Available from: https://doi.

org/10.1017/wet.2019.84

López-Ovejero RF, Picoli GJ, Takano HK, Palhano M, Westra P. Residual 

herbicides in Roundup Ready soybean: a case study in multiple years 

and locations with Ipomoea triloba. Ciênc Agrotec. 2019;43:1-10. Avail-

able from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1413-7054201943000319

Lorenzi H. [Manual of identification and weed control: no tillage and conven-

tional tillage]. 7th ed. Nova Odessa: Instituto Plantarum, 2014. Portuguese.

Mahoney KJ, Shropshire C, Sikkema PH. Weed management in con-

ventional- and no-till soybean using flumioxazin/pyroxasulfone. Weed 

Technol. 2014;28(2):298-306. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1614/

WT-D-13-00128.1

Marochi A, Ferreira A, Takano HK, Oliveira RS, Ovejero RFL. Managing 

glyphosate-resistant weeds with cover crop associated with herbicide 

rotation and mixture. Cienc Agrotec. 2018;42(1):381-94. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-70542018424017918

Mendes RR, Takano HK, Biffe DF, Constantin J, Oliveira RS. In-

terval between sequential herbicide treatments for sourgrass 

management. Rev Caatinga. 2020;33(3):579-90. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/1983-21252020v33n301rc

Montgomery JS, Giacomini D, Waithaka B, Lanz C, Murphy BP, Campe 
R et al. Draft genomes of Amaranthus tuberculatus, Amaranthus hybri-
dus, and Amaranthus palmeri. Genome Biol Evol. 2020;12(11):1988-93. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1093/gbe/evaa177

Murray MJ. Environmental vegetative heterosis. Agron J. 
1960;52(10):609. Available from: https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj1960.
00021962005200100019x

Nordby D, Hartzler B, Bradley K. Biology and management of water-
hemp. West Lafayette: Purdue Extension; 2007.

Norsworthy JK, Ward SM, Shaw DR, Llewellyn RS, Nichols RL, Webster 
TM et al. Reducing the risks of herbicide resistance: best management 
practices and recommendations. Weed Sci. 2012;60(SP1):31-62. Avail-
able from: https://doi.org/10.1614/WS-D-11-00155.1

Oliveira Jr. RS, Constantin J, Inoue MH. [Weed biology and manage-
ment]. 2nd ed. Curitiba: Omnipax; 2011. Portuguese.

Oliveira Jr. RS, Rios FA, Constantin J, Ishii-Iwamoto EL, Gemelli A, Mar-
tini PE. Grass straw mulching to suppress emergence and early growth 
of weeds. Planta Daninha. 2014;32(1):11-7. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1590/S0100-83582014000100002

Oliveira Neto AM, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Barroso ALL, Braz GBP, Guerra 
N. Selectivity of fomesafen to cotton. Planta Daninha. 2015;33(4):759-70. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582015000400014

Osipe JB, Oliveira Jr. RS, Constantin J, Takano HK, Biffe DF. Spec-
trum of weed control with 2,4-D and dicamba herbicides associated 
to glyphosate or not. Planta Daninha. 2017;35:1-12. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582017350100053

Pline WA, Hatzios KK, Hagood ES. Weed and herbicide-resis-
tant soybean (Glycine max) response to glufosinate and glypho-
sate plus ammonium sulfate and pelargonic acid. Weed Technol. 
2000;14(4):667-74. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1614/0890-0
37X(2000)014[0667:WAHRSG]2.0.CO;2

Raimondi RT, Constantin J, Oliveira Jr. RS, Sanches AKS, Mendes 
RR. [Mowing height affects clumped sourgrass control]. Cult Agron. 
2019;28(3):254-67. Available from: https://doi.org/10.32929/2446-
8355.2019v28n3p254-267

Raimondi RT, Oliveira Jr. RS, Constantin J, Biffe DF, Arantes JGZ, 
Franchini LH et al. [Residual activity of herbicides applied to 
the soil in relation to control of four Amaranthus species]. Plan-
ta Daninha. 2010;28(spe):1073-85. Portuguese. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582010000500015

Reinhardt C, Vorster J, Küpper A, Peter F, Simelane A, Friis S, Magson 
J, Aradhya C. A nonnative Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) pop-
ulation in the Republic of South Africa is resistant to herbicides with 
different sites of action. Weed Sci. 2022;70(2):183-97. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1017/wsc.2022.9

Ronchi CP Serrano LAL, Silva AA, Guimarães OR. [Weed management 
in tomato]. Planta Daninha. 2010;28(1):215-28. Portuguese. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582010000100025



14

 Braz GBP, Takano HK

Adv Weed Sci. 2022;40(Spec2):e0202200062 https://doi.org/10.51694/AdvWeedSci/2022;40:Amaranthus009

Schwartz LM, Norsworthy JK, Young BG, Bradley KW, Kruger GR, Da-
vis VM et al. Tall waterhemp (Amaranthus tuberculatus) and Palmer 
amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) seed production and retention at 
soybean maturity. Weed Technol. 2016;30(1):284-90. Available from:  
https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-D-15-00130.1

Schwartz-Lazaro LM, Green JK, Norsworthy JK. Seed retention of 
Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) and barnyardgrass (Echi-
nochloa crus-galli) in soybean. Weed Technol. 2017;31(4):617-22. Avail-
able from: https://doi.org/10.1017/wet.2017.25

Senseman SA. Herbicide handbook. 9th ed. Lawrence: Weed Science 
Society of America; 2007.

Sosnoskie LM, Culpepper AS. Glyphosate-resistant palmer amaranth 
(Amaranthus palmeri) increases herbicide use, tillage, and hand-weed-
ing in Georgia cotton. Weed Sci. 2014;62(2):393-402. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1614/WS-D-13-00077.1

Taiz L, Zeiger E, Moller IM, Murphy A. Plant physiology & development. 
6th ed. Sunderland: Sinauer; 2015.

Takano HK, Beffa R, Preston C, Westra P, Dayan FE. Glufosinate en-
hances the activity of protoporphyrinogen oxidase inhibitors. Weed Sci. 
2020b;68(4):324-32. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1017/wsc.2020.39

Takano HK, Beffa R, Preston C, Westra P, Dayan FE. Physiological 
factors affecting uptake and translocation of glufosinate. J Ag Food 
Chem. 2020a;68(10):3026-32. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1021/
acs.jafc.9b07046

Takano HK, López-Ovejero RF, Belchior GG, Maymone GPL, Dayan 

FE. ACCase-inhibiting herbicides: mechanism of action, resistance 

evolution and stewardship. Sci Agric. 2021;78(1):1-11. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-992X-2019-0102

Takano HK, Oliveira Jr RS, Constantin J, Mangolim CA, Machado 

MDF, Bevilaqua MR. Spread of glyphosate-resistant sourgrass (Dig-

itaria insularis): independent selections or merely propagule dis-

semination? Weed Biol and Manag. 2018;18(1):50-9. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/wbm.12143

Torra J, Royo-Esnal A, Romano Y, Osuna MD, León RG, Recasens 

J. Amaranthus palmeri a new invasive weed in Spain with herbi-

cide resistant biotypes. Agronomy. 2020;10(7):1-13. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10070993

Tranel PJ. Herbicide resistance in Amaranthus tuberculatus. Pest Manag 

Sci. 2021;77(1):43-54. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.6048

Ward SM, Webster TM, Steckel LE. Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus 

palmeri): a review. Weed Technol. 2013;27(1):12-27. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-D-12-00113.1

Whitaker JR, York AC, Jordan DL, Culpepper AS, Sosnoskie LM. 

Residual herbicides for palmer amaranth control. J Cotton Sci. 

2011;15(1):89-99.Arkansas Row Crops. Arkansas Palmer Amaranth 

found resistant to field rates of glufosinate. 2021. Available from: 

<https://arkansascrops.uaex.edu/posts/weeds/palmer-amaranth.

aspx>. Access in: 25/06/2021.

https://arkansascrops.uaex.edu/posts/weeds/palmer-amaranth.aspx
https://arkansascrops.uaex.edu/posts/weeds/palmer-amaranth.aspx

