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Research progress in weed resistance to auxin herbicides
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Abstract Weeds in farmlands seriously affect the yield and quality of crops, and the weed resistance has become a
serious problem due to prolonged use and over-reliance on limited herbicides. At present, 512 biotypes of 262
weeds (152 dicots and 110 monocots) have evolved resistance to 167 herbicides with 23 different sites of action.
Auxin herbicides, as one of the important herbicides, provide a critical tool for weed control in cereal crops.
However. 44 weed species have developed resistance to them after decades of continuous use. In this paper, the
classification and application, weed control mechanism, resistance status and resistance mechanism on auxin

herbicides were systematically summarized, in order to provide a reference for the application of auxin herbicides
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and control of resistant weeds.
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