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THE COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT OF SOYBEAN CULTIVATION BY ZERO
AND TRADITIONAL TECHNOLOGIES IN A SHORT CROP ROTATION
AND PERMANENT ROTATION

The article studies the crop rotations and defines the most optimal crop rotation – 4 steps crop ro-
tation with 100 percent of using the arable land, saturation by soybean, grain crops on 50% and crop
cultivation the green mass on green manure after harvesting barley or oats with a yield from 1 ha of
crop rotation`s land - 2,0 tons the feeding units, and 1.56 tons of seed.

The economic efficiency of soybean cultivation in crop rotation by the No-till method, was higher
than traditional in 16,5%. The cost of 1 ton of production in crop rotations in the soybean cultivation
by zero technology was rather lower than traditional in 14,7%, the profitability of soybean cultivation
by the No-till method, to compare with the basic technology was higher in crop rotations in 1.4 times.

KEY WORDS: SHORT CROP ROTATION, CULTIVATION TECHNOLOGY OF SOYBEAN, SYSTEM
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% % %
1 5- 40 20 20 – 20 2,17 100 0,62 100 0,66 100 1,28
2 5- 40 20 – 20 20 2,49 114,8 0,60 96,8 0,91 137,9 1,51
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3 3- 33,3 – 33,3 33,3 – 2,49 114,8 0,54 87,1 1,38 209,1 1,92
4 5- 40 – 20 – 40 1,94 89,4 0,58 93,6 0,39 59,1 0,97
5 4- 50 25 25 – – 2,00 92,2 0,74 119,4 0,82 124,2 1,56

1,34 61,8 0,97 156,4 – – 0,97
0,96 44,2 – – 0,80 121,2 0,80
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% % %

4- 50 50 2,74 100 0,93 100 1,21 100 2,14
no-till 50 50 2,80 102,2 0,91 97,8 1,30 107,4 2,21

5- 40 40 2,71 98,9 0,97 104,3 0,93 76,9 1,90
no-till 40 40 2,68 97,8 0,93 100 0,96 79,3 1,90

100 2,24 81,2 1,62 174,2 - - 1,62
no-till 100 2,13 77,7 1,54 165,6 - - 1,54

-
 No-till, -

 3,8 % 
,

16,5 %,  –  32,5 %, -
 –  14,7 %     ( . 6).

-
-

 ( .  7)  
-

, , 
, 

 No-till.



35

 6

, 2011 .

No-till +/-
, 1,77 1,84 -0,07

, 10000 10000 0
7997,4 9766,1 -1768,7

, 17700 18400 -700
, 9702,6 8633,9 +1068,7

, 4518,3 5296,1 -777,8
, 5481,7 4703,9 +777,8

, % 121,3 88,4 +32,9

 7

, 2011 .

 1 , 

-
, 

-
.
,, 

No-till 7997,4 232,2 2250 3680,7 235,6 1577,9 21,0 1,77 4518,3
- 9766,08 650,3 2250 2635,7 1517,2 2689,1 23,7 1,84 5296,1

-
, +/- +1768,7 +418,6 0 -1047,0 +1281,6 +1111,2 +2,7 +0,07 -777,8

, 
,

 No-till 
-
.

-
-

.

1. , . -
 //  ;   -

 /  
 «  « ». – 2009. –  4,

. – . 11.
2. , . 

. – : 
 « », 2010. – 192 .


