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Abstract: By using large area tests, the comparison study among the changes of soil water content, agronomic character and
the yield in summer soybean were carried out under no-tillage and normal tillage in previous crops of wheat. The results
showed that in natural conditions, the rainfall during the whole growing period of soybean was 338.70 mm and the average soil
water content was reducing by 1.06% at 0 ~20 cm in no-tillage than that of normal tillage, but the difference was not signifi-
cant. The average water content in no-tillage soil was 0.36% , 0.96% and 0.97% higher than that of normal tillage at the
depth of 20 ~40 c¢m, 40 ~60 c¢cm and 60 ~ 80 cm, respectively, but all differences were not significant. These difference
effects were not significant which no-tillage than that of normal tillage in summer soybean agronomic characters of growth peri-
od, 100-seed weight, etc. In the peak water requirement period of soybean, there was a corresponding effective precipitation
and the soil water content could meet the needs of soybean growth. Moreover, the average yield of no-tillage and normal tillage
was 4253.6 and 4313.2 kg - ha ™', respectively. Yield of no-tillage was less than the normal tillage by 59.6 kg + ha ™', but
the difference was not significant. Therefore, under natural conditions, no-tillage crops was not only could obtain almost the
same yield as normal tillage, but also could save the amount of labor, prevent soil erosion, protect soil structure and eliminate
the effects of plow formation on crop root growth. In summary, no-tillage crop could deserve to popularization.
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Table | Meteorological data of soybean growth periods
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Table 2 Soil water content of different periods of summer soybean in no-tillage and normal tillage of previous crops/ %
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Date of dug

i A S B I B
No-tillage Tillage

B4 R B

Dug deep/cm
(Day/month)

in previous crop

in previous crop

LG R 2 S b HIERFE
LSRN
Date of dug No-tillage Tillage

Dug deep/cm
( Day/month)

in previous crop  in previous crop

11/6 0~20 17.77 18.97
20 ~40 18.11 17.82
40 ~ 60 18.92 18.02
60 ~ 80 21.26 20.97
26/6 0~20 12.39 13.12
20 ~40 17.07 17.05
40 ~60 21.43 20.77
60 ~ 80 24.88 22.66
1177 0~20 19.49 22.03
20 ~40 21.63 19.76
40 ~ 60 22.79 21.18
60 ~ 80 24.70 23.24
26/7 0~20 19.40 20.13
20 ~40 19.45 19.23

26/7 40 ~ 60 21.36 20.23
60 ~ 80 23.83 23.70
10/8 0~20 13.49 14.63
20 ~40 17.37 16.83
40 ~ 60 20.76 19.13
60 ~ 80 24.56 23.05
27/8 0~20 19.49 20.54
20 ~40 18.91 19.16
40 ~ 60 20.00 19.90
60 ~ 80 21.76 21.57
24/9 0~20 13.72 13.77
20 ~40 16.46 16. 60
40 ~ 60 19.87 19.16
60 ~ 80 20.58 19.59
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Table 3 Influence of no-tillage and normal tillage in previous wheat on economic characters and

yield of summer soybean
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f ¥k No-tillage 2.30 87.0 0.71 12.9 3.8 44.2 100.2 38.3 17.2 18.1 4253.6
#EAE Tillage 2.29 94.6 0.69 13.7 4.0 42.9 98.8 39.9 18.0 18.4 4313.2
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