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Table 1 Effect of different tillage methods on rice yield
KL/ LKL/ G/ % o PR A/ B/
. . THhLH /g ‘ )
i BEIE T Ao A ! Seed kgehm™ kgehm™
1000-grains
Varieties Tillage method Panicles Grains setting b Theoretical Practical
weight
per hill per panicle rate yield yield
G5 5 bk 18. 85 bB 94.20 aA 92.6 aA 25.4 bB 9887.21 bB 9119. 61 bB
Longdao 5 L 19. 32 bB 93.10 aA 89.4 aA 26.0 aA 10445, 20 bB 9731.02 bB
BHE(CKD 21.92 aA 87.33 aA 85.0 aA 26.2 aA 10657.72 aA  10062.93 aA
KA 428 iags 14. 60 bB 113. 30 aA 86.1 aA 26.5 aA 9435. 65 bB 8530. 80 bB
Dongnong 428 i 16.40 aA 109. 67 aA 84.3 aA 26.1 aA 9893. 27 aA 9150. 02 aA
FIHF(CK) 17.50 aA 106. 80 aA 83.1 aA 25.9 bB 10056. 58 aA 9507. 31 aA
2.2 WBHAEHEFXIKBEREKGZRBF 0 s AR AR 428 X ERAH 22 5 2, e R S S A B
2.2.1 STEEKRGRBMISRFGH S AEH I it A 25 1 BEORSE K 320 42 i 5 X RS 3K 1B K
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Table 2 Effect of different tillage methods on rice quality

) Leai Y EH {CRIERIEN gl 4 HHEVE
O EE T T T T / | * '
i KFE/ % /% /% Alkali mm i/ %
Tillage Brown Milled
Varieties Head Chalkiness  Chalkiness spreading Gel Amylose
method rice rate rice rate
rice rate rati degree value consistency  content
k55 BHE(CK) 81.8 bA 74.4 aA 69.3 bA 1.0 bB 0.1 bA 7 aA 69.0 bB 17.6 aA
Longdao 5 s 82.6 aA 74.9 aA 71.8 aA 3.9 bB 0.3 aA 7 aA 77.8 bA 18.0 aA
X 82.9 aA 75.1 aA 72.6 aA 6.0 aA 0.4 aA 7 aA 80. 3 aA 18.7 aA
A 428 BHHCCK)  80.9 bA 69.5 bA 64.4 bB 0 bB 0 aA 7 aA 71.5bB  17.1 aA
Dongnong 428 L HE 83.0 aA 72.5 aA 68.7 aA 1.3 aA 0.1 aA 7 aA 77.8 bA 17.7 aA
1k 83.2 aA 73.2 aA 70.0 aA 1.5 aA 0.1 aA 7 aA 79.5 aA 17.9 aA
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Table 3 Economic benefit analysis of different tillage methods

F#HE 5 %5 Longdao 5

4% 428 Dongnong 428

it | b CK ## B CK ik
Items St Mi:imum Conventional de bk Mi:imum Conventional
No-tillage No-tillage
tillage tillage tillage tillage
H 8] #% A /JG « hm % Input 20100 20100 20100 20100 20100 20100
Bl Hb P4 / 9C « hm 2 Price of conventional tilling 0 0 1200 0 0 1200
L e Hb BA4fy /JC « hm2 Price of drought tilling 0 1200 1200 0 1200 1200
JK FHb 2847y /JC « hm? Price of harrowing 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200
JA /6 « hm 2 Cost 21300 22500 23700 21300 22500 23700
Bip= /kgehm? Yield 9119.61 9731.02 10062. 93 8530. 80 9150. 02 9507. 31
By /J0 < kg ! Price of paddy rice 2.9 2.9 2.9 3.5 3.5 3.5
H el /o6« hm? Net output value 26446. 869 28219. 958 29182. 497 29857. 8 32025. 07 33275. 585
A 25 /76 +hm? Net income 5146. 869 5719. 958 5482.497 8557.8 9525. 07 9575.585
WA 255/ % Cost-benefit ratio 24.1637 25. 42204 23.1329 40.17746 42.33364  40.40331
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Effect of No-tillage and Minimum Tillage Cultivation on Yield

and Quality of Rice and Economic Benefit Analysis

LUO Yu'?,SUN Shi-chen'? ,ZHANG Feng-ming'** ,BAI Liang-ming'"*
(1. Crop Tillage and Cultivation Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agriculture Sciences,
Harbin, Heilongjiang 1500863 2. Harbin All-around Experimental Station, Rice Technology
Research System of State, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract: In order to explore the effect of different cultivation conditions on yield and quality of rice, taking two
different types of rice as materials(Longdao 5 which was semi-erect panicle variety and Dongnong 428 which
was curve panicle variety) that cultivated in the second accumulated temperature region of Heilongjiang prov-
ince. Contrast test was conducted to analyze the economic benefit of no-tillage, minimum tillage and convention-
al tillage. The results showed that no-tillage and minimum tillage cultivation had negative impact on yield and
quality,and the effect of no-tillage cultivation was greater than minimum tillage. The economic benefit of mini-
mum tillage cultivation was greater than no-tillage and conventional tillage. The economic benefit of no-tillage
cultivation was not great due to its great effect on yield.

Key words: rice; yield; quality ; economic benefit
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