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Abstract

Experience is held during the period 2009 — 2011, in crops of wheat variety Enola grown in conditions of organic farming
with different seed rates: 100%; 100% + 25%; 100% + 50%; 100% + 75%. Yield of wheat does not differ dramatically in the
four variants of the experience, which shows that it is not affected by the number of seeds sown. In incremental sowing rates
observed reduction of weed and the invasion of leaf aphids, however, this does not give rise to significant yield.
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B 6ronornyHoTO 3emegenve oTrmexaaHeTo Ha 3bp-
HEHO-XUTHM KynTypu 6e3 npunaraHe Ha NecTMUMan u ¢
n3nonseaHe Ha obLLoNpreTUTE CEeUTOEHN HOPMU BOAM
[0 psA3KO yBenuMyaBaHe Ha 3annesensiBaHeTo. Crnopes
Dover & East (1990), Griepentrog et al. (2000), Younie
(2001) n Korres & Froud-Williams (2002) eaguHcTBEHU-
AT HAYMH 3@ NOBMLIABAHE Ha KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOOHOCT-
Ta Ha XWUTHUTE pacTeHus1 U NOTUCKaHEe Ha NieBenuTe
e 3aBuwaBaHe Ha ceuTbeHata Hopma. M3BecTHO e,
Yye 6e3 NpunoXxeHne Ha NECTULMAMN OCBEH NIeBenvTe
B noceBuTe ce HabntogasaT 6onectn n HenpuaTenu.
Maneva et al. (2008) yctaHoBsiBaT, Ye npu Hopmar-
Ha ceuTbeHa Hopma B ycrnoBusiTa Ha OGMOMOrM4HO
3emegenve npu Mekarta nweHvua npeobnagasa Bu-
abT Sitobion avenae. Cnopepg [puropos (1980) no-
nyrnauuoHHaTa YMCNEHOCT Ha BbLUKMTE € NOo-BMCOKa
B paspefeHnTe NocesBu, KOUTO ca Mo-npuBreKaTenHm
3a KpunaTuTe pascenutenku u no-cnabo ce sacensat
oT acdmgodary, npegnoYnTaLLm no-reCTuTe 1 obpe
pa3euTn nocesun. lMpu GMONOrMyYHO OTIMexgaHe Ha
nweHnua nva cbobLLeHns, Ye yBennyaBaHeTo Ha ce-
utbeHarta Hopma ot 300 go 450 kbnH. ¢./m? pegyumpa
nrneBenHarTa pacTuTenHocT 6e3 ocobeHo BapupaHe B
pobuea (Dover, East, 1990), a yBennyaBaHe go 600
Kb/H. C./m? 3Ha4YUTENHO MOBMLUABA MOTUCKAHETO Ha
nnesenute (Griepentrog et al., 2000). B bvnrapus He
ce cboOblLiaBa 3a TakbB BMA NPOYYBaHMS NPU YCIOBUS
Ha BuonorMyHo 3emenenue.

Llenta Ha nscnegaHeTo Belle ga ce npoy4yn du-
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TOCaAHWTapPHOTO CbCTOSHME Ha edYeMuka W Bpb3KaTa
My ¢ gobuBa npu 3aBULLEHN CENTOEHN HOPMU B YCIO-
BUATa Ha OMONOrM4YHO 3emenenme.

MATEPUWAN U METOOU

EkcrniepumeHTsT € npoBegeH npes nepuwoda 2009
— 2011 r. B IHCcTUTYTa No 3emegenue, KapHobart, B Cb3-
AafeHo 1 cepTuurumpaHo no 3akoHOA4ATENCTBOTO Ha
Penybnvka Bbnrapusi 3a nony4aBaHe Ha buonormyHa
npogykums ,MvHn onuTHO Norne 3a BGUONorn4YHO 3eme-
aenve”. ManonseaHa e nuweHuua copT EHona. 3ano-
XXEHU ca 4 HOpMK Ha cenTba — cTaHgapTHa (onTumarn-
Ha ¢ 550 k. c./m?) — 100% 1 Tpu 3aBULLEHN CEUTOEHU
Hopmu: 100 + 25%, 100 + 50% n 100 + 75%. OnuTbT
€ 3anoxeH cnep npeaLwecTBeHWK rpax-CrnbHYorneno-
Ba CMecCkKa, NpegHasHaveHa 3a 3eneH gpypax (3apkos,
2000; MeHyeB n gp., 2007). Ha otrnexxgaHusa ed4emMuk
He ca npunaraHu necTuuuau, OpraHU4HW TOpPOBE U
nopobpuTenu Ha noysata, GUONOrMYHO aKTUBHMK Be-
LLLecTBa Unm Apyrv 3abpaHeHn oT OMOMOrMYHOTO 3aKo-
HopaTencTBo KoHcymaTueu. ObcneaBaHms 3a IMCTHU
BbLUKM Ca NpaBeHn execeaMmnyHo — Ha 10 mecTa Bbp-
xy 10 ctbbna ot nwenuua (Dewar et al., 1982) BbB
BCMYKM BapuaHTW Ha onuTa. HabriogeHusata ca us-
BbPLUEHWN Mpe3 NPONETHUSI BEreTauMoHeH nepuoi Ha
KynTypaTta — OT Ha4arnoTo Ha anpwn o Kpas Ha toHu. B
ONUTHUTE Napuenu e HabnogasaH BUOOBUSIT CbCTaB
Ha 3anneBensdBaHeToO M MnbTHOCTTa. [MneBenute ca
oTunTaHn BbLB (pasa BpaTeHe n nsknacasaHe Ha Kyr-



Tabnuvua 1. MNouseHo nnogopoave npes nepuoga 2009 — 2011 .
Table 1. Soil fertility in period 2009 — 2011

ng::s:ﬂ MNoaBwkeH Ycsoum K,0, MwuHepaneH
cm P,0,, mg/100 g mg/100 g N, mg/1000 g
0-20 2,75 -4,64 28,20 - 32,40 | 24,72 -35,00
20-40 1,90 - 3,16 26,90 - 30,10 18,61 — 20,76
40-60 1,25-2,15 25,63 — 28,10 16,32 - 19,20

Typute. OnpenensHeTo Ha HanageHNeTo ot GonecTu
€ M3BbpLUBAHO 4pe3 obXxoxaaHe Ha napuenkiTte no
BPEME Ha Beretauusi Ha Kyntyparta rno MapLupyTHUS
mMeTog upes nperneq Ha pacteHus (CtenaHos, Yyma-
koB, 1972; KpudeHko, 1984).

ArpoxmmmnyHaTa xapakTtepucTvka Ha noysara — M3-
nyxeHa cmonHuua (Pellic Vertisol), e HanpaBeHa ypes
onpefensiHe Ha KUCENMHHO XMOPOonM3yeMms MUHepa-
neH asor (no TiopuH - KokoHoBa), Ha noaswkeH P,O,
(no Ernep - Puitm) n Ha ycsoumms K,O (no Munyesa
B 2 N HCI). 3a obpabotBaeMus xopn3oHT 0 — 40 cm
no4Bara e C TeXXbK MexaHW4eH CbCTaB (06emMHa NbT-
HocT 1,10 — 1,20 g/cm?®), pH B KCI — 6,5, cpegHo xy-
MYCHO cbabpxaHue (2,5 — 2,9%), cnaba 3anaceHocT
¢ muHepaneH a3ot (30 — 40 mg/kg noysa) n NOABUXKEH
docdop (2,5 - 3,8 mg/100 g nousa), u MHOro fo6pa 3a-
naceHocT ¢ yceoum kanui (35 — 42 mg/100 g nousa).

KnumartbT B parioHa € NPeXOAHOKOHTUHEHTaNEH CbC
cpefHa rogullHa cyma Ha BanexuTe 549 mm. 3umarta e
CpaBHUTENHO TOMMa, NPOreTTa e KpaTkoTpanHa 1 xnag-
Ha, NATOTO € ropeLLO N CyX0, ECEHTA € MPOAbIKUTENHA
n Tonna (3apkos, Menyes, 2000; 3apkos, 2010).

3a obpaboTka Ha JaHHWUTE € M3norn3BaHa nporpa-
mata Statistica 6.

PE3YINITATUA U OBCBXOAHE

CTpykTypaTa Ha nocesa 1 4OOUBLT OT 3bPHO Npu
nweHunuara, oTrnexaaHa ¢ pasnmyHy HOpMU Ha ceunT-
6a, 3aBMCAT HE caMO OT NpOoy4YBaHus hakTop, HO 1 OT
€CTECTBEHOTO NNOAOpOoAME Ha M3nyxeHata CMOSHM-
ua,  OT METEOPONOMMYHNTE YCIOBUSI MPe3 BeretTaum-
OHHUSA Nepuoa Ha KynTypara.

ArpoxXvMMUYHUTE aHanuau Npes TpUTe rogMHU Ha on-
nTa Nokasear, Ye nuweHuuara, otrmexgaHa Ha Manyxe-
Ha CMOrHMLA No BGUONorMYeH HauuH, ce e passmBana u
peanuaupana npoayKTUBHUS CY MOTeHUMan npu MHOro
cuneH auuumTt Ha MuHepaneH asot (24,72 - 35,00
mg/kg 3a xopusoHTta 0 - 20 cm, 18,61 - 20,76 mg/kg, 3a
20-40 cmun 16,32 - 19,20 mg/kg, 3a 40 - 60 cm), HMCKa
3anaceHocT ¢ nogswkeH PO, (2,75 - 4,64 mg/100 g 3a
xopu3oHTa 0 - 20 cm, 1,90 - 3,16 mg/100 g, 3a 20 -
40 cm 1 1,25 - 2,15 mg/100 g, 3a 40 - 60 cm) n gobpa
sanaceHocT ¢ ycsoum K,0 (28,20 - 32,40 mg/100 g 3a
xopwm3oHTa 0 - 20 cm, 26,90 - 31,10 mg/100 g, 3a 20 - 40
cmun 25,63 - 28,10 mg/100 g, 3a 40 - 60 cm) (Tabn. 1).
HedoctureT Ha MuHepaneH asoT M NoaBMXKeH hoc-
dop 6e3ycrnoBHO ca oKasanun HeraTMBHO BIMSIHWE Bbp-
Xy pactexa u pasBUTUETO Ha KynTypara, pecn. BbpXy
CTPYKTypaTa Ha nocesa \ fobrea Ha 3bpHO.

ArpoMeTeopOoIorMyHMUTE YCIOBUSA MPE3 roguHUTE Ha
MPOyYBaHETO ca TBbpAE Pa3NMYHK, KaTO HaW-rofnsiMo
3HaveHWe 3a KynTypute nMa KOM4ecTBOTO U pasnpe-
OeneHveTto Ha eanexwute (3apkos, MNeHues, 2000; 3ap-
koB, 2010) (cpur. 1). 3a ctonaHckata 2008/2009 r. Te ca
405,8 mm, KaTo NPONETHUAT BEreTauMoHeH nepuog ce
XapakTepusvpa ¢ TpanHo 3acyllaBaHe. 3a nepvoga ar-
pwn — toHK NagHanuTe Banexm ca obuwo 38 mm, kKoeTo e
¢ 38% no-manko oT MHOroroauLLIHUTE AaHHWU 3a CbLUMS
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Que. 1. PasnpedeneHue Ha sanexume, mm
Fig. 1. Rainfall distribution, mm
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Que. 2. BnusiHue Ha nocesHama HopMa 8bpXy ghumocaHUMapHOmMo cbecmosiHue u dobusa om rnweHuua
Fig. 2. Influence of seed rate on plant health and yield of wheat

YIELD vs. WEEDS (Casewise MD deletion)
WEEDS = -33.35 + .30909 * YIELD

Correlation: r =.15210
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Que. 3. Kopenayusi mexdy 3arinesensisaHemo u dobusa om nweHuya
Fig. 3. Correlation between weed infestations and yield of wheat

nepuog. 3a cronaHckata 2009/2010 r. Banexwute ca
978,7 mm, koeTo e ¢ 89,8% noBeve OT MHOrOroauULLIHK-
Te AaHHW. NMepunognyHo nNpe3 BereTauyMoHHUS nepuos
ca nagHanu 3HaYMTENHW KONM4ecTBa Bamnexu: npes
okTomBpu — 122,8 mm, gekemepu — 152,8 mm, des-
pyapu — 136,7 mm, toHn — 116,1 mm wu tonu — 154,4
mm. CtonaHckaTta 2010/2011 r. ce xapakTepuaupa cbC
CpaBHUTENHO PaBHOMEPHU U KaTo LSO Mo-Marnko Ba-
NEeXU 1 C Nepuof Ha 3acylasaHe npes eBpyapu —
MapT.

Mpe3 roguHnTe Ha nscnegBaHe Osixa Habniogaea-
HWM cCaMO ef4MHMYHM pacTeHusi, 3apaseHin ¢ bpaluHecTa
maHa (Erysiphe graminis f. sp. tritici) n nucTHa pbxaa
(Puccinia recondita), koeTo He dopmMmupa TeHOeHLUs
3a pasnpoCTpPaHeHMETO Ha BonecTute Npu pasnUyHK-
Te cenTbeHn HopmMu.

[Mpv NweHnLa copt EHona konn4ecTBoTo Ha NieBenu-
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Te Ha M? e No-marsko B CpaBHeHWe ¢ edemumka. CpaBHs-
BalkM nokasarenure (cur. 2) ce Bwxaa, Ye 4o6pn pesyn-
Tatn ce NoCTUraT Npu yBenm4yaBaHe Ha cemtbeHaTta Hopma
¢ 50% cnpsimo onTMManHara. YcraHoBeHa e criaba kope-
naumsi Mexay 3anneBensBaHeTo 1 4odusa (dwur. 3).
HanapeHneto oT MMCTHU BBLUKX CPedHO 3a nepuoga
Bapupa B 3aBUCMMOCT OT CEUTOeHWUTe HopMu (cpur. 2).
Hait-Brcoka YMCNEeHOCT BbLUKUTE JOCTUraT Mpy onTumarn-
HaTa cemTbeHa Hopma — 27,6 6p./cThr10, KOETO NOTBLPXK-
AaBa Tesarta Ha [puropos (1980), ye nmonynauvoHHaTa
YMCINEHOCT Ha BbLLKUTE € MO-BUCOKa B paspeaeHunTe rile-
HW4YHM noceBw. Ha-cnabo HanagHaTa e neHvuara cbe
ceutbeHa Hopma 100 + 25% (2,4 6p./cTb6nO), HO Hana-
OEHUETO He € ronsiMo v npu centdeHa Hopma 100 + 75%
(3,2 6p./cTbbno). BbB BapmaHTta 100 + 50% BblukUTE Ce
OTKPWBAT B CpeaHa NiMbTHOCT — 7 6p./cTblrno. YctaHoBeHa
e cnaba oTpuvuaTenHa Kopenauus Mexay HarnageHeTo ot



YIELD vs. APHIDS (Casewise MD deletion)
APHIDS = 76.508 - .3348 * YIELD

Correlation: r = -.1429
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Que. 4. Kopenayusi mexdy HanadeHuemo om fAUCMHU 8bWKU U dobusa om nuweHuya
Fig. 4. Correlation between the invasion of leaf aphids and yield of wheat

BbLUKM 1 JobmBa (cour. 4), KOETO A0Ka3Ba, Ye No-BrcokaTa
MITBLTHOCT Ha BbLLKWTE OKa3Ba HEraTUBHO BIMSHUE BbpXY
Jobvea.

[oGuBLT OT NiLeHULaTa He ce pasnuyaea gpacTuy-
HO B YeTUpUTE CenTHEHM HOPMM, KOETO NoKasea, Ye TOoM
He ce Bnusie OT 3aceTusi bpowi cemeHa (cur. 2). Mpu 3a-
BULLEHUTE CenTOEeHM HOpMK Ce Habnopasa peaykums
Ha NneBenuTe 1 HanageHWeTo OT JIUCTHU BbLLKK, KOETO
obaye He nosuLLaBa CblLIECTBEHO A0OMBa.

n3Boau

MMpe3 rogMHWTEe Ha NpoBedeHMs onNuUT ca Habrto-
OaBaHn camMO edVHUYHW pacTeHus, 3apa3eHun ¢ bpa-
WwHecTa maHa (Erysiphe graminis f. sp. tritici) n nucT-
Ha pwbxaa (Puccinia recondita), koeTo He dopmmpa
TEeHOEHUMS 3a pa3npocTpaHeHMETo Ha GonecTute npu
pasnuyHUTE CenTbeHn HopMM.

Mpn BrMonornyHO oTrMEeXdaHe Ha KynTypute noBu-
LLIABaHETO Ha cenmTheHn HOpMKM crnocobCTBa NOHWKaBa-
HETO Ha 3anneBensiBaHeTO. YCTaHOBeHa e cnaba kope-
naums Mexxgy 3anrneBensBaHeTo 1 4obuBsa.

Han-Bcoka YACNEeHOCT Ha NIUCTHUTE BbLUKM Ce Ha-
6nogaBa Npu nweHuuara, 3acara cbC cemTbeHa Hop-
ma 100%.

[oBuBbLT OT NieHuLaTa He ce pasnuyasa gpacTuy-
HO MpY YeTUpUTE CENTOEHN HOPMK, KOETO NMOKa3Ba, Ye
TOW He ce Bnusie OT 3aceTus bpor cemeHa. MNpu 3aBu-
LLUEeHNTe centbeHn HopMKM ce Habrnogasa pegykums Ha
nreBenuTe 1 Ha HanageHWETo OT MUCTHU BbLUKKU, KOETO
obaye He noBuLLABa CbLLECTBEHO A0OMBa.
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