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338 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

14.1  Introduction

Soil management in agricultural landscapes should deploy production practices 
that are in harmony with soil-mediated ecosystem functions if they are to deliver 
a broad range of ecosystem services. Such services include edible and nonedible 
biological products, clean drinking water, processes that decompose and transform 
organic matter, and cleansing processes that maintain air quality. Several catego-
ries of ecosystem services are recognized: provisioning, regulating, cultural, and 
supporting (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment [MEA] 2005). In agricultural land-
scapes, provisioning ecosystem services can be delivered effectively and efficiently 
when the linked regulatory and supporting services are allowed to operate normally. 
Ecosystem functions that protect and enhance regulatory and supporting ecosystem 
services in the soil and landscape in which crops are grown appear, in general, to 
offer an effective way of harnessing the best productivity, ecological, and economic 
performances.

Thus, agricultural soil management can only be considered sustainable if field 
soil health and productive capacity are kept at an optimum to provide ecosystem 
services such as provision of clean water, hydrologic and nutrient cycling, habitats 
for microorganisms and mesofauna, carbon sequestration, and climate regulation. 
Across agricultural and mixed land use landscapes, such ecosystem services form 
the necessary conditions for society to be able to sustainably harness the biological 
potentials of the altered agroecosystems and the associated provisioning services of 
food, vegetation, water, etc.

In general, over the past several millennia, agricultural land use globally has led 
to soil physical, chemical, biological, and hydrological degradation, and this state 
of affairs continues unabated in most farmlands (MEA 2005; Montgomery 2007; 
FAO 2011a). This is true on small and large farms, on farms using mechanized or 
manual farm power, in developing and in industrialized countries, in the tropics, and 
outside the tropics. The dominant farming systems paradigm globally is based on 
mechanical tillage of various types to control weeds (often with herbicides), soften 
the seedbed for crop establishment, and loosen compacted subsoil. At the center of 
this paradigm, there are farming practices for crop, soil, nutrient, water, and pest 
management that are considered by most agricultural stakeholders to be “modern, 
good, and normal.” However, the same farming practices have also forced farmers 
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339Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

to accept that, supposedly, any accompanying soil degradation and loss of ecosys-
tem services are inevitable and “natural” consequences of farming—consequences 
that can be kept under control but not avoided altogether. This view is increasingly 
being challenged and considered to be outdated, and inherited farming practices 
are considered unable to deliver the multifunctional objectives of productivity with 
ecosystem services now being demanded from agricultural land and producers who 
use it for farming.

In the past three decades, ideas and concepts, as well as an ecosystem approach 
to sustainable production intensification, have led to the emergence of an alternative 
approach to farming across all continents. The title of this chapter is “Sustainable 
Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown.” Not only how 
and what crops are grown matters but also the interactions of the two in space 
and time lead to effects and consequences that influence system performance and 
delivery of ecosystem services. Some ecosystem services involve processes such as 
hydrological, carbon, and nutrient cycling that operate at the level of the fields on 
farms, landscapes, watersheds, and beyond. In addition, agricultural soil manage-
ment is undertaken within different farming systems for the purpose of producing 
biological products for markets, and a range of production inputs, equipment and 
machinery, and management skills are needed to operate successfully. Thus, the 
topic of sustainable soil management has a wide and complex scope as reflected in 
the list of 10 tenets proposed by Lal (2009).

This chapter is about soil degradation in agricultural land, its root causes, and what 
solutions are being implemented in different parts of the world to integrate sustainable 
soil management into sustainable farming and landscape management. Section 14.2 
describes what is meant by agricultural soil degradation and its extent. Section 14.3 pro-
vides an explanation of some of the major causes of soil degradation in agricultural land 
use and illustrates three cases of widespread soil degradation in contrasting environ-
ments. This is followed, in Section 14.4, by a discussion on the elements of sustainable 
soil management. Section 14.5 provides an elaboration of sustainable soil management 
based on the agroecological paradigm that is increasingly being promoted internation-
ally, including how sustainable soil management has been able to restore degraded soils 
in different agricultural environments. Section 14.6 illustrates the kind of contribution 
crop management, intercropping, crop–livestock integration, and farm power that can 
be made to sustainable soil management objective. Section 14.7 presents three examples 
of large-scale landscape level ecosystem service benefits that are being harnessed from 
sustainable soil management systems. This is followed by Section 14.8 on policy and 
institutional implications for sustainable soil management. Section 14.9 offers some 
concluding remarks regarding the current trend toward sustainable soil management 
and what policy makers can do to support the trend.

14.2 � Agricultural Soil Degradation: 
Definitions and Extent

Soil is considered to be a nonrenewable resource that ensures crucial environmental, 
social, and economic functions, and it has a central role in any approach aimed at 
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340 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

defining the principles and practices of sustainable agriculture (Warkentin 1995). To 
identify the causes of agricultural soil degradation, it is necessary to agree on signs 
that clearly characterize this phenomenon and its degree. However, the “definition” 
of what is considered soil degradation has been regarded as a rather relative term, 
because an objective or quantitative evaluation of the evolution of soil quality and 
productivity is quite a complex undertaking. Further, similarly to what has been 
proposed by many authors with regard to the process of soil erosion (Verheijen et 
al. 2009), the extent of soil degradation, which may be considered “acceptable” or 
“tolerable” (i.e., which is not understood as such), is far from being clear.

Agricultural soil degradation is generally understood as loss in the quality or 
productivity of soil as a result of human activities, leading as a consequence to less 
intensive usages or even its abandonment for agricultural use. In the Guidelines for 
General Assessment of the Status of Human-Induced Soil Degradation (Oldeman 
1988), the different forms of human-induced soil degradation are distinguished com-
prehensively between two main categories: (1) displacement of soil material through 
water and wind erosion and (2) chemical and physical deterioration, such as deple-
tion of soil nutrients and organic matter, salinization, acidification, and pollution, but 
also compaction, sealing and crusting, truncation of the soil profile, or waterlogging. 
Despite this distinction between the two categories, there is a strong relationship 
between them once occurrence and degree of soil displacement are appreciated as 
being a consequence of chemical and physical deterioration of the soil. In addition, 
both categories of agricultural soil degradation may lead to severe off-site effects 
such as sedimentation of reservoirs, harbors, or lakes; flooding; riverbed filling and 
riverbank erosion; and eutrophication of water bodies.

In these earlier definitions and descriptions of agricultural soil degradation, soil is 
treated mainly as a physical entity. In reality, however, a productive agricultural soil 
is a living system in which biological processes carried out by soil microorganisms 
and mesofauna are key elements in the creation, maintenance, and enhancement 
of soil health and its productive capacity. Soil health represents the soil’s physical, 
chemical, hydrological, and biological status and its ability to respond to agricul-
tural production inputs and to climatic variability including extreme weather events. 
For example, soil physical and chemical characteristics such as soil structure and 
porosity, soil aeration, water infiltration and drainage, soil water and nutrient hold-
ing capacity, total exchange capacity, and pH are greatly influenced by soil biologi-
cal properties such as soil organic matter (SOM) turnover and the dynamics of soil 
biodiversity, which has an intimate relationship with plant roots, affecting its pheno-
typic expression below and above the ground. Deterioration of soil biological health, 
and consequent loss in soil productive capacity, is often not given much prominence 
in agricultural soil management and degradation research or in farming system man-
agement. Thus, the role of soil microorganisms and mesofauna and the SOM they 
require in order to function effectively and self-sustainably in the maintenance of soil 
health and the important role they play in crop phenotypic expression and crop per-
formance are overlooked. This includes diverse kinds of symbiotic relationships that 
exist between soil biodiversity and plants about which we know very little (Uphoff et 
al. 2006), presumably because of difficulty in establishing, through scientific experi-
mentation, the causal relationships with productivity and ecosystem services.
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According to The Global Assessment of Human-Induced Soil Degradation 
(GLASOD), up to half the world’s agricultural land is degraded to some degree 
(Oldeman et al. 1991). Degradation of cropland is most extensive in Africa, affecting 
65% of cropland areas, compared with 51% in Latin America and 38% in Asia (CA 
2007). Loss of organic matter and physical degradation of soil not only reduce nutri-
ent availability but also have significant negative impacts on infiltration and porosity, 
which consequently impacts local and regional water productivity; the resilience of 
agroecosystems; and global carbon cycles. Accelerated on-farm soil erosion leads to 
substantial yield losses and contributes to downstream sedimentation and degrada-
tion of water bodies and infrastructure (Vlek et al. 2010). Nutrient depletion and 
chemical degradation of soil are a primary cause of decreasing yields and result in 
low on-site water productivity and off-site water pollution. Globally, agriculture is 
the main contributor to non-point-source water pollution. Water quality problems 
can often be as severe as those of water availability. Secondary salinization and 
water logging in irrigated areas threaten productivity gains. According to the MEA 
(2005), some two-thirds of our ecosystems are degraded. According to FAO (2011), 
only some 10% of the global agricultural land is considered to be under improving 
condition; the rest has suffered some degree of degradation, with 70% characterized 
as being moderately to highly degraded.

Unfortunately, the problem of agricultural soil degradation is often considered 
to be unique to tropical and subtropical regions (Greenland and Lal 1977) or in 
developing regions, which is now recognized to be not so. Soil mismanagement and 
the traditional physical view of soils have led to serious soil degradation in tem-
perate agroecologies in the industrialized countries (Pretty 2002; Montgomery 
2007). For example, in 2002, the European Union initiated the so-called “Thematic 
Strategy for Soil Protection,” as it recognized that “Soil is a vital and non-renewable 
resource and had not been the subject of comprehensive EU action.” At that time, the 
Commissioner of Environment even said that “for too long, we have taken soil for 
granted. However, soil erosion, the decline in soil quality and the sealing of soil are 
major problems across the EU.” The ensuing discussion in the frame of this strategy 
identified eight major soil threats: soil erosion; decline in SOM; soil contamination; 
soil sealing; soil compaction; decline in soil biodiversity; salinization; and floods 
and landslides. Notwithstanding this, the approach to understanding root causes of 
soil degradation in any agricultural environment has remained relatively narrow, 
lacking the fuller appreciation of the role of soil biology in the maintenance of soil 
health, the role of symbiotic relationships between soil microorganisms and crop 
performance, and the disruptive effect of mechanical soil disturbance on soil health 
and productive capacity, and on production system resilience (Kassam et al. 2009).

14.3  Causes of Degradation of Agricultural Soils

The root cause of soil degradation in agricultural land use and of decreasing produc-
tivity—as seen in terms of loss of soil health—is the low soil-carbon and soil-life 
disrupting paradigm of mechanical soil tillage, which, in order to create conditions 
for improved crop performance, debilitates many important soil-mediated ecosys-
tem functions. For the most part, agricultural soils are becoming destructured, our 
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landscape is exposed and unprotected, and soil life is starved of organic matter, 
reduced in biological activity, and deprived of habitat. The loss of soil biodiversity, 
damaged structure, and its self-recuperating capacity or resilience, increased topsoil 
and subsoil compaction, runoff and erosion, and greater infestation by pests, patho-
gens, and weeds indicate the current poor state of the health of many of our soils. 
In the developing regions, this is a major cause for inadequate food and nutrition 
security.

In industrialized countries, the poor condition of soils due to excessive distur-
bance through mechanical tillage is being exacerbated by

	 1.	overreliance on application of mineral fertilizers, as the main source of 
plant nutrients, onto farmland that has been losing its ability to respond 
to nutrient inputs due to degradation in biological soil health—related to 
declining stocks of soil carbon—including loss/destruction of adequate soil 
porosity and reduced soil moisture storage and increased runoff, leading to 
poor root system, nutrient loss, and decrease in nutrient uptake

	 2.	 reducing or doing away with crop diversity and rotations including legumes 
and pastures (which were largely in place around the time of World War II 
[WWII]) facilitated by high levels of agrochemical inputs, standardized 
fixed agronomy, and commodity-based market forces that are insensitive to 
on-farm and landscape ecosystem functions.

The situation in industrialized nations is now leading to further problems of 
increased threats from insect pests, diseases, and weeds against which farmers are 
forced to apply even more pesticides and herbicides, and which further damages 
biodiversity and pollutes the environment.

It seems that with mechanical tillage (intensive or otherwise) and with low soil 
input of atmospheric carbon and nitrogen and exposed soil surfaces as a basis of the 
current agriculture production and intensification paradigm, we have now arrived 
at a “dangerous” point in soil and agroecosystem degradation globally, including 
in the industrialized North. However, we also know that the solution for sustain-
able soil management for farming has been known for a long time, at least since the 
mid-1930s when the Midwest of the United States suffered massive dust storms and 
soil degradation due to intensive plowing of the prairies. Dust bowls and large-scale 
soil degradation continue to occur in vast regions and in developed and developing 
countries (Baveye et al. 2011), despite the recognition of soil health being critical to 
life on earth.

For instance, in 1945, Edward Faulkner wrote a book Ploughman’s Folly in which 
he provocatively stated that there is no scientific evidence for the need to plow. More 
recently, David Montgomery in his well-researched book Dirt: The Erosion of 
Civilizations shows that generally with any form of tillage, including non-inversion 
tillage, the rate of soil degradation (loss of soil health) and soil erosion is generally 
by orders of magnitude greater than the rate of soil formation, rendering agroeco-
systems unsustainable. According to Montgomery’s research, tillage has caused the 
destruction of the agricultural resource base and of its productive capacity nearly 
everywhere, and continues to do so (Montgomery 2007).
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For these natural science writers as far back as 1945, tillage, regardless of type 
and intensity, is not compatible with sustainable agriculture. We only have to look 
at the various international assessments of the large-scale degradation of our land 
resource base and the loss of productivity globally to reach a consensus as to whether 
or not the further promotion of any form of tillage-based agriculture is a wise devel-
opment strategy. We contend that to continue with intensive tillage agriculture now 
verges on irresponsibility toward society and nature. Thus, we maintain that with 
tillage-based agriculture in all agroecologies, no matter how different and unsuitable 
they may seem for no-till farming, crop productivity (efficiency) and output cannot 
be optimized to the full potential. Further, agricultural land under tillage is not fully 
able to deliver the needed range and quality of environmental services that are medi-
ated by ecosystem functions in the soil system. Obviously, something must change.

14.3.1  Soil Degradation from an Ecological Perspective

Agricultural land is derived from natural forest, savanna, and grassland ecosystems 
in which topsoil formation processes are driven by the natural bio-chemo-physical 
environment. The attending ecosystem functions mediated by soil, terrain, climate, 
and vegetation are driven by nature. Human-induced changes of the land by removing 
original vegetation, tilling and cultivating, burning, introducing new species of plants 
and animals, and adding agrochemicals are significant changes that can equal in their 
effect to rare catastrophic changes during geological time that set off sequences of 
erosion and reshaping of the topography. The altered hydrology, limited crop residue 
input, and long periods when bare soil is exposed to effects of sun, wind, and rain are 
the basic causes of land degradation. This has been the traditional view held by many 
experts during much of the past century, which led to large-scale (though, as we now 
see, insufficiently effective) soil conservation measures that were developed after the 
North American “dust bowl” disaster in the 1930s. The first measures involved prac-
tices such as contour plowing, terracing, and/or strip cropping to reduce runoff and soil 
erosion. However, they did not specifically target damage to soil aggregation, depletion 
of SOM, and loss of porosity by pulverization and compaction—which are significant 
factors in changing the balance between infiltration and runoff.

Tillage results in accelerated oxidation of carbon-rich organic matter by soil biota, 
faster than it may be being replaced, leading to progressive depletion of carbon-rich 
SOM. The common belief is that tillage accelerates crop residue breakdown, leading to 
increase in soil biota and nutrient flushes when residue is mixed with soil. Any positive 
effect is of very short duration and with little positive effect on soil quality and function. 
Rapid breakdown of crop residues starves soil organisms of their future source of energy 
for life processes, with consequent decline in their effectiveness in maintaining/improv-
ing the health and quality of the soil as a medium for plants’ rooting and functioning.

14.3.2 �A gricultural Intensification Based on 
the “Interventionist” Paradigm

The post-WWII agricultural intensification placed increasing reliance upon breed-
ing “new” high yielding seeds and more intensive tillage of various types pulled by 
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heavy and more powerful machines, combined with even more chemical fertilizers, 
pesticides, and herbicides, supposedly making crop rotations superfluous and pro-
moting apparent efficiency through specialization with monocropping. According 
to our reading (e.g., Perkins 1997; Helvarg 2001; Posner 2005), factories producing 
nitrates and ammonia for manufacturing explosives needed for WWII had to find an 
alternate market once the war ended. The crop production sector was susceptible to 
nitrate and ammonia salesmen who went around convincing farmers, government 
officials, and scientists that high yields and more profit could be obtained with min-
eral nitrogen and that there was presumably no real need for crop diversification and 
rotations with legumes or for adding plant sources of nutrients or animal manure. 
Crop production could be decoupled from livestock production. This was comple-
mented with the notion that with more mineral nitrogen input comes the need for new 
more responsive cultivars because traditional cultivars are not capable of respond-
ing to higher doses of mineral nitrogen. A slogan of that era, coined by DuPont, 
was “Better Living through Chemistry.” Agroindustry and the Land Grant Colleges 
joined forces in promoting an industrial model for agriculture that was based on the 
use of chemical inputs and large volumes of output. Even FAO launched in 1961 the 
Freedom from Hunger Campaign (FFHC), which was partly financed by the world 
fertilizer industry. The FFHC’s main target was to encourage the use of fertilizers by 
small-scale farmers through education, effective means of distribution, and credit. 
The overall idea was that agricultural production cannot be significantly increased 
in developing countries of the world without improving the nutrient status of most 
soils. In the late 1970s, the FFHC was replaced by FAO’s Fertiliser Programme. 
Concurrently, rapid urbanization and land consolidation in industrialized countries 
forced agriculture “labor” to be substituted by “capital,” particularly in the form 
of agricultural equipment and machinery. Large tractors with large plows became 
common in the 1980s and symbolized modern farming. This technological “inter-
ventionist” approach became the accepted paradigm for production intensification 
and was promoted globally including in the developing regions—referred to as the 
Green Revolution paradigm of the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s—and that, despite boost-
ing crop yields, increased the likelihood of

•	 Loss of SOM, porosity, aeration, and biota (corresponding to decline in soil 
health) leading to collapse of soil structure, which in turn results in surface 
sealing, often accompanied by mechanical compaction, decrease in infiltra-
tion, waterlogging, and flooding (Figure 14.1)

•	 Loss of water as runoff, as well as of soil microorganisms, of soil particles, 
and of organic matter in top soil as sediment

•	 Loss of time, seeds, fertilizer, and pesticide (erosion, leaching)
•	 Less capacity to capture and slowly release water and nutrients
•	 Less efficiency of mineral fertilizer
•	 Loss of biodiversity in the ecosystem, below and above soil surface
•	 More pest problems (breakdown of food webs for microorganisms and 

natural pest control)
•	 Falling input efficiency and factor productivities, declining yields
•	 Reduced resilience and reduced sustainability
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•	 Poor adaptability to climate change and its mitigation
•	 Higher production costs, lower farm productivity and profit, minimal eco-

system services, and abandoned and desertified farmland and landscapes

Smallholder farmers in developing regions using manual labor to till the land 
and burning or removing all crop residues from the field also experience the above 
consequences and remain trapped in a degrading vicious cycle that cannot be broken 
just by applying mineral fertilizer and replacing traditional varieties with the latest 
breeding results. This also applies to farms in industrialized regions where the voices 
demanding more sustainable farming practices, both environmentally and economi-
cally, are getting louder. As soil degradation advances, the need for purchased inputs 
increases until the point where compensatory effect is no longer possible, forcing 
farmers to use even higher inputs with equally higher environmental impact.

According to Derpsch (2004), research on “conservation” or reduced tillage with 
early versions of a chisel plow was initiated in the Great Plains in the 1930s to alle-
viate wind erosion. Stubble mulch farming was also developed and can be seen as 
a forerunner of no-tillage farming. This collection of practices led to what became 
known as conservation tillage, which includes a range of tillage practices from high 
soil disturbance tillage to low soil disturbance that maintains at least 30% soil cover.

The book Ploughman’s Folly by Edward Faulkner (1945) was an important mile-
stone in the development of sustainable soil management for agriculture. Faulkner 
questioned the wisdom of plowing and explained the destructive nature of soil tillage. 
Further research in the United Kingdom, the United States, and elsewhere during the 

(a) (b)

Figure 14.1  Soil compaction and loss in water infiltration ability caused by regular soil 
tillage leads to impeded drainage and flooding after a thunderstorm in the plowed field (b) 
and no flooding in the no-till field (a). Photograph taken in June 2004 in a plot from a long-
term field trial “Oberacker” at Zollikofen, close to Berne, Switzerland, started in 1994 by 
SWISS NO-TILL. The three water-filled “cavities” in the no-till field were derived from soil 
samples taken for “spade tests” prior to the thunderstorm. (Courtesy of Wolfgang Sturny.)
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late 1940s and 1950s and the development of herbicide technology made no-tillage 
farming possible, and the practice began to spread in the United States in the 1960s, 
and in Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, and Australia in the 1970s. In 1973, Shirley 
Phillips and Harry Young published the book No-Tillage Farming, the first of its 
kind in the world, and this was followed in 1984 by the book No-Tillage Agriculture: 
Principles and Practices by E.R. Phillips and S.H. Phillips (see references).

The modern successor of no-till farming—now generally known as conserva-
tion agriculture (CA)—goes much further as elaborated in Section 14.4. It involves 
simultaneous application of three practical principles based on locally formulated 
practices (Friedrich et al. 2009; Kassam et al. 2011a): minimizing soil disturbance 
(no-till seeding); maintaining a continuous soil cover of organic mulch of crop resi-
dues and plants (main crops and cover crops including legumes); and cultivation of 
diverse plant species that, in different farming systems, can include annual or peren-
nial crops, trees, shrubs, and pastures in associations, sequences, or rotations, all 
contributing to enhance system resilience.

14.3.3 E xamples of Large-Scale Agricultural Soil Degradation

Examples of large-scale agricultural soil degradation from different parts of the 
world appear to share several common experiences as can be seen from the cases 
of South America, China, and Australia presented in the following sections. These 
cases reflect contrasting agricultural environments ranging from the tropical and 
subtropical environment with summer rainfall in Brazil to subtropical environment 
with winter precipitation in Western Australia to temperate environment with winter 
precipitation in northern China from east to west.

14.3.3.1  Brazil
Although in South America there is a diversity of soil types and ecologies, the domi-
nant croplands are found on Oxisols, Ultisols, and Alfisols situated for the most part 
in tropical and subtropical climates. Usually, in undisturbed conditions, these soils 
have good physical properties (deep, well-drained, stable aggregates and rapid water 
infiltration), but they have low natural soil fertility as reflected by low activity clay, 
acidity, high aluminum content, high phosphorus fixation, and low base saturation. 
These soils represent one of the world’s biggest agricultural soil reserves. Therefore, 
understanding the risk of soil degradation associated with mismanagement is cru-
cial. The dominant weather characteristics result in high intensity rainfall, especially 
in the spring and summer seasons, which lead to high risk of water erosion and nutri-
ent leaching. Other processes associated with the weather characteristics are the fast 
organic matter turnover due to higher soil temperature and moisture, which favors 
microbial activity year-around. Further, there is also the potential to produce high 
amount of biomass due to the high solar radiation reaching the land surface. In most 
humid ecologies, it is possible to design intensive cropping systems with at least two 
crops per year accompanied with a diversity of cover crops to fill up the autumn time 
window (Amado et al. 2006).

Until the 1960s, the agricultural features in South America were those of a 
predominantly subsistent agriculture with land use change from native vegetation 
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(natural forest and grass pasture) to grain crop and sown pastureland. The slash-
and-burn and conventional tillage with human and animal traction were dominant 
practices in this agricultural expansion. The agricultural inputs were mainly any 
available organic material and very few inorganic fertilizers, thus an imbalance in 
the input–output status. This soil management was introduced by European settlers 
and was mainly based upon experiences from a temperate environment. The main 
aim of agriculture production was to supply the increasing local and regional market 
demand. Although the soil management practice could be classified as poor, the 
limited capacity to expand the cropland area due to the associated high labor demand 
resulted in a relatively low environmental impact. During this period, soil degrada-
tion was more intense in mountainous and steep areas due to high erosion rates 
(Bernoux et al. 2006). Shifting cultivation was a common practice among small
holders in response to rapid soil degradation and loss of soil productivity. The grow-
ing use of technology and inputs (investment) and increasing land value induced 
farmers to stay longer on the same land parcels.

The adoption of mechanization in South Brazil that occurred in the late 1960s 
resulted in a huge impact on land use change. Mielniczuk (2003) reported that until 
1969, the cropland in Rio Grande do Sul State was lower than 1 Mha, but 8 years 
later, in 1977, it reached 4 Mha. The main cash crops were wheat and soybean asso-
ciated with long fallow periods. The large-scale application of lime was an impor-
tant tool to improve soil fertility in the acid Oxisols. Also, phosphorus application 
resulted in the amelioration of low soil fertility. The improvement in soil fertility 
was not followed by better production stewardship. Thus, practices such as inten-
sive soil tillage, crop residue burning, low crop intensity, and bare soil were widely 
adopted by farmers. The high intensive soil tillage system accompanied with high 
intensive rainfall resulted in unprecedented erosion and contamination of water res-
ervoirs and rivers (Cogo et al. 1978; Gianluppi et al. 1979; Mielniczuk and Schneider 
1984). Frequent tillage was used as a tool to control weeds, reduce diseases in wheat, 
increase water infiltration, incorporate lime and fertilizers, make a seedbed, loosen 
the soil, break the soil crust, incorporate herbicides, accelerate the decomposition of 
roots and residues of native vegetation, decrease surface roughness, and eliminate/
disguise rill erosion. Thus, the conventional tillage was typically composed of two 
plow and four to six disc operations per year. During the 1970s, it was estimated that 
for each kilogram of soybean harvested, approximately 10 kg of fertile soil was lost 
(Gianluppi et al. 1979; Mielniczuk 2003; Amado et al. 2006). In Brazil, the annual 
values of erosivity ranged from 3116 to 20,035 MJ mm ha−1 h−1 year−1. Highest ero-
sivity values were observed in November to February, a period that can constitute 
more than 70% of total annual erosivity (Cogo et al. 2003). This period is coincident 
with the main summer cash crop (soybean and maize) establishment, increasing the 
risk of soil erosion (Cogo et al. 1978).

The record soil erosion documented in South Brazil occurred on November 1978. 
This event was known as red November because of the amount of Oxisol sediments 
that was carried out to the waterways, changing the color of the river from blue to 
red. During this event, 90% of cropland was managed under conventional tillage 
(Mielniczuk 2003), and the soil was bare or recently disturbed with soybean plant-
ings. There was a precipitation event of approximately 200 mm (8 in.) in just 4 days 
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resulting in 192,200 ha that had lost at least 10 cm of topsoil (truncated) by rill and 
gully erosion (Gianluppi et al. 1979). The loss of seeds, fertilizers, and agrochemi-
cal from croplands resulted in US$33 million of damage (Gianluppi et al. 1979). 
Another environmental indicator of the intensity of soil erosion verified during this 
period was at the Passo Real Dam, which had 1.6 kg of soil per 1000 L of water, 
resulting in a total of 6 M Mg of suspended soil sediments in the water.

The estimated soil erosion in South Brazil during the conventional tillage period 
was approximately 25 t ha–1 year–1. After 15 years, adoption of conventional till-
age practice resulted in two-thirds of the agricultural land in Southern Brazil show-
ing soil degradation, expressed by the depletion of conservation agriculture (CA) 
reduced water infiltration rate, structural degradation, soil compaction, and an 
increase in plant susceptibility to short duration droughts. The social consequences 
of high erosion and soil degradation were as follows: sedimentation of rivers, small-
holders forced to migrate to cities increasing the unemployed population, sales of 
small farms, and interregional migration of farmers (south to central and north) 
(Cassol 1984; Amado and Reinert 1998; Pöttker 1977; Bolliger et al. 2006). During 
the time period that conventional tillage was the prevalent soil management practice, 
increases in crop yields were very modest regardless of the increase in inputs and 
germplasm improvement.

In Paraguay, the semideciduous subtropical forest was replaced by agricultural 
land use, which, along with conventional tillage practice, promoted soil degrada-
tion (Riezebos and Loerts 1998), similar to that verified in South Brazil. Prior to 
deforestation, SOM ranged from 2.09% to 2.42% but decreased to 1.59% under con-
ventional tillage management. Mechanically tilled fields appear to have a more rapid 
decline in organic matter than manually tilled fields (1.59% vs. 1.89%) suggesting 
more severe soil degradation in mechanized agriculture. In South Brazil, a decline 
in SOM in conventional tillage pulled by tractors also was noted, although the effect 
of poor management in reducing soil carbon was more pronounced in soils with 
lower content of clay and iron oxides and under high soil erosion rates (Fabrizzi et al. 
2009). Séguy et al. (1996) reported that in degraded soils of Brazil, the SOM stocks 
were depleted by as much as 30%–50%.

Conventional tillage causes the physical destruction of crop residues, increases 
the soil-residue contact, promotes higher aeration and higher soil temperature, and 
increases soil N mineralization (Amado et al. 2006; Aita and Giacomini 2007). 
These processes in combination cause a sharp increase in microbial biomass activity 
that consume crop residues and labile SOM resulting in an exponential rate of decay 
(Pes et al. 2011). Soil tillage causes the disruption of soil aggregates and exposes 
particulate SOM to microbial biomass attack (Amado et al. 2006; Pes et al. 2011).

In summary, the main causes of soil degradation in South America were associ-
ated with the cumulative effects of the reduction of plant biomass being returned to 
the soil, reduction of crop diversity, soil erosion, soil disturbance by tillage, main-
tenance of bare soil or limited soil cover in periods of high rainfall erosivity, deple-
tion of SOM, depletion of soil fertility by unbalanced input–output agroecosystems, 
deterioration of soil structure, soil compaction, loss of microbial biomass diversity, 
and decrease in soil quality.
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14.3.3.2  Australia
Historically, Australian farmers had pasture as an alternative “crop.” This ley pasture 
farming system was common up until 1990. It enabled farmers to control weeds with 
animals and thereby reduce their reliance on herbicides. However, the profitability 
of this farming system was challenged with poor wool prices in the late 1980s, and 
it was largely replaced with continuous cropping. Running livestock in dry regions 
also created soil degradation concerns with compaction common in wet heavy soils 
and wind erosion common on the sandier soils.

The most obvious and concerning soil degradation issues in dryland Australian 
agriculture have been wind erosion, followed by water erosion. The emergence of 
saline soil in Western Australia, about 30 years after clearing of the native veg-
etation, is a serious threat to some areas of the landscape (George et al. 1997). On 
the other hand, other areas experience more subtle soil degradation such as nutrient 
export, compaction, waterlogging, sodicity, water repellence, and acidity.

The degree of concern for each of these issues varies across regions and states 
in accordance with soil type, soil slope, geological parent material, proximity to 
the coast, and the local climate. Other temporal issues also had a strong influence, 
including intensity and duration of wind and rainfall events, level of soil cover, graz-
ing pressure, the level of tillage used, and the level of knowledge of techniques capa-
ble of mitigating against degradation issues.

Australia is known as a “land of drought and flooding plains.” The last 12 years 
have seen about 7 years of widespread drought and 3 years of widespread flooding 
plains. Such contrasting climatic conditions present soil management challenges. 
The climate across southern Australia is classical Mediterranean with winter wet 
(June–August) and summer dry (December–February). Toward northern NSW, rain-
fall becomes more evenly distributed throughout the year, with summer the domi-
nant rainfall period in Queensland.

The strongest Mediterranean climate is found in the southwestern area of 
Australia. This area has received 40% less winter rainfall since the early 1970s. In 
contrast, the northern third of Australia, during the same time, has had more rainfall. 
However, there is limited cropping activity in these northern regions—though there 
is grazing of livestock, mostly cattle. Therefore, the focus of this article is on south-
ern Australia where cropping is common.

Australian soil is reported to be part of the most ancient and weathered land-
scape of anywhere in the world (McArthur 2004). Large areas have a very sandy 
surface—some have almost no clay in the topsoil. When sandy soil is combined with 
the often dry climate, it creates a recipe for significant land degradation potential. 
The clearing of the native vegetation of mostly mallee, or Eucalypt trees for agri-
cultural purposes, has predisposed these surface soils to wind (Crabtree 1990) and 
water erosion (Bligh 1989, 1991). The majority of this vegetation clearing in Western 
Australia occurred during the 1950s and 1960s. Over 400,000 ha was cleared each 
year during that decade.

The most profound and obvious forms of soil degradation in Australia were wind 
and water erosion. Immediately after the land was cleared, soil erosion (caused 
by wind and water) occurred. Sandy soils, associated with the mallee vegetation 
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of southern Australia, occupy large regions of Victoria and South Australia. Soil 
erosion began on these soils soon after clearing in the late 1800s. Similar erosion 
occurred in Western Australia when its sandy soils were released in the early 1960s.

Prior to the availability of herbicides in the 1980s, tillage was essential for control-
ling weeds. However, the burial of surface organic matter, through tillage, exposed 
the soil to the erosive forces of the wind. During wetter years, in the 1960s, the level 
of erosion was small due to the rapid soil cover from re-greening of annual pastures 
or weeds near the “break of the season.” In contrast, the poor ground cover during 
successive drought years caused serious wind erosion, which could persist for much 
of the year. The mallee area of Victoria had regularly horrifying dust storms in the 
1930s. In Western Australia, similar erosion occurred in the 1969 drought and regu-
larly thereafter during the dry 1970s.

During this time, pasture was often overgrazed and the soil was left bare, and this 
also predisposed soil to wind erosion. The common practice, at the time, was two 
pre-seeding tillages to control weeds and soften the soil, for even seed placement. 
Similarly to sheep grazing, this tillage removed surface vegetation that could protect 
the soil against erosion (Robertson 1987).

During autumn (March–May), and before the pasture or crop could fully cover the 
ground with new growth, strong prefrontal winds would blow the topsoil against the 
seedlings, often cutting the plants off and blowing the soil off-site. Both emerging 
crops and pastures were damaged. On other sandy soils, on more hilly terrain, and in 
higher rainfall areas, water erosion was more of a concern to farmers. Similarly, the 
sandy soil was loosened with tillage and was also left bare, providing little soil cover 
to protect the soil from water erosion.

14.3.3.3  China
In Asia, population pressure on natural resources is already high, and it is expected 
to increase further. However, based on past trends, as population continues to grow 
toward a plateau level of 9–10 billion people, the expansion of land will become 
increasingly modest. The growth in commodity production in South Asia is now 
almost completely (94%) based on increases in yields and cropping intensities (FAO 
Agriculture Towards 2050), and available water resources are the limiting factors 
there. In East and Southeast Asia, there is still a lot of water that could be used for irri-
gation, but the agricultural land resources are becoming scarce (Pisante et al. 2010).

China is one of the Asian countries that have been seriously endangered and affected 
by soil degradation. The area of land degradation is estimated to be 370,000 km2 cor-
responding to a direct economic loss of 54 billion yuan ($8.5 billion) each year. Soils 
in dryland areas have suffered severe degradation and desertification through water 
and wind erosion impacting the main grain-producing area of the country.

The threat of water erosion in dryland areas is affected by the amount and inten-
sity of rainfall, the type of irrigation, the erodibility of the soil, cropping and man-
agement factors, and erosion control practices. The impact of raindrops or the flood 
irrigation on the soil surface is the beginning, and the most important part, of the 
erosion process. In recent decades, sand storms in China have also done great harm 
to the farmland. As affected by all the reasons mentioned above, the degradation of 
farmland finally caused the decline of productivity.
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Annual rainfall ranges from 200 to 600 mm in the Loess Plateau, which is a one 
crop per year region. Soil in the Loess Plateau is easily eroded and is intensively 
cropped with dryland winter wheat. Limited crop-available water is one of the major 
factors constraining agricultural production on the Loess Plateau, and severe erosion 
has resulted in degradation of soil properties, such as water retention (Zha and Tang 
2003).

In cold and semiarid Northeast China, spring maize is one of the most important 
grain crops in terms of area and output (Liu et al. 2002). The annual rainfall here 
varies from 400 to 1000 mm, and the average cumulative evaporation is ~1800 mm, 
which is about four times higher than the average total rainfall received during the 
growing stage of spring maize. Therefore, the low status of soil moisture in the root 
zone usually limits productivity of spring maize in this region. Conserving moisture 
accumulated in the root zone during the rainfall season can increase productivity of 
spring maize in the dry Northeast China.

In annual double cropping areas of the North China Plain, the annual rainfall 
is 450–800 mm, and the annual cumulative evaporation hugely exceeds the annual 
rainfall. Since the 1980s, the cropping system in this region has changed from a 
single- to a double-cropping system (winter wheat–summer maize) (Liu 2004). 
Therefore, the demand for plant available water has jumped and water scarcity is a 
serious issue.

In the pastoral ecology of Inner Mongolia, the annual rainfall is 450–500 mm, and 
the annual cumulative evaporation is 1300–1880 mm, hugely exceeding the annual 
rainfall. In some parts of the pastoral areas, the annual rainfall is even less than 
50 mm (He et al. 2009a). In the last 100 years, large areas of grassland have been 
converted into cropland due to an increased population and food demand (Zhang et 
al. 1998). The agriculture–pasture transition region has about 32.8-Mha land, repre-
senting 27.8% of the total land area of Inner Mongolia (LZU 2005). In this region, 
conversion of grassland to cropping combined with insufficient rainfall and wind 
erosion has resulted in serious soil nutrient depletion and structural deterioration 
(Liu et al. 2007).

In Northwest China, water shortage is one of the major constraints to the produc-
tion of agricultural crop. The average annual precipitation varies from 40 to 200 mm 
(Xie et al. 2005), and the annual potential evaporation in this region exceeds 
1500 mm resulting in a moisture deficit of at least twice the growing season require-
ments of spring wheat for the area (>600 mm).

The dryland areas of China have soil that are easily eroded and intensively 
cropped with dryland crops (wheat, maize, etc.), which occupy 56% of the arable 
land (Zhu 1989). Over the past 20 years, crop yields have increased through fertil-
izer application and increasing water consumption; however, soil water is often not 
fully replenished during the fallow period (Huang and Zhong 2003). Since crop yield 
varies strongly with rainfall (Li 2001), water shortage becomes the greatest threat to 
crop production. Some 80%–90% precipitation is lost through evaporation or runoff, 
and only 10%–20% can infiltrate into the soils. Thus, the soil water storage capacity 
is a crucial indicator for increasing production (Li et al. 2007; Zhang et al. 2009).

Conventional tillage practices based on moldboard plowing and preparing fine 
seedbeds with residue removed or burned have resulted in poor soil fertility and 
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degraded soil structure as indicated by soil surface sealing, low mesoporosity (pores 
of diameter <60 µm), unstable soil aggregates, and low SOM content, all of which 
reduce water infiltration and soil water retention (Elliott 1986; Fabrizzi et al. 2005), 
creating a harsh environment for crop growth. Notably, after a long period with con-
ventional tillage, a hard plow pan forms, which prevents water infiltration and results 
in a lower soil water storage capacity, increased runoff, and erosion. Dust storms 
have increased considerably in recent years (Zhang et al. 2004; Wang et al. 2006).

CA using no-till can improve soil water storage once the hard plow pan is broken 
through subsoiling or ripping. Soil residues cover and no or minimum tillage can 
reduce evaporation and promote soil water infiltration by mitigating the direct attack 
of rainfall and decreasing soil crusting. The decomposed roots can form the chan-
nels in the soils, thereby reducing runoff and increasing soil water infiltration. A 
positive effect of CA in conserving soil water has been proved in demonstration sites 
established in dryland areas of China (Wang et al. 2008; He et al. 2008, 2009a,b, 
2011).

14.4 �N urturing Soils and Landscapes 
as Living Biological Systems

Alongside the concern for soil erosion and the destruction of soil structure and soil 
life caused by frequent and intensive tillage has been the growing understanding of 
the important role soil life and soil biology play in the maintenance of soil health. In 
the 1940s, Eve Balfour referred to this in terms of “the living soil” as being a neces-
sary condition for healthy crops, environment, and people (Balfour 1943; Primavesi 
1980). According to Doran and Zeiss (2000):

Soil health is the capacity of soil to function as a living system with ecosystem and land 
use boundaries, to sustain plant and animal productivity, maintain or enhance water 
and air quality, and promote plant and animal health.

According to Peter Trutmann, quoted in FAO (2008), this emphasizes a unique 
property of biological systems, since inert components cannot be sick or healthy. 
Management of soil health thus becomes synonymous with management of the liv-
ing portion of the soil to maintain essential functions of soil to sustain plant and 
animal productivity, maintain or enhance water and air quality, and promote plant 
and animal health. According to David Wolfe, quoted in FAO (2008), healthy soils 
maintain a diverse community of soil organisms that help to control plant disease, 
insect, and weed pests; form beneficial symbiotic associations with plant roots (e.g., 
nitrogen-fixing bacteria and mycorrhizal fungi); recycle essential plant nutrients; 
improve soil structure (e.g., aggregate stability) with positive repercussions or soil 
water and nutrient holding capacity; and ultimately improve crop production.

In this context, ongoing supply of carbon-rich organic matter for soil organisms is 
essential, from which they source both energy and nutrients. Examples of manage-
ment practices for maximizing soil health include maintaining vegetative cover of the 
land year-round to increase organic matter input and minimize soil erosion, more reli-
ance on biological as opposed to chemical approaches to maintain crop productivity 
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(e.g., rotations with legumes and disease-and weed-suppressive cover crops), and 
avoiding physical (mechanical) interventions that might compact, alter, or destroy the 
biologically created porous structural arrangements of soil components (FAO 2008).

A key factor for sustainability in any production system, in contrast to sustainable 
intensification, was described by Uphoff et al. (2006) as follows:

Of particular importance for sustainable agriculture is the enhancement of soil water-
holding capacity and drainage. This is very dependent on the kinds of biological activ-
ity that lead to better particle aggregation, creating soil that can be both better aerated 
and infused with water at the same time. …Improving soil characteristics through 
biological activity and management will store water, the most essential source for agri-
culture, in soil horizons and root zones where it is most needed…

Similarly, in FAO (2008), it was described as follows:

Sustainability of land’s capacities to continue yielding both plant products and water 
year after year depends primarily on maintaining the soil in fit condition for active life 
processes of the whole soil/plant system. This relates to the ongoing generation and 
re-generation of the porous soil architecture—the soil’s ‘self-recuperation capacity’—
with respect to the repair of damaged soil and to its physical resilience in the face of 
adverse shocks of weather and/or of poor management.

It is now recognized more widely that a productive agricultural soil, together with 
its inhabiting plants and other biota, is a living biological system (Tikhonovich and 
Provorov 2011; Doran and Zeiss 2000; Doran 2002) that is made up of a complex web 
of interactions between a large diversity of microorganism and mesofauna and between 
microorganisms and plant roots as well as aboveground parts. Relatively little is known 
about this complex agrobiodiversity or soil biota and its ecosystem functions as its role in 
crop productivity has been generally ignored, even during the recent decades.

For example, four main aggregate ecosystem functions are performed by the below-
ground soil biota (Swift et al. 2008): (1) decomposition of organic matter brought about 
by the enzymatic activity of bacteria and fungi, and facilitated by soil animals such as 
mites, millipedes, earthworms, and termites; (2) nutrient cycling, which is closely asso-
ciated with biological nitrogen fixation, uptake of various nutrients from lower soil 
horizons, organic matter turnover, and organic decomposition, with transformations 
mediated through microorganisms; (3) bioturbation through the activities of plant roots, 
earthworms, termites, ants, and some other soil mesofauna and macrofauna that form 
channels, pores, aggregates, and mounds, and physically moving particles from one hori-
zon to another; and (4) disease and pest control through, for example, the regulations of 
activities of pathogens by the microbivore and micropredator portions of the soil biota 
that feed on microbial and animal pests, respectively.

The above-described soil biological processes and ecosystem functions cannot be 
performed adequately in soils that are mechanically disturbed by tillage and whose 
structure and porosity are repeatedly impaired as a result. Soil biological health is 
further hindered by the inadequate amount of organic substrate being supplied to 
feed and maintain soil microorganisms and their functions at rates equal to, or faster 
than, its rate of oxidation following tillage.
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In addition, we are discovering the importance and significance of the fact that 
living organisms including plants and animals each have coevolved with a large 
number of symbiotic endophytes and nonendophytes that form mutually beneficial 
relationships with plants and animals that can lead to a superior phenotypic perfor-
mance from the same genotype. In other words, the G × E (genotype × environment) 
equation can work differently depending on whether certain microorganisms are 
present or not in the soil, in the rhizosphere, and within the plants. In some cases, 
microorganisms such as the Rhizobia, which are well known for their ability to fix 
atmospheric nitrogen in legumes, have recently been shown to behave as a symbiotic 
endophyte in rice plants, where it has been shown to penetrate through the root sys-
tem all the way into the leaves, increasing unit leaf photosynthesis rate by some 15% 
(Mishra et al. 2006). Similarly, in the case of mobile phosphorous level in the soil, 
values as high as 50 to 60 ppm have been recorded in soils with phosphobacteria, 
which would otherwise show phosphorus deficiency (Ref Nature article).

What is being discovered is that a living soil has a different productive capacity 
and resilience when farming practices encourage and facilitate soil life to play its 
important role in maintaining soil health and quality. Such soils respond differently 
and more efficiently to farming practices that are applied to intensify production, and 
there is increasing evidence that the phenomenon of “more from less,” which is often 
observed with biologically active soils, is due to the role soil microorganisms play in 
the various ecosystem processes and functions in the soil (Uphoff et al. 2006).

14.5 �S ustainable Soil Management Based 
upon Agroecological Principles

Evidence from different parts of the world suggests that it may not be possible to sep-
arate sustainable soil management from sustainable production system management. 
Both are inextricably linked in ways that sustainable crop production systems must 
first be ecologically sustainable. This means that any production system that permits 
the mechanical disruption of soil life and biology and soil structure and quality, and 
therefore ecosystem services, cannot be considered to be sustainable ecologically. 
The aim of “sustainable soil management” should be to reverse the trends indicated 
by the items listed above, via the inducing of improvements in the quality of the soil 
as a rooting environment for plants. Also, an agricultural soil system is of no value 
if the crops grown are attacked by weeds, insects, and pathogens. In other words, 
sustainable soil management is not enough for sustainable production as an out-
come, and certainly not where sustainable production intensification is the objective 
in which crop, soil, nutrient, water, pest, and farm power management in space and 
time must be taken care of to remain ecologically and economically viable.

The agroecological principles that underpin sustainable production systems for 
small and large farmers from an eco-commercial viewpoint relate to resource con-
servation and efficiency of resource use, both natural and purchased, while profit
ably managing sustainable production intensification and ecosystem services. At 
the core, and based upon large amount of empirical evidence from farmers them-
selves in all continents, we can say that sustainable production derives from a num-
ber of practical principles that can be applied simultaneously through combined 
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crop–soil–water–nutrient–pest–ecosystem management practices. These practices 
are locally devised and adapted to capture a range of productivity, socioeconomic, 
and environmental co-benefits of agriculture and ecosystem services at the farm, 
landscape (watershed), and provincial or national scale (Pretty 2008; Kassam et al. 
2009; Godfray et al. 2010; FAO 2011b; Pretty et al. 2011).

However, different from the tillage-based interventionist approach to farming 
described above, there are now many production systems with a predominantly eco-
system or agroecological approach generally characterized by minimal disturbance 
of the ecosystem, with both natural and managed biodiversity in order to provide 
food, raw materials, and other ecosystem services. Biologically healthy soils under-
pin these systems. Thus, in order to achieve sustainable intensification, a production 
system must be able to support and maintain the ecosystem functioning, and services 
derived from it, by limiting interventions (which may appear necessary for intensify-
ing the production) to levels that do not disrupt these functions.

Sustainable production systems based on ecosystem approaches offer a range of 
productivity, socioeconomic, and environmental benefits to producers and to society 
at large. To achieve the increased productivity required to meet 2050 food demands 
and the range of ecosystem services expected by society, sustainable production sys-
tems should be based on five technical principles:

•	 Simultaneous achievement of increased agricultural productivity and 
enhanced ecosystem services.

•	 Enhanced input-use efficiency, where key inputs include water, nutrients, 
pesticides, energy, land, and labor.

•	 Reduced dependency from external inputs derived from fossil fuels (such 
as mineral fertilizer and pesticides) and preference for alternatives (such as 
biological nitrogen fixation and integrated pest management).

•	 Protection of soil, water, and biodiversity through use of minimum distur-
bance of natural systems; interventions must not have accumulative effects 
but must have an impact and frequency lower than the natural recovery 
capacity of the ecosystem.

•	 Use of managed and natural biodiversity to build and/or rebuild system 
resilience to abiotic, biotic, and economic stresses.

Over time, systems following these principles will show increasing production 
levels and decreasing levels of input use. In many degraded situations, better reten-
tion of incoming water—its capture, infiltration, and in-soil storage at plant-available 
tensions—is an important achievement, which makes possible the optimum func-
tioning of the entire soil/plant system.

14.5.1 �C onservation Agriculture as a Base for Sustainable 
Soil Management and Production Intensification

The farming practices required to implement the above-mentioned key principles 
will differ according to local conditions and needs but will have the following 
required characteristics, based on optimizing conditions in the root zone as being 
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essential to (1) biotic activity; (2) provision of water and crops; and (3) assurance of 
self-sustainability of soil structure and porosity.

These include capacities for achieving the following: maximum rain infiltration/
minimum runoff and optimum water storage; minimum compaction; reduced diur-
nal temperature ranges in upper soil layers; regular supply of C-rich organic matter 
to the surface; minimal loss of SOM by oxidation; N levels in soil maintained; and 
optimized P availability. Such are best achieved by incorporating the following three 
main tenets of CA as a base or a foundation for sustainable soil management (see 
www.fao.org/ag/ca):

	 1.	Minimizing soil disturbance by mechanical tillage. Whenever possible, 
seeding or planting directly into untilled soil, in order to maintain SOM, 
soil structure, and overall soil health.

	 2.	Enhancing and maintaining permanent mulch cover on the soil surface. 
Use of crops, cover crops, or crop residues to protect the soil surface con-
serves water and nutrients, promotes soil biological activity, and contributes 
to integrated weed and pest management.

	 3.	Diversification of species. Utilize both annuals and perennials in associa-
tions, sequences, and rotations that can include trees, shrubs, pastures, and 
crops (some or all of which may be N-fixing legumes). All will contribute 
to enhanced crop nutrition and improved system resilience.

CA practices related to the above-described principles are now widely used in a 
range of farming systems in all continents on nearly 10% of the global crop land. 
They add to sustainability of production and soil systems and generate a range of 
ecosystem services (Table 14.1). They also improve soil conditions (Table 14.2a) and 
result in beneficial outcomes for production, ecosystem services, and socioeconomic 
conditions (Table 14.2b). However, to achieve the sustainable intensification neces-
sary to meet future food requirements, these CA practices need to be complemented 
by additional best management practices:

•	 Use of well-adapted, high-yielding varieties, and good-quality seeds
•	 Enhanced crop nutrition, based on healthy soils
•	 Integrated management of pests, diseases, and weeds
•	 Efficient water management
•	 Careful management of machines and field traffic to avoid soil compaction

Sustainable crop production intensification (SCPI) is the combination of all of 
these improved practices applied in a timely and efficient manner. For this, the 
ensuring of soil stability and the favoring of self-recuperation of appropriate soil 
structural conditions are essential (see Table 14.1 and Figure 14.1a and b). Thus, sus-
tainable soil management depends on how and what crops are grown. However, for 
sustainable production intensification to occur, the core or foundation CA practices 
must integrate with other complementary practices that allow the intensification of 
output and the optimization of the production inputs. Such sustainable production 
systems, and the associated sustainable soil management practices, are knowledge  
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Table 14.1
Effects of Production System Components Fully Applied Together on 
Sustainability and Ecosystem Services

To Achieve 

System Component

Mulch 
Covera

No 
Tillageb Legumesc

Crop 
Rotationd

Simulate optimum “forest floor” conditions √ √
Reduce evaporative loss of moisture from 
soil surface

√

Reduce evaporative loss from upper soil 
layers

√ √

Minimize oxidation of SOM, CO2 loss √
Minimize compactive impacts by intense 
rainfall, passage of feet, machinery

√ √

Minimize temperature fluctuations at soil 
surface

√

Provide regular supply of organic matter as 
substrate for soil organisms’ activity

√

Increase and maintain nitrogen levels in root 
zone

√ √ √ √

Increase CEC of root zone √ √ √ √
Maximize rain infiltration, minimize runoff √ √
Minimize soil loss in runoff and wind √ √
Permit and maintain natural layering of soil 
horizons by actions of soil biota

√ √

Minimize weeds √ √ √
Increase rate of biomass production √ √ √ √
Speed up soil porosity’s recuperation by soil 
biota

√ √ √ √

Reduce labor input √
Reduce fuel-energy input √ √ √
Recycle nutrients √ √ √ √
Reduce pest pressure of pathogens √
Rebuild damaged soil conditions and 
dynamics

√ √ √ √

Pollination services √ √ √ √

Source:	 Friedrich T. et al., Conservation agriculture, In: Agriculture for Developing Countries, Science 
and Technology Options Assessment (STOA) Project, European Technology Assessment Group, 
Karlsruhe, Germany, 2009.

a	 Crop residues, cover crops, green manures.
b	 Minimal or no soil disturbance.
c	 As crops for fixing nitrogen and supplying plant nutrients.
d	 For several beneficial purposes.
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Table 14.2a
How CA Improves Soil Conditions

Components of Soils’ 
Productive Capacity 

Key Features of Conservation Agriculture ⇒

No-Till
⇓

Mulch
⇓

Rotations
⇓

Legumes
⇓

Hydrological 1 4

Physical 2 5 7 10

Biological 3 6 8 11

Chemical 9 12

Note:	 Key: 1 = Water percolation; 2 = Varied soil porosity; 3 = Favors biological soil layer-
ing; 4 = Buffers impacts of rainfall, wide diurnal ranges of surface temperature; 5 = 
Prevents soil crusting; 6 = Source of energy and nutrients; 7 = Augments root chan-
nels—distribution and depth; 8 = Favors biodiversity in soil; 9 = Beneficial root exu-
dates;10 = Favors development of optimum soil architecture (solids × spaces); 11 = 
Nitrogen + C-rich organic matter; 12 = Nitrogen.
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Table 14.2b
Some Resulting Beneficial Outcomes with CA

For Agricultural Production For Ecosystem Services For Socioeconomic Conditions

Greater security of output 
under varying weather 
conditions.

Diminished water pollution 
by agrochemicals and 
eroded soil; reduced costs 
of water treatment.

Greater efficiencies of use of labor 
and financial resources.

Greater efficiency of 
rainwater use, leading to 
more stable yields.

Less frequency, depth, and 
duration of flooding after 
unit storms of equal 
severity.

Better health and nutrition.

No/minimal soil erosion; 
smaller losses of applied 
energy, fertilizers, seeds, 
etc.

Longer duration of 
streamflow; recharge of 
groundwaters.

Reduced frequency of flooding 
and severity of damages to roads, 
bridges, etc.

Improved soil health provides 
better biological controls of 
weeds and pests.

Reduced loss of SOM by 
tillage-induced oxidation to 
CO2.

More time for diverse activities 
on-farm (technical).

Recirculation of carbon, 
micronutrients, and 
macronutrients.

Maintenance/improvement 
of soil carbon content.

More time for diverse activities 
off-farm (social).

Lesser effects of climatic 
drought events.

Lesser damage to normal 
multiple functioning of soil 
in wider ecosystem.

Etc. Etc. Etc.
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and management intensive and relatively complex to learn and implement. They 
are dynamic systems, offering farmers many possible combinations of practices 
to choose from and adapt, according to their local production conditions and con-
straints (Kassam et al. 2009; Godfray et al. 2010; FAO 2011b; Pretty et al. 2011).

The development of SCPI requires building on the core principles and practices 
outlined above as the production base and finding ways to support and self-empower 
producers to implement them all, through participatory approaches and stakeholder 
engagement. In addition, SCPI must be supported by coherent policies, institutional 
support, and innovative approaches to overcome any barriers to adoption. Monitoring 
and evaluating the progress of change in production system practices and their out-
comes at the farm and landscape levels are critical.

One of the main criteria for ecologically sustainable production systems such as 
CA is the maintenance of an environment in the root zone to optimize conditions for 
soil biota, including healthy root function to the maximum possible depth. Roots are 
thus able to function effectively and without restrictions to capture plant nutrients 
and water as well as interact with a range of soil microorganisms beneficial for soil 
health and crop performance (Uphoff et al. 2006; Pretty 2008). In such systems with 
the above attributes, there are many similarities to resilient “forest floor” conditions 
(Kassam et al. 2009). Maintenance or improvement of SOM content and soil struc-
ture and associated porosity are critical indicators for sustainable production and 
other ecosystem services.

A key factor for maintaining soil structure and organic matter is to limit mechani-
cal soil disturbance in the process of crop management. For this reason, no-tillage 
production methods—as practiced, for example, in CA—have in many parts of the 
world been shown to improve soil conditions, reduce degradation, and enhance pro-
ductivity. However, as a stand-alone practice, the elimination of tillage would not 
necessarily lead to a functioning sustainable production system. This requires a set 
of complementary practices to enable a functioning soil system as well as the whole 
agroecosystem to deliver a range of ecosystem services.

The contribution of practices that implement the technical principles of CA—
including mulch cover, no-tillage, legume crops, and crop rotations—in important 
ecosystem services is shown in Table 14.1 and Figure 14.1a and b. Even where it is not 
possible to install all desirable practical aspects in the production system at the same 
time, progressive improvements toward those goals should be encouraged. However, 
for any agricultural system to be sustainable in the long term, the rate of soil erosion 
and degradation (loss of organic matter) must never exceed the rate of soil formation 
(though the steeper the slope, the greater the danger that this could happen). In the 
majority of agroecosystems, this is not possible if the soil is mechanically disturbed 
(Montgomery 2007). For this reason, the avoidance of mechanical soil disturbance 
can be seen as a starting point for sustainable production. Once it has been brought 
into good physical condition, no further tilling of the soil is therefore a necessary 
condition for sustainability but not a sufficient condition. For SCPI, including eco-
system services, other complementary techniques are required as mentioned already, 
of which the practices related to the above three CA principles constitute the bare 
minimum for ecological sustainability (FAO 2011b).
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To achieve and sustain the necessary intensification of these production systems 
to meet the increasing demand for food and other ecosystem services, productivity 
needs to be optimized by applying best management practices such as good-quality 
adapted seeds, adequate nutrition, and protection from pests and diseases (weeds, 
insects, and pathogens) and avoiding soil compaction. In addition, efficient water 
management and timely operations are required within suitable cropping systems to 
achieve desirable and acceptable outcomes.

In light of the above, it is clear that sustainable soil management depends on both 
what and how crops are grown, as well as on additional aspects of soil and landscape 
management, which includes the horizontal integration of other production sec-
tors such as livestock and forestry. The special role of deep-rooted legumes such as 
pigeon pea (Cajanus cajan), lablab (Dolicos lablab), and Mucuna (Stizolobium cine-
reum) in building soil structure and biopores for drainage and aeration, in contribut-
ing biologically fixed nitrogen to improved nitrogen stocks in soils, and in generating 
both biomass and edible products is a case in point. Beneficial effects of cover crops 
on soil and water quality, ecological sustainability, and crop and livestock productiv-
ity have been known for many years (e.g., Hargrove 1991). Similarly, species diver-
sification as the third principle of CA is related to integrated management of insect 
pests, pathogens, and weeds, and the effectiveness of control of pests, pathogens, 
and weeds depends on both what and how crops are grown. Species diversification 
involving crops of different durations and complementarity is also related to the use 
and management of resources of different crops in space and time to maximize and 
optimize the production during the growing season every year to its fullest poten-
tial in an increasingly variable and unpredictable climate. Furthermore, in order to 
establish diversity of soil biological activity, it is necessary to include in the cropping 
system a diversity of crops instead of monocropping or reduced crop diversity.

CA is now adopted on about 125 million ha of arable land worldwide, which 
corresponds to nearly 10% of the total cropland (Friedrich et al. 2012). Some 50% 
of this area is located in the developing regions. During the past decade, it has 
been expanding with an average rate of more than 6 million ha/year. The highest 
adoption levels, exceeding 50% of the cropland, are found in the southern part of 
South America, the Canadian prairies, and Western Australia. Fast adoption rates 
are now being seen in Central Asia and China, alongside increasing policy support 
and early large-scale adoption taking place across Africa, particularly in Zambia, 
Zimbabwe, South Africa, Tanzania, Kenya, Morocco, and Tunisia. Europe now 
has some few pockets of adoption, particularly in Finland, Spain, France, Italy, 
the United Kingdom, and Switzerland (Kassam et al. 2010; Derpsch and Friedrich 
2009; Friedrich et al. 2012).

14.5.2 L inkage with Landscape Health

Soil forming factors include topography, climate (microclimates), and parent materi-
als, all of which vary by landscape type and magnitude (Jenny 1980). Soils are vari-
able according to their positions in the landscape. Landscapes distribute water and 
energy according to landform characteristics. In the northern hemisphere, the north-
facing side of a hill, in contrast to the south-facing side, will receive less radiation 
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and be cooler and moister, have more organic matter, and be less drought prone. The 
top or crown of a hill or hummock will catch less rainfall, and a shallow or more 
weakly developed soil profile will be found. By contrast, a depression or foot slope 
position will receive more water and have a deeper soil profile.

Soils formed on different landform facets will have different risks and fragility 
characteristics related to crop conditions. Soil biologic processes will occur differen-
tially as well by landscape position because of the variable microclimate conditions 
and soil development (or degradation). Land managers need to recognize the range 
of soil health and functional characteristics associated with landscapes in order to 
develop conservation agriculture systems as well as monitoring and evaluating per-
formance and risks.

Soil quality strongly affects agricultural land use and thus the shaping of the 
landscape. Any change in soil quality, whether through degradation processes or 
soil health improvement, will have consequences not only on the field or farm level 
but also on a greater scale, the landscape. In addition, landscape normally consists 
of a combination of different ecosystems that are interlinked more or less closely 
with each other. The healthier the soil is under agricultural use, the lesser the off-site 
effects that can be expected upon adjacent ecosystems of the same landscape.

Good land husbandry is the active process of implementing and managing preferred 
systems of land use and production in such ways that there will be an increase—or, at 
worst, no loss—of productivity, of stability, or of usefulness for the chosen purpose. 
Also, in particular situations, existing uses or management may need to be changed 
so as to halt rapid degradation and to return the land to a condition where good land 
husbandry can have fullest effect (Shaxson et al. 1977).

If a production system, as represented by the features of the type of land use and 
those of its management characteristics, is imposed on an area of fragile or hazard-
ous land (e.g., sandy soil, steep slope, and/or shallow depth, etc.), any erosional deg-
radation arising from inadequacy of management will occur more rapidly toward a 
condition of lower productive potential than if the enterprise were located on flatter 
and/or less fragile land; the land itself will “wear out” toward a condition of lower 
productivity.

This has two implications:

•	 If the enterprise cannot be transferred to another ”safer” or suitable loca-
tion, then a more protective production system such as CA or agroforestry 
(Saha 2010) would provide increased security and prolong the soils’ useful-
ness (better management systems).

•	 If a choice of sites on a landscape is possible, then the safest strategy will 
be to locate the physical production system(s) on a (varied) landscape in 
such ways that there is rational matching of “hazardous” land uses onto 
the “safer” land units and of the “safer” uses onto the land units of greater 
hazard (site-specific management).

		  To achieve any such rationalization, due attention needs to be given 
to catchment-oriented land resource survey, assessment, and mapping, 
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followed by physical planning of layout of fields and infrastructure items in 
catchment-related patterns, to facilitate effective management of any run-
off that may occur in consequence of excessive rainstorms (Carver 1981; 
Shaxson et al. 1977). This is of particular significance where “new” land is 
being opened to cropping. This is because a physical allocation of proposed 
land uses that is sensitive to the physical characteristic of the chosen land-
scape is more forgiving of mistakes in management than where land use 
allocations have not taken account of such realities.

Achieving this effectively represents the achievement of good land husbandry 
(Shaxson et al. 1989).

14.5.3 R estoring Degraded Agricultural Soils and Landscapes

A sustainable approach to soil management in rainfed and irrigated production can-
not be a single technology but rather a range of mutually reinforcing practices. For 
both tillage and no-tillage systems, their best performances can be achieved only 
when the production systems are supported by effective plant nutrition, soil mois-
ture provision, and best agronomic practices. Production systems are most sustain-
able and function best when all three key soil, crop, and environmental management 
principles listed in Section 14.5.1 are applied simultaneously. CA is a good example 
of progress in this regard as it is based on no-till and maintenance of soil cover 
and has now spread across all continents and ecologies (Hobbs 2007; Friedrich et 
al. 2009; Kassam et al. 2009, 2010). There are other complementary ecosystem-
based approaches, such as the SCPI, that have also proven to be successful as a basis 
for sustainable intensification in all continents under a wide range of circumstances 
(Uphoff et al. 2011; Kassam et al. 2011b). The responses of rice plants to aerobic soil 
environment suggest the possibility of discovering comparable positive responses in 
other crops also and establishing the scientific knowledge that can explain the effects 
of the symbiotic interactions between root systems and their coevolved soil micro
organisms on the crop’s phenotypic performance.

Sustainable production systems also mobilize plant nutrients through biological 
transformations of organic matter, providing micronutrients that may not otherwise 
be available (Flaig et al. 1977). For example, mulch-based no-till production sys-
tems can retain and mimic the soil’s original desirable characteristics (“forest floor 
conditions”) on land being first opened for agricultural use. Throughout the transfor-
mation to agricultural production, sustainable systems based on an agroecological 
no-tillage approach can safeguard desirable soil characteristics, sustain the health of 
long-opened farmland that is already in good condition, and regenerate land that has 
reached poor condition due to past misuse (Doran and Zeiss 2000).

Such types of information from soils and ecosystems in good condition under CA 
systems provide a range of “yardsticks” against which to compare the benefits of CA 
and the health of the soil and the ecosystem, as against the “classical” tillage agri-
culture. Tillage agriculture with monocropping and no organic cover represents the 
most vulnerable and detrimental production system, whereas CA represents a more 
sustainable option (Montgomery 2007).
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Sustainable soil management as practiced in CA systems has resulted in the 
enhancement or rehabilitation of the soil resource base and its agroecological poten-
tials, thus enabling the avoidance of soil degradation and repair of lands, leading to 
sustainable intensification and the harnessing of ecosystem services. This is illus-
trated in the examples for Brazil, Australia, and China given in the next sections.

14.5.3.1  Brazil
The soil degradation in South Brazil was reverted initially by reducing tillage inten-
sity. This involved the use of a chisel in substitution of the moldboard plow and the 
reduction in the number of disc operations. The first no-till experimental plots were 
set up in the early 1970s in Rio Grande do Sul and Paraná States. However, the suc-
cessful diffusion of no-till systems on a broader scale remained erratic until late 
1980s. The first obstacles that had to be overcome were control of weeds without soil 
tillage or a hoe, as well as unavailability of planters able to work with crop residues. 
There was also the need to select appropriate cover crop options to intensify the 
cropping system in substitution of fallow, to produce enough crop residue to protect 
the soil and offset the scarce technical assistance, high price of herbicides, and many 
technical doubts about the efficiency of lime and fertilizer surface broadcast instead 
of soil placement (Amado and Reinert 1998; Bernoux et al. 2006; Bolliger et al. 
2006).

In the 1980s, farmers began to organize themselves into no-till–promoting asso-
ciations, such as the “Clube da Minhoca” (“Earthworm Clubs”) and the “Clubes 
Amigos da Terra” (“Friends of the Soil” clubs or “Earth” clubs), as well as private 
research institutions, such as the “Fundacão ABC” (ABC Conglomerate of Farmers’ 
Cooperatives) to promote the adoption and diffusion of no-till (Borges Filho 2001; 
Dijkstra 2002).

The initial drive to expand the adoption of no-till was led by pioneer farmers, 
who also organized the first Brazilian no-till conference in 1981 (Steiner et al. 2001). 
No-till technologies and systems subsequently spread fairly rapidly from Paraná to 
other Southern Brazilian states and neighboring Paraguay, where similar environ-
mental conditions existed.

A steady interregional migration of farmers from Southern Brazil to tropical 
Brazil brought a transfer of the basic zero-till principles in its wake, but the different 
agroecological conditions of humid subtropical Southern Brazil compared to those 
of frost-free, seasonally dry, tropical Brazil, as well as the different scales of large 
cerrado farms compared to generally smaller farms in the South, meant that no-till 
systems had to undergo scale and regional adaptation (Spehar and Landers 1997; 
Bolliger et al. 2006). The first records of mechanized no-till in South America were 
in the Brazilian state of Goiás dating from 1981/1982 (Landers et al. 1994). In Brazil, 
especially, no-till-type land management expanded from an estimated less than 1000 
ha in 1973/1974 to nearly 26 million ha in 2010/2011 (Bolliger et al. 2006; Kassam 
et al. 2010).

More than 45% of total cultivated land in Brazil is now estimated to be managed 
with no-till (Scopel et al. 2004), although in Southern Brazil, this figure is reported 
to exceed 80% (Amado et al. 2006; Denardin and Kochhann 1999; Bolliger et al. 
2006). Among the leading no-till nations, Brazil is purportedly the only one with 
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both substantial no-till in the tropics as well as, importantly, a significant amount of 
smallholder no-till farms (Ralisch et al. 2003; Wall and Ekboir 2002; Bolliger et al. 
2006). The latter is perhaps of particular significance, as, contrary to no-till spread 
in general, the adoption of true (permanent rather than sporadic) no-till systems by 
smallholder farmers worldwide has been poor, remaining, as yet, relatively marginal 
outside Brazil, Paraguay (where appropriate systems have spread from Southern 
Brazil), and small parts of Central America, where similar systems were already 
traditional (Buckles et al. 1998). Berton (1998) suggests that the main reasons for 
smallholder farmers in Southern Brazil to adopt no-till practices include labor and 
time savings, erosion control, greater income, and higher yields. Ribeiro and Milléo 
(2002) concur that once plowing and mechanical weeding are discontinued, labor 
savings and less drudgery are the major incentives expressed by smallholder farm-
ers. Some Brazilian farmers are now into their third decade of practicing no-till land 
management.

In regions that experience high-intensity rainfall and support undulating terrain 
and/or erodible soils, protecting the soil from erosive raindrop impact through suf-
ficient vegetative mulch is conceivably the best strategy against excessive runoff and 
erosion (Amado 1985; Calegari 2000, 2002; Erenstein 2003; Wildner 2000). Only 
not plowing, in turn, means that a protective biomass cover or mulch from previous 
crops is maintained on the soil surface.

The main advantages of mulch agriculture include reducing evaporation from 
bare soil (Stone and Moreira 1998), mediating soil temperature extremes (Derpsch 
et al. 2001), providing a buffer against compaction under the weight of heavy equip-
ment (Séguy et al. 2003), smothering weeds (Darolt 1997; Kumar and Goh 2000), 
creating a favorable environment for beneficial soil fauna and flora (Balota et al. 
1996), and preventing soil and water contamination from pesticides and nutrient 
leaching (Scopel et al. 2004). However, the practice may also make the planting 
process more complicated, allow pests and pathogens to reproduce and spread 
longer in close proximity to crops (Forcella et al. 1994), protract the warming up 
of soil after cold periods, induce erratic crop germination, and decrease the effi-
ciency of fertilizers and herbicides (Banks and Robinson 1982; Rodrigues 1993). 
Nevertheless, no-till in itself, without soil cover (e.g., if residues are burnt, grazed, 
or otherwise exported from the field) or under an unbalanced nutrient budget, can 
lead to similar soil degradation and reduced crop productivity issues as conven-
tional tillage system.

Rather than rely purely on crop residues from a main crop to provide adequate 
and permanent soil cover, especially in regions where the climate favors fast decom-
position of residues, one of the major Brazilian adaptations of no-till has been the 
strong emphasis on integrating fast-growing winter cover crops and summer crop 
rotations into no-till cropping systems. Such crops can be intercropped prior or 
planted immediately after the harvest of the main crop and rapidly produce abundant 
mulch, consequently allowing a succession of enhanced, year-round biomass accu-
mulation. This can compensate for fast residue decomposition, as well as offsetting 
any potential lack of soil cover (Séguy et al. 1996).

Due to the high amount of mulch left on the soil surface at seeding time, Brazilian 
farmers hence commonly refer to no-till as “plantio direto na palha” or “planting 
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directly into straw” (Amado et al. 2006). Derpsch (2001) and Steiner et al. (2001) 
argue that the complete integration of cover crops into no-till cropping systems is 
probably the single most fundamental key to the success of such systems in Brazil. 
Two decades of farm experience with cover crop management in fully integrated no-
till systems result in good improvement. Seed quality and genetic material of cover 
crop are key points. Cover crops in cropping systems deserve the same attention in 
the quality of management as do cash crops. Cover crops sometimes need fertilizer 
input such as nitrogen and phosphorus or can even be used after chiseling or ripping 
the soil when the soil resistance is too high. The mixture of cover crops is a very 
ecological approach, and many mixtures used include black oat and vetch, black oat 
and radish oil, rye and black oat, Secale cereal and vetch, and so forth. Some mineral 
fertilization can be split between cover crops and cash crops; farmers call this a crop 
rotation fertilization instead of cash crop fertilization. The main advantage of this 
system is the avoidance of applying too much fertilizer in a single application, which 
increases the environmental impact, increases the cover crop biomass, stimulates 
nutrient cycling, and stimulates biological activity.

Functions of cover crops broadly include the following: (1) providing additional 
fodder, forage, food, biofuel, and secondary commercial or subsistence products 
for livestock and humans; (2) directly adding or sparing nitrogen to/from the soil 
through symbiotic N2 fixation from the atmosphere; (3) converting otherwise unused 
resources, such as sunlight and residual soil moisture, into additional biomass and, 
concomitantly, upon the breakdown of their residues, increasing the buildup of 
SOM; (4) capturing and recycling easily and moderately easily leachable nutrients 
(NO3, S, K, Mg, and Ca) that would otherwise be lost beyond the rooting zone of 
commercial crops; (5) ameliorating soil structure and buffering against compac-
tion by creating and stabilizing additional root channels that differ from those of 
the main crops and by stimulating soil biological activity through, inter alia, the 
release of root exudates; (6) improving the management of acidic soils by releasing 
various products that can mobilize lime movement through the soil profile, decar-
boxylize organic anions, function in ligand exchange, and add basic cations to the 
soil; (7) facilitating weed management by competing against or smothering weeds 
that would otherwise become noxious in the main crop cycle; and (8) breaking the 
cycle of, or repelling or suppressing, certain pests and diseases that could other-
wise build up in continuous monocropping systems. On the other hand, integrating 
cover crops into existing cropping systems generally incurs extra costs of seed and 
agrochemicals (e.g., herbicides to terminate the crop before the next main crops or 
nitrogen and phosphorus fertilization), extra labor and managerial skill required 
to establish and maintain the crop, as well as the opportunity cost of the land and 
equipment, while the rewards of cover crops may well take time to properly mani-
fest themselves.

Tropical soils have a mineralogy that is dominated by low-activity clays and ses-
quioxide material, making soil fertility and functionality integrity much more SOM 
dependent than temperate soils. In some tropical Brazilian soils, 70%–95% of cation 
exchange capacity (CEC) is dependent on the SOM (Bayer et al. 2000a). In such 
soils, SOM status is crucial to ensuring good crop productivity and is often postu-
lated as the single most important element of the soil restoration process associated 
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with Brazilian no-till regimes. In principle, both the decreased erosion losses of 
SOM-rich topsoil (Lal 2002; Rasmussen and Collins 1991) and the slower SOM 
mineralization rates in zero-till soil compared to plowed soil suggest that no-till 
provides more favorable conditions for SOM buildup than conventional tillage. Not 
turning the soil, for example, means the following: (1) less soil macroaggregates are 
disrupted, consequently leading to the increased formation of stable microaggre
gates that occlude and protect particulate organic matter (POM) from microbial 
attack (Amado et al. 2006; Feller and Beare 1997; Lal et al. 1999; Six et al. 1998, 
1999, 2000; Fabrizzi et al. 2009); (2) there is less stimulation of sharp increase 
in microbial activity and concomitant release of CO2 in response to enhanced soil 
aeration (Bayer et al. 2000a,b; Bernoux et al. 2006; Kladivko 2001); and (3) there 
is less mixing of residues deeper into the soil where conditions for decomposition 
are often more favorable than on the soil surface (Blevins and Frye 1993; Karlen 
and Cambardella 1996). In this context, Mielniczuk (2003) estimated the rate of 
SOM mineralization under conventional tillage regimes in Southern Brazil to be, 
on average, 5%–6% per year compared to an average of about 3% per year in no-
till soils. Although the actual amount of SOM storage potential in a given soil is 
in turn largely determined by climate and the capability of soils to stabilize and 
protect SOM, this itself generally is largely determined by soil texture, soil mineral 
surface area, and soil mineralogy, with soil parameters such as water-holding capac-
ity, pH, and porosity acting as rate modifiers (Six et al. 2002b). The large majority 
of Brazilian literature does indeed suggest that SOM accumulation in no-till soils 
exceeds that of plowed soils and that this is the case over a range of soil textures, 
from sandy loams (Amado et al. 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2006; Bayer et al. 2000a,b, 
2002) to heavy clay (>60% clay) soils (Amado et al. 2006; De Maria et al. 1999; 
Perrin 2003), both in Southern Brazil (Muzilli 1983; Sá et al. 2001a,b; Zotarelli et 
al. 2003) as well as in the degraded savanna region known as the cerrado further 
north (Corazza et al. 1999; Freitas et al. 1999; Resck et al. 1991, 2000; Scopel et al. 
2003). Bernoux et al. (2006) reviewed some 25 published and unpublished data sets 
on the rate of C accumulation in Brazilian no-till soils and observed that reported C 
accumulation rates in excess of those found in comparable plowed soils vary from 
around 0.4 to 1.7 t C ha–1 year–1 for the 0- to 40-cm soil layer in the cerrado region 
and between 0.5 and 0.9 t C ha–1 year–1 in Southern Brazil, with an overall average 
accumulation of 0.6–0.7 t C ha–1 year–1.

Brazilian research data also indicate that the composition and quality of SOM in 
no-till soils differ from those of plowed soils. Various studies have also found that 
the relative amount of free labile or more recent (e.g., POM) rather than humified 
and occluded SOM fractions is higher in no-till soils compared to plowed soils, 
which in turn has important ramifications for soil structure and nutrient cycling and 
as a source of energy for soil microbial biomass. Other studies suggest that SOM 
responds linearly to increasing rates of residue input over a variety of soils and cli-
mates (Bayer 1996; Black 1973; Burle et al. 1997; Rasmussen and Collins 1991; Testa 
et al. 1992; Teixeira et al. 1994). For example Burle et al. (1997) obtained a close 
relationship between SOC in the 0- to 17.5-cm soil layer and residue quantity added 
by 10 different no-till cropping systems. Sisti et al. (2004) and Amado et al. (2006) 
further studied the role of N additions in SOM buildup under no-till in Brazil, and 
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both found that where rotations with N2-fixing legumes were included, much more 
SOM was accumulated, hence highlighting the fact that for there to be an accumula-
tion of SOM, there must be not only a C input from crop residues but also a net exter-
nal input of N. They further postulated that where net N balance was close to zero 
over the whole crop rotation, little SOM accumulation was to be expected. Amado 
et al. (2006) reported that pigeon pea and Mucuna cover crops integrated into no-
till maize cropping systems had the highest C accumulation rates under no-till and 
that intensive cropping systems, including mixtures of black oat with hairy vetch in 
winter and maize with cowpea in summer. Sá (1999) suggests that the immobiliza-
tion process is most intense during the first years of no-till but, after 5 or more years, 
gradually diminishes due to the increased surface concentration of SOM acting as an 
N source, thereby effectively counteracting N limitations induced by residues input 
on the soil surface.

Both in tropical and subtropical Brazil, legume residues left on the soil surface 
decompose rapidly and provide a prompt N release, sometimes so fast that it causes 
asynchronies with maize demand (Acosta 2005; Aita and Giacomini 2003; Vinther 
2004). Common vetch residue left on the soil surface in Santa Maria, for example, 
released 60 kg of N per hectare in only 15 days (Acosta 2005).

14.5.3.2  Australia
Australian farmers became increasingly concerned about soil degradation during 
a dry period in the 1970s. They saw how plowing of the soil was not sustainable 
in such an unforgiving and harsh climate (Crabtree 2010). There were also other 
dry periods where soil erosion was a serious concern, particularly in the 1930s and 
then potentially again in the first decade of the 2000s. However, during this recent 
decade, Australian farmers were prepared! They had widely adopted no-till farming, 
and this greatly mitigated the severely damaging effects on the soil and maintained 
financial viability during such droughts.

No-till solved most degradation: An in-depth Australian experience with land 
degradation and the usefulness of no-tillage techniques to manage these concerns 
are well documented in Crabtree (2010). It was wind erosion concerns that initiated 
farmers’ determination to find a better way to farm. There was no other soil degrada-
tion concern that motivated farming practice change. As two broad-spectrum herbi-
cides, SpraySeed (paraquat:diquat) and Roundup (glyphosate), became available in 
the early 1980s, farmers began reducing their reliance on tillage. Through trial and 
error, both farmers and researchers gained confidence in the technique (Crabtree 
1983, 2010; Flower et al. 2008).

While the initial adoption was slow, the technique of spraying herbicides, and 
then planting the crop, with little soil disturbance, was the beginning of no-tillage 
in Western Australia. The experience of farmers revealed many other soil benefits. 
In fact, most of the concerns with soil degradation were significantly mitigated with 
no-tillage through time.

No-till both improved soil structure with less vehicle compaction and increased 
the steady state of microbial activity, which gave the soils some biological struc-
ture. Waterlogging became less common due to better infiltration (and some dryer 
years). Soil salinity was somewhat mitigated as soil water runoff was less common 
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and there was less water running to low-lying areas where it contributed to elevated 
water table levels. Perhaps three soil degradation challenges are not improved by no-
tillage: nutrient removal, acidity, and water repellence.

Nutrient removal: The soils of South West Australia are highly weathered and 
generally have coarse-textured surfaces with low soil fertility and acidity, limit-
ing crop and pasture production (Moore 2001; McArthur 2004). Soil availability 
of macronutrients nitrogen (N), sulfur (S), potassium (K), and phosphorus (P) and 
micronutrients copper (Cu) and zinc (Zn) have the potential to limit crop and pasture 
growth (Moore 2001). While calcium (Ca), magnesium (Mg), manganese (Mn), and 
molybdenum (Mo) are important nutrients, they are generally not considered to be 
limiting plant production. Soil fertility of Australian soils has been increased by the 
application of fertilizers (Weaver and Wong 2011). Nevertheless, cropping results in 
significant removal of nutrients, and continued application of nutrients is required to 
maintain long-term sustainability and productivity of cropping systems.

Soil acidity: Soil acidification is a natural process enhanced by agriculture. Each 
crop that is harvested is essentially alkaline material. Since no-tillage increases 
whole farm yields, it is effectively removing more alkaline material from the pad-
docks. Also, the use of nitrogenous fertilizers and the growing of pulse crops cause 
acidification. Consequently, soils are becoming more acid through time, especially 
when cropped. Lime application is required to maintain the productivity of most 
soils, the exception being soils with an alkaline base. Acidification happens more 
rapidly in slightly acid sandy soils and where leaching rains are common. Also these 
soils have low levels of organic carbon, less than 1.5%, giving the soil low capacity 
for the prevention of soil pH decline.

Some native Australian plants have adapted to these acidic conditions, over many 
thousands of years, and they can also fix atmospheric N, further acidifying the 
soil. The most common of these species comes from the Acacia genus. After many 
years, their N fixation results in the soil becoming very acidic at depth. Such soils 
in Western Australia are known as Wodgil soils; however, the area affected by these 
naturally very acidic soils is less than 5% of Western Australia’s agricultural land 
(Gazey and Davies 2009). The result of such strong acidification is severe soil degra-
dation, making the soil unproductive.

The solution to this form of soil degradation is the addition of large amounts of 
lime. Under a no-tillage system, the movement of this lime into a 20-cm soil profile 
depth can take 4 years (Flower and Crabtree 2011). For a more rapid amelioration of 
these acid subsoils, farmers have also used deep tillage or plowing. By doing so, they 
are exposing themselves to soil erosion risk. However, large yield responses have 
been achieved immediately (Davies 2011), and this has encouraged farmer adoption 
of this technique.

Water repellence: Native vegetation can induce water repellence (McGhie 1980). 
Nevertheless, Australian sandy soils that contain less than 3% clay are also capable 
of becoming water repellent within 10 years of agriculture practices (Crabtree 1983). 
The sands develop a wax coat around individual sand particles (Mashum et al. 1988). 
The wax is the remnant of plant residue decomposition, and it causes water to run to the 
lowest-lying hollows, causing wetting in preferred pathways. Such a phenomenon 
exists across several countries. However, Australia has the largest area, with about 
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5 million ha naturally predisposed to the problem (Summers 1987; Crabtree and 
Henderson 1999; Cann 2000).

This problem is debilitating to farming. King (1981) discusses crops and weeds 
germinating over a 3-month period and how water repellence makes weed con-
trol very difficult. Nutrients are tied up in the dry topsoil, and microbial activity is 
restricted. Insects can become established on the first flush of emerging weeds that 
typically grow in the hollows, making later-emerging weeds, in colder conditions, 
more exposed to insect attack.

Several solutions have been adopted to overcome the problem. The most common 
and successful technique is to apply clay to the topsoil and physically mix the sand 
into the clay such that the top 15 cm of soil now contains an average of 3%–5% clay 
(Cann 2000). The hydrophilic nature of the clay overcomes the hydrophobic nature 
of the waxed sand. The technique is called “claying,” and it is considered a likely 
permanent solution. After claying, farmers typically revert back to no-tillage.

In some environments, no-till can reduce the impact of water repellence. The 
technique requires disc seeders, continuous no-till, full stubble retention, no sheep 
in the farming system, and no pulse crops in the rotation (Margaret Roper, personal 
communication). The less tillage, the better, and indeed work by Roper at Munglinup 
(Western Australia) has shown that such a system creates biopores that assist in soil 
wetting. It is not clear if this option has broad applicability, though.

Compaction: Soil compaction is a real constraint, although subtle and often 
unseen. The driving of vehicles across paddocks causes compaction at up to 50-cm 
depth (Ellington 1986). This compaction restricts root growth. Farming with live-
stock can also cause surface compaction. Some soils, with shrink-and-swell clay 
characteristics, can self-heal, while others, like loamy sands, do not and may require 
deep tillage to ameliorate them (Jarvis 2000). Improved microbial activity, as a result 
of no-tillage and stubble retention, also helps to soften soils.

A combination of controlled traffic and no-till has been shown to give strong yield 
improvements and enables soils to soften (Tullberg et al. 1998). The technique has 
been readily enabled by GPS-guided farming machinery with matching implement 
widths and is becoming increasingly adopted.

Waterlogging and sodicity: These two degradation issues are restricted to small 
areas of the Australian cropping landscape. No-till enables more diverse crop rota-
tions, which help manage waterlogging. Permanent raised beds (PRBs) are also used 
with good effect (Bakker et al. 2005). Sodicity is improved with no-till and further 
improved with the addition of gypsum.

Australia is a harsh and unforgiving countryside, due to some poor soils and 
erratic weather where drought and floods are common. Australian farmers had to 
make radical adaptations to their agricultural practices to minimize the extent of 
soil degradation. The standout and single most successful soil management strategy, 
which has had almost complete adoption in Western Australia, is no-till. No-till 
adoption was largely and proudly farmer led, with minimal government support or 
investment. The Australian farmer groups, the universities, and the Australian and 
state governments each play a necessary part in monitoring and providing insight into 
the best practices to help overcome soil degradation and even to improve Australian 
soils over their natural state.
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14.5.3.3  China
Conservation agriculture for soil conservation: China is paying more attention to 
tilled soils being more susceptible to water and wind erosion. The best solution to 
control water and soil erosion is to eliminate tillage. Practices that improve water 
use efficiency and natural resource management by reducing runoff and erosion are 
of great importance. Therefore, the adoption of CA practices, providing more resi-
due cover and less soil disturbance, has received considerable attention. Since their 
beginnings in response to issues from the American “dust bowl” era, several decades 
of development have demonstrated that CA systems are a valuable means of reducing 
erosion by both water and wind (Uri et al. 1998) because of low soil disturbance and 
soil surface protection with crop residues.

Conventional tillage (CT) in dryland farming areas of northern China includes 
moldboard plowing to a depth of about 20 cm, followed by harrowing, hoeing, roll-
ing, and leveling. All the residues in the fields are removed for animals or as fuel 
before plowing. In some parts of northern China, particularly in the North China 
Plain, burning crop residue has increased during the last decades.

Long-term moldboard plowing and residue removal/burning have increased the 
risks of wind and water erosion and the formation of hardpan in the deep soil layer. It 
has also resulted in poor soil physical and chemical properties, as well as high inputs 
of energy and labor, which apparently lead to low farmer incomes. To address these 

Table 14.3
Magnitudes of Soil Sediment Transport in Comparisons of CA and CT 

Region Testing Site Collection Time CA (g) CT (g) Reduction (%)

Loess Plateau of 
China

Yanggao, Shanxi March 25, 2004–
April 3, 2004

8.4 15.1 44.7

Northeast ridge 
tillage areas

Lingyuan, 
Liaoning

March 25, 2004–
April 3, 2004

16.3 10.2 37.3

North China 
Plain

Fengning, Hebei March 22, 2002–
April 21, 2002

12.7 42.5 70.0

Zhangbei, Hebei April 8, 2002–
May 8, 2002

12.7 42.5 70.0

Changping, 
Beijing

March 28, 2005–
April 17, 2005

16.7 19.0 12.1

Yanqing, Beijing March 16, 2005–
March 20, 2005

4.2 5.0 17.0

Farming—
pastoral areas

Chifeng, Inner 
Mongolia

April 22, 2003–
May 3, 2003

4.7 7.1 34.2

Zhenglanqi, 
Inner Mongolia

March 23, 2003–
April 27, 2003

11.3 25.0 54.8

Wuchuan, Inner 
Mongolia

March 26, 2003–
April 6, 2003

2.9 7.4 61.6

Northwest China Hetian, Xinjiang March 16, 2004–
April 27, 2004

7.4 105.5 92.9Is this the cor-
rect date?
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problems, various kinds of CA practices have been developed in northern China, 
such as no-till, controlled traffic, and PRBs, leading to a range of beneficial effects 
on soil quality, including increase in SOM, decrease in bulk density and improve-
ment in soil structure, higher infiltration rate, greater soil moisture holding capacity, 
and reduced runoff and erosion (Bai et al. 2008; Gao et al. 2008; Chen et al. 2008).

Effect of CA on wind erosion: Research measuring springtime wind erosion losses 
in the Yanggao region of the Loess Plateau has shown that CA treatments reduced 
topsoil loss by 44.7% compared to CT (Table 14.3). At nine other sites across north-
ern and north central China, from the dry, windy conditions of the far west to the 
relatively temperate plains in the Beijing area, CA treatments consistently reduced 
springtime wind erosion losses from 12% to 93% depending upon the measurement 
duration, ambient conditions, and erosive winds (Table 14.3).

14.6 � Integrating Sustainable Soil Management 
Principles into Farming Systems

Sustainable soil management and crop production principles of CA can be integrated 
into most if not all types of production or farming systems. This is because they 
provide the ecological underpinnings to production and farming systems to generate 
greater productivity and environmental benefits. Below are some examples.

Organic agriculture based on CA can lead to greater soil health and productivity, 
increased efficiency of use of organic matter, and reduction in use of energy. Organic 
CA farming is already being practiced on a smaller scale in the United States, Brazil, 
and Germany, as well as by subsistence CA farmers in Africa and elsewhere. Tillage-
based organic farming is often characterized more by what practices it excludes from 
its production systems than by what it actually does to harness sustainable produc-
tion intensification and ecosystem services. Introducing CA principles into organic 
farming would reduce soil disturbance, improve weed control with mulch cover and 
crop diversification, and generate greater amounts of organic matter from in situ 
sources within a more diversified cropping system involving legumes (Altieri et al. 
2012).

Agroforestry systems involve the cultivation of woody perennials and annual 
crops together in a sustainable manner and are increasingly practiced in degraded 
areas with perennial legumes (Saha 2010). CA works well with trees and shrubs 
and within agroforestry and related systems. In fact, several tree crop systems in 
the developing and developed regions already practice some form of CA, but these 
systems can be further enhanced with improved crop associations including legumes 
and integration with livestock. Alley cropping has been one innovation in this area 
that is beginning to offer productivity, economic, and environmental benefits to pro-
ducers (Sims et al. 2009).

CA with trees has now become an important option for many farming situations, 
particularly in the tropics. These CA systems incorporate varying densities of fertil-
izer trees in order to enhance biological nitrogen fixation, increase biomass produc-
tion for surface residue, and conserve moisture. They have become the basis for major 
scaling-up programs with hundreds of thousands of farmers in Zambia, Malawi, 
Niger, and Burkina Faso (Garrity et al. 2010; Garrity 2011). The incorporation of the 
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indigenous acacia species Faidherbia albida into maize-based conservation agri-
culture in Zambia on a large scale is a noteworthy example. These programs have 
demonstrated the practical opportunities for combining fertilizer trees with CA in 
both small-scale and commercial-scale farming systems.

Shifting agriculture, also referred to as “swidden” or “slash and burn,” entails 
the clearing of land to prepare a cultivation plot and subsequently returning this 
to regrowth and eventual natural reforestation, during which damaged soil struc-
ture and depleted “indigenous” plant nutrients are restored. Shifting cultivation has 
acquired a negative connotation, particularly because of the burning of vegetation. 
However, for sustainable intensification, such systems can be adapted to follow CA 
principles, changing from slash-and-burn systems into slash-and-mulch systems 
with diversified cropping (including legumes and perennial crops) that reduce the 
need for extra land clearing.

The System of Rice Intensification (SRI) has taken root on an international scale 
in more than 40 countries across all developing regions, including China, India, 
Indonesia, and Vietnam, moving beyond its origins in Madagascar (De Laulanié 
1993). Trained farmers have shown SRI to offer higher income and productivities 
(use efficiencies) of inputs of labor, nutrients, and water, and to require less seeds, 
water, energy, fertilizer, and labor compared with conventional irrigated or rainfed 
flooded rice production systems. SRI advantages have been shown to apply to tra-
ditional as well as modern cultivars. As with crops in CA systems, SRI phenotypes 
are widely reported by farmers to be less susceptible to pest and disease damage. 
The SRI production concept has been defined on the basis of a set of practices (i.e., 
seedlings 10 days of age for transplanting, or direct seeding; single plant; wide spac-
ing; mainly moist, not saturated and flooded, soil water regimes; regular weeding to 
also facilitate soil aeration; and liberal use of organic fertilizers) (Uphoff et al. 2011; 
Kassam et al. 2011c; Uphoff and Kassam 2009). An SRI system based on CA prin-
ciples is being practiced on permanent nontilled raised beds as well as in unpuddled 
paddies in Asian countries, thus eliminating puddling and the soil-disturbing ways 
of weeding (Sharif 2011). The wheat–rice cropping system in the Indo-Gangetic 
Plains involves the production of no-till wheat over some 3 million ha with residues 
from the previous rice crop providing soil cover. It would now seem appropriate to 
introduce no-till SRI rice in the wheat–rice cropping system and manage the crop-
ping system based on the CA principles.

14.6.1 C rop Management Practices and Sustainable Soil Management

Standard agronomic crop management practices comprise crop and cultivar choice, 
crop establishment and yield response to water, crop genetic improvement, pest man-
agement, fertilizer and nutrient management, and crop rotation and intensification. 
Individual crop management practices that form a constituent part of good integrated 
production systems are often interrelated. The interactions among practices can work 
synergistically to produce outcomes in terms of productivity via improvements in 
conditions of the soil as a rooting medium, enabling the better expression of plants’ 
genetic and epigenetic potentials. For example, for a given amount of rainfall, soil 
moisture availability to plants depends on how the soil surface, SOM, soil structure, 
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and plant root systems are managed. Also, high water productivities under good soil 
moisture supply are possible only when plant nutrition is adequate. Similarly, no 
amount of fertilizer application and use of modern varieties will improve water use 
efficiency and water productivity if the soil has a hardpan in the rooting zone or if the 
soil has little organic matter to build and maintain good soil structure and porosity 
for maximum moisture storage and root growth. Equally, without the maintenance 
of good water infiltration and without soil cover to minimize evaporation from the 
soil surface, it is not possible to fully optimize and maximize water use and water 
productivity. Another example is the above-described SRI system: the interrelation 
of the soil characteristics, providing an optimal rooting environment, allowing dif-
ferent plant spacings, which can lead to different phenotypic plant development as 
compared to conventional practices.

Thus, agricultural soils maintained in good health and quality will offer the pos-
sibility of making optimum soil moisture and nutrients available for crop produc-
tion over the period of the crops’ development and of optimal input use efficiencies 
through good agronomic manipulation or good crop management. However, good 
crop management is not an independent variable but a function of how sustainably 
the production system as a whole is being managed in order to maintain or intensify 
production while harnessing the desired ecosystem services.

14.6.2 � Sustainable Soil Management with Intercropping as 
an Alternative in Permanent No-Till Systems

In tropical regions, the high rate of organic material decomposition associated with 
warm and wet climate conditions is a challenge to meeting the prerequisite of per-
manent soil cover required by CA. Most of the straw input, even when maintained 
on the soil surface, is decomposed in 20 to 60 days according to the C/N ratio, N 
content, and lignin content of plant material. This fact results in bare soil and risk of 
soil erosion and degradation. Also, the weed infestation, depletion of SOM, nutrient 
leaching, and soil compaction are processes associated with bare soils in the tropics. 
The decrease in soil productivity as a consequence of deterioration in soil quality is 
a threat to permanent no-till in the tropics. In order to overcome this situation, the 
farmers try to increase the amount of crop residue input and select pearl millet as a 
grass-type cover crop in order to maintain soil cover for a longer period.

The use of perennial forage plants, such as Brachiaria, intercropped with grain 
crops is a promising alternative to providing greater soil sustainability in no-till sys-
tems in tropical Brazil. The large-scale success of Brachiaria in strengthening soil 
and production sustainability in Brazil provides a specific example of why partici-
pating crops in no-till cropping systems are important to both sustainable soil man-
agement as well as sustainable production. There are many species of Brachiaria 
that were introduced from Africa into Central Brazil in the early 1960s, the most 
common being Brachiaria brizantha, B. decumbens, and B. ruziziensis (Landers 
2007). The best Brachiaria intercrop alternative with corn has been investigated 
with N fertilization. The straw of Brachiaria in combination with corn stalks can 
input as much as 17 tons of dry mass per hectare and provide soil cover for more than 
100 days. Brachiaria pastures on cerrado soils can last up to 5 years and can raise 
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average livestock carrying capacity from 0.3 to 1.0 AU/ha (Machedo 1997). It has 
been estimated that some 85% of pastures in the cerrado are Brachiaria (Landers 
2007).

Brachiaria has a deep, well-developed root system that can penetrate depths of 
more than 1 m, with at least 20% of the total root system present below 0.30 m. 
Intercropping increases soil aggregation and stability of aggregates, lessens bulk 
density, and increases macroporosity and water infiltration.

The total dry biomass of a Brachiaria root system can reach 1.7 t ha–1. This fact is 
important for cycling nutrients like potassium, magnesium, sulfur, and nitrogen that 
are subject to leaching in tropical agriculture soils. The Brachiaria mulch decreases 
the soil temperature, keeping the soil environment cool and wet, thus increasing 
soil biological activity. Therefore, the intercrop system is very efficient in nutrient 
cycling and reducing nutrient losses by runoff and leaching.

This intercrop system can sequester soil carbon in the range of 0.5 to 1.0 t C ha–1 
year–1. These rates are double those for regular no-till carbon sequestration with 
systems that have only a tillage change grain crops held constant. The soil loss was 
reduced to the range of 0 to 3 t ha–1 year–1, which is around three times lower than 
other no-till grain systems, and it is in equilibrium with soil formation.

The large amount of aboveground Brachiaria biomass is important to reduce 
weed infestation, especially with Conyza bonariensis, Commelina benghalensis, 
Euphorbia heterophyla, and Cenchurs echinatus. Weed infestations are one of the 
most serious threats to continuous no-till in the tropics. The total weed reduction 
provided by Brachiaria generally is in the range of 30%–70%.

Brachiaria can suppress important diseases of soybean and black beans such as 
Fusarium solani infestation by approximately 60%. Also, Rhizoctonia solani can 
be reduced by Brachiaria intercropped with grain crop production. One of the most 
common pathogens in the South American tropics is Sclerotinia sclerotiorum, and 
the combination of a grain crop with Brachiaria is one of the best options to reduce 
this disease. Intercropped Brachiaria and maize provides competitive maize yields 
and forage to cattle during an otherwise fallow period, providing income diversifica-
tion. This system is an important option to sustain no-till for the long term in tropi-
cal environments. It has restored degraded pastureland and degraded forestland in 
Central Brazil.

14.6.3 C rop–Livestock Integration for Sustainable Soil Management

Pastureland has important ecological functions. It often contains a high percentage of 
perennial grasses, which have the ability to sequester and safely store high amounts 
of carbon in the soil at rates that exceed by far those of annual crops. This capac-
ity can be enhanced with appropriate management, for example, replacing exported 
nutrients, maintaining diversity in plant species, and allowing for sufficient recovery 
periods between use by grazing or cutting. In conventional farming systems, there is 
a clear distinction between arable crops and, mostly permanent, pastureland. Under 
CA-based farming, this distinction does not exist anymore, since annual crops may 
rotate into pasture and vice versa without the destructive intervention of soil tillage, 
just an additional element of cropping diversity.
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Integrated crop–livestock systems including trees and pasture have long been 
a foundation of agriculture. In recent decades, there have been practical innova-
tions that harness synergies between the production sectors of crops, livestock, and 
agroforestry that ensure economic and ecological sustainability while providing a 
flow of valued ecosystem services. System integration increases environmental and 
livelihood resilience through increased biological diversity, effective/efficient nutri-
ent cycling/recycling, improved soil health, and enhanced forest preservation and 
contributes to adaptation and mitigation of climate change. The integration of pro-
duction sectors can enhance livelihood diversification and efficiency through opti-
mization of production inputs including labor, offer resilience to economic stresses, 
and reduce risks (Landers 2007; FAO 2010).

Integration can be on-farm as well as on an area-wide/catchment (three-dimensional) 
basis. Successful crop–livestock integration should be seen through the lens of nutri-
ent use efficiency and nutrient cycling benefits, of ecosystem health advantages, and 
of positive biosecurity outcomes, all of which are strong public goods. Successful 
integration can also halt and reverse land degradation. In many fragile ecosystems, 
livestock is the mainstay of livelihoods, but at the same time, uncontrolled grazing 
can lead to land degradation. Under such cases, the issue of mutually beneficial 
area integration between the primary and secondary production sectors must be 
addressed at the community and regional levels. Issues to be addressed include 
dynamic grazing and functional biomass management, species composition for feed 
quality and ecosystem services, and matching stocking rate to carrying capacity in 
the context of the prevailing climatic and landscape variability in space and time. In 
extensive rangeland systems, greater precision in matching stocking rate with feed 
availability and the exposure time to the recovery requirements of vegetation is pos-
sible with satellite-guided overhead remote-sensing systems (FAO 2010).

14.6.4 F arm Power and Mechanization for Sustainable Soil Management

One of the most important yet commonly overlooked inputs in agricultural produc-
tion systems is farm power. Lack of sufficient farm power in many countries is a 
bottleneck to increasing and intensifying production, especially where it depends on 
manual or animal traction power.

Farmers working manually on average can feed only three other persons. With 
animal traction, one farmer can feed six other persons, and with a tractor, the num-
ber further increases to 50 or more persons (Legg et al. 1993). Labor output levels 
vary widely according to the mechanization level and climatic conditions, and there 
is a clear correlation between the production levels and the farm power input (Giles 
1975; Wieneke and Friedrich 1989), but they also depend on the kind of farming sys-
tem used (Zweier 1985; Doets et al. 2000). At each of these levels, the energy for the 
respective farm power needs to be supplied, either through human food, animal feed, 
or tractor fuel, which could also be biofuel. Bearing in mind the pressure to produce 
more food for an increased population, increasingly concentrated in urban centers 
(already now about 50% of the population no longer lives in rural areas), the need for 
increased mechanization of agricultural crop production becomes obvious (Mrema 
1996). It is worth noting that suitable mechanization options can lead to improved 
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energy efficiency in crop production, leading to better sustainability, higher produc-
tive capacity, and lower environmental damage (Baig and Gamache 2009; Lindwall 
and Sonntag 2010).

Suitable CA mechanical technologies are commercially available for all technol-
ogy levels, from the small farmer using exclusively manual power to the large-scale 
mechanized farmer applying precision farming with satellite guidance. However, 
small-scale hand and animal traction tools and equipment for CA so far are easily 
accessible only to farmers in Southern Brazil and Paraguay, while single-axle trac-
tors with CA attachments can be found on the market only in Bangladesh and Brazil. 
The actual challenge is to improve the accessibility and commercial availability of 
such tools and equipment for the smallholder farmer in Africa and Asia, as well as 
in parts of Latin America. In several developing and middle-income countries in 
Africa and Asia, small workshops and manufacturers are now starting to produce 
manual and animal traction no-till planters as well as tractor-drawn direct seeding 
equipment (Friedrich and Kassam 2011; Sims et al. 2011).

Modern technologies do allow a much more efficient use of energy and other 
production inputs, and they have also been instrumental for allowing ecologi-
cally oriented crop production concepts, such as CA, to develop. A crucial input 
into the development and increased adoption of CA is direct seeding technol-
ogy, which enables the establishment of crops in undisturbed soils. These modern 
mechanized technologies have contributed to the success and area spread of CA, 
which facilitates also the improved delivery of ecosystem services and allows the 
development toward sustainable agriculture through the reduction of waste and 
an increased input efficiency (Baker et al. 2007). Yet, in addition, agricultural 
mechanization can also directly—with more precise application equipment for 
agricultural inputs and the additional use of precision farming tools—contribute 
to a reduction in input use. GIS technologies further allow control of traffic of 
agricultural machinery, so as to minimize areas of soil compaction and, with this, 
facilitate the development of a functioning soil ecosystem, increasing at the same 
time the energy efficiency of crop production systems (Tullberg 2007; Wang et al. 
2009).

14.7 �La rge-Scale Landscape-Level Benefits 
from Sustainable Soil Management

Benefits from sustainable production systems are scale independent. They do occur 
at the field-point scale, but benefits accrue to landscapes, farms, communities, and 
regions. The four major sets of benefits from sustainable soil management and pro-
duction systems are as follows:

	 1.	Higher stable production output, productivity, and profitability
	 2.	Adaptation to climate change and reduced vulnerability
	 3.	Enhanced ecosystem functioning and services
	 4.	Reduced greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and “carbon footprint” of 

agriculture
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All these are of direct benefit to producers and society as a whole. The relevant 
socioeconomic indicators include the following: farm profit, factor productivity (effi-
ciency), amount of pesticides applied per unit of output, yield per unit area and per 
farmer practicing sustainable intensified systems, and stability of production. The 
relevant ecosystem service indicators include the following: clean water provision-
ing from catchment areas under an intensive agriculture area; reduced erosion, both 
wind and water (Mello and Raij 2006; Laurent et al. 2011); increased biodiversity/
wildlife within agricultural landscapes; and increase in carbon sequestration and 
reduction in carbon footprint and GHG emissions of methane and nitrous oxide 
(Baig and Gamache 2009; Kassam et al. 2011c; FAO 2012).

It is important to identify key indicators that would detect changes in the desired 
direction at the field, farm, and physiographic landscape level within whose boundary 
the farm is located and whose management has an impact on the aggregate behavior 
of the landscape as a whole. CA-based ecosystem services operate in different parts of 
the world and include the following: the agricultural carbon offset scheme in Alberta, 
Canada; the hydrological services from the Paraná III Basin in Brazil; the control of 
soil erosion in Andalusia, Spain; the controlling of water erosion and dust storms and 
combating of desertification and drought in the Loess Plateau of the Yellow River 
basin in China; and reducing susceptibility/increasing resilience to land degradation 
in Western Australia. Controlling land degradation, particularly soil erosion, caused 
by tillage, exposed soils, and depletions of SOM, has been a main objective of most 
of such initiatives. Such landscape schemes are possible only when the landscape has 
a contiguous network of sustainable soil management that mediates such large-scale 
environmental and economic benefits to the producers and rural as well as urban soci-
ety. With sustainable soil management practices being applied over large areas, it is 
then possible to overlay landscape-level development programs to harness large-scale 
ecosystem services such as carbon sequestration in Alberta, Canada; water-related 
services in Paraná Basin, Brazil; or erosion control in Andalusia, Spain.

14.7.1 C anada: Carbon Offset Scheme in Alberta

The province of Alberta has operated a GHG offset system since 2007 that allows 
regulated companies to offset their emissions by purchasing verified tonnes from 
a range of approved sources including agriculture projects (Haugen-Kozyra and 
Goddard 2009). This compliance system for large emitters has provided a rich venue 
for learning on behalf of all players—the regulated companies, government, scien-
tists, consultants, aggregator companies, and farmers. Climate change legislation 
was amended in 2007 to require regulated companies to reduce their emissions to 
a set target below their 2003–2005 baseline. If they could not achieve their target 
in any year, they could settle their accounts with any of three options: pay into a 
research fund at a fixed rate of C$15 per tonne CO2e; trade emission performance 
credits if they were generated by any company reducing emissions beyond their tar-
get; or purchase verified offsets generated within Alberta using Alberta government-
approved protocols. The latter option triggered interest and activities in developing 
protocols across all industrial sectors including agriculture. Offset tonnes trade at 
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a discount to the C$15 fund payment option in order to cover the aggregation and 
transaction costs.

The Alberta government provides the enabling legislation and regulations. They 
also provide oversight of protocol development and approvals. Beyond that, the pri-
vate sector invests in development of protocols, aggregation of offsets and assembly 
of projects, third-party verification of projects, and the bilateral sales to the regulated 
emitters. A nongovernment agency, Climate Change Central, also plays a role of 
facilitator and is the designated operator of the registry of the offsets. All verified 
tonnes are serialized and tracked by the registry through to the retirement (used for 
a compliance year) of a particular tonne. The regulator/government ministry holds 
annual review meetings with the players in the market to review performance, new 
developments, regulatory changes, and guidance. The amount of offsets used by 
companies for compliance has been relatively consistent at about 36% of the total 
annual accounts (CCC 2011). Agricultural offsets have contributed about 36%–40% 
of all offsets. The most popular protocol has been the Tillage System protocol, which 
acknowledges the soil carbon sequestration through implementation of no-till prac-
tices. The Tillage System protocol has contributed over 8 million tonnes of offsets 
worth C$100 million over the last 5 years of the offset system.

The offset system has had many co-benefits beyond reducing GHG emissions and 
reducing the C footprint of industries. Scientists come together in helping to develop 
protocols and share a systems view of the production system under review. Science 
and policy come together and integrate to form protocols and develop a market. 
The private sector of aggregator and verification companies have integrated efforts 
and developed streamlined systems to bring offsets to market efficiently. Farmers 
have developed improved production and record systems. Very often, the financial 
benefits to the farmer by adopting a protocol far exceed any offset payment for the 
GHG savings portion. All players are now further along the capacity curve to be 
in a better position to see and take advantage of other ecosystem good and service 
opportunities.

14.7.2  Brazil: Watershed Services in the Paraná Basin

As part of a strategy for improvement, conservation, and sustainable use of natural 
resources, the Itaipú Dam Programa Cultivando Água Boa (“cultivating good water”) 
has established a partnership with farmers to achieve their goals in the Paraná III 
Basin located in the western part of Paraná State on the Paraguay border (ITAIPU 
2011; Mello and van Raij 2006). The dam’s reservoir depends on the sustainable use 
and management of soil and water in the watershed/catchment for efficient electric-
ity generation. Sediments and nutrients entering the reservoir resulting from inap-
propriate land use pollute the water used by the turbines to generate electricity. This 
phenomenon shortens the reservoir’s useful life and increases the maintenance costs 
of power-generating turbines, increasing therewith electricity generation costs. Thus, 
in principle, payments could be made through a program to improve the conditions 
of electricity generation. The spatial unit covered by this program is the whole water-
shed/catchment. Functioning as a community joining many farmers in the water-
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shed, they reach a scale where environmental impact can be monitored with suitable 
indicators to establish a system of payment for environmental services.

One of the partnerships established in the Cultivando Água Boa program and 
developed through an agreement with the Brazilian No-Till Federation (FEBRAPDP) 
is the Participatory Methodology for Conservation Agriculture Quality Assessment 
(Laurent et al. 2011), based upon former positive experiences with catchment devel-
opment in Brazil. The first phase in the program is that the partners plan to measure 
the impacts of farm management through a scoring system indicating how much 
each farm is contributing to the improvements of the water conditions. (The system is 
available online in Portuguese at http://plantio.hidroinformatica.org/.) In this regard, 
a scoring index model for rating the quality of no-till systems has been devised. The 
model relies on expert knowledge and is being applied to identify soil erosion and 
land degradation risks arising from any weakness in the adopted CA practices, and 
possible action needed to address the weakness (Roloff et al. 2011). Consolidating 
this phase and adapting the principles established for the “water producer” by the 
National Water Agency, the partners will assign values to ecosystem services gener-
ated from farms participating in the program (ANA 2011). Considering the polluter/
payer and provider/receiver principles set in the Brazilian Water Resources Policy, 
farmers with good scores will be paid for their proactive action to deliver watershed 
services once the Paraná Watershed Plan is established. This will be a new frame-
work for services provided by farmers as compensation for their proactive approach 
to improve the reservoir water quality and reduce costs for electricity generation by 
the Itaipú Dam.

14.7.3  Spain: Soil Conservation in Olive Groves

Olive orchards are an important agroecosystem in the Mediterranean. Andalusia, 
the southernmost region of Spain, is the main olive cultivation area in the world as it 
produces a third of the world’s olive oil, and around 1.5 Mha or 17% of the surface 
area is covered with olive groves (Gomez et al. 2009a), which account for 60% of 
the Spanish olive growing area. Historically, olive cropping has been concentrated 
on hilly lands, where soil erosion happens to be a very severe and widespread prob-
lem. Locally, historical soil loss rates have been reported to reach up to 184 Mg ha−1 

year−1 (Vanwalleghem et al. 2010). Erratic but high-intensity rainfall especially dur-
ing winter, but also the management of the orchards, lies at the origin of soil erosion. 
Commercial olive orchards, mainly grown under rainfed conditions, are character-
ized by extremely adverse management conditions as farmers tend to till intensively 
to avoid competition of weeds with tree water and nutrient uptake. Therefore, simple 
conservation strategies, such as no-till with natural vegetation or the establishment 
of cover crops, are not easily adopted by farmers. Conventional tillage has been the 
dominant management system in olive orchards over the last decades. The combina-
tion of this human-induced low vegetation cover with the steep slope gradients on 
which these orchards are located, together with the high-intensity rainfall events that 
characterize the Mediterranean climate, explains why high soil erosion rates have 
been associated with olive oil production (Beaufoy 2001).
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Despite these alarming erosion rates that have been reported in olive groves on 
sloping and mountainous land, there are authors questioning the severity and extent 
of water erosion in olive orchards in southern Spain (Fleskens and Stroosnijder 
2007). Other authors, however, insist on soil erosion being a widespread threat to the 
sustainable land use through olive production (Gomez et al. 2008; Vanwalleghem 
et al. 2010, 2011). Moreover, land use change and the abandonment of the terraced 
slopes, functioning as anthropic hydrological infrastructures, which protected the 
soil and preserved the natural vegetation in the recent past, have been progressively 
collapsing, mainly due to the rapid removal of the soil, causing important land deg-
radation problems (Dunjó et al. 2003).

Despite the gradual introduction of no-till as the soil management system in olive 
groves, a first agri-environmental measure scheme was introduced in Andalucía in 
the late 1990s aiming to fight soil erosion in olive orchards mainly by vegetation 
cover between trees and natural vegetation on the land borders. Other soil erosion 
control practices were also promoted such as soil tillage along contour lines and 
the maintenance of pruning residues in the interrow space (Franco and Calatrava 
2006). The adoption especially of no-till increased tremendously from 1995 onward 
and covers today, depending on the study region, between 50% and 95% of the area 
under olive production (Franco and Calatrava 2006; Leyva et al. 2007; Martinez 
2009).

Despite this notable progress in terms of adoption of soil conservation measures 
in the case of perennial crop production in Spain (Table 14.4), there are still regions 
where the adoption of soil conservation practices is  very low, and, in general, there 
is much room left for the extension of policy measures to mitigate and invert soil deg-
radation (Calatrava et al. 2011). In addition, the findings of Gomez et al. (2009b) that 

Table 14.4
Evolution of the Area Under Cover Crop Soil Management Systems in Total 
Woody Crops and Olives in Spain

2011 % 2010 % 2009 % 2006 %

Total woody 
crops (ha)

4.932.002 100 4.986.046 100 5.043.896 100 5.039.440 100

With cover 
crops (ha)

1.178.297   23.9 1.218.726   24.4 1.066.182   21.1 836.731   16.6

With no-till 
(bare soil) (ha)

453.219   92 443.309     8.9 431.472   8.6 347.449   6.9

Olives, total 
area (ha)

2.580.577 100 2.572.793 100 2.568.383 100 2.476.540 100

Olives with 
cover crops 
(ha)

680.510   26.4 683.363   26.6 627.1668   24.4 438.828   17.7

Olives no-till 
(bare soil) (ha)

341.674   13.2 328.716   12.8 299.711   11.7 225.998   9.1

Source:	 ESYRCE 2006, 2009, 2010, 2011.
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bare soil, though untilled, is capable of providing more runoff and sediment yield in 
olive groves under certain conditions should be seriously taken into account while 
designing conservation strategies. Those have to be driven by their real delivery of 
ecosystem services and not just by cost-effective minimal conservation approaches. 
The faster adoption of cover crops compared with no-till as a soil conservation mea-
sure in perennial woody crops, and especially in olives (Table 14.4), can therefore be 
considered an important step toward the mitigation of soil erosion and degradation.

14.8 �P olicy, Institutional, Technology, 
and Knowledge Implications

An enabling policy and institutional environment is needed to promote sustainable 
soil management for agriculture development, which in practice entails a change 
in process in which interested stakeholders become engaged to produce, in nonde-
structive ways, based on available and affordable resources, agricultural products 
desired by the producers, individual groups, and society. However, it is necessary 
to implement an enabling environment to promote farmers’ interest in undertak-
ing sustainable soil management and production intensification and maintenance of 
ecosystem services. For this, given the necessary understanding, the requirements 
include effective and integrated development planning and policies backed up by 
relevant research and advisory/extension systems, and the mobilization of concerned 
stakeholders in all sectors.

14.8.1 � Policy and Institutional Support

Principles of sustainable soil management for agriculture production based on an 
ecosystem approach form the basis for good agricultural land use and management. 
It indicates the urgent need for a significant change in “mind-set” concerning care of 
the soil and landscape, after the realization that erosion of soil (deemed a major and 
continuing problem) is a consequence rather than a prime cause of land degradation, 
in as much as loss of stable soil aggregates and their counterpart spaces in the soil 
precedes the accumulation of runoff. This understanding has major implications for 
how best to encourage and achieve sustainability of productive land uses. It indicates 
the need to respect and make best and careful use of agroecosystem processes, rather 
than try to usurp their functions by use of technologies that prove to be inimical to 
soil life and therefore not suitable or ecologically sustainable.

Policy coherence and cohesion are critical as all governments already have a num-
ber of institutions involved in caring for the development of their natural resources. 
However, the fragmented nature of their organizational arrangement across several 
ministries (e.g., Agriculture, Forestry, National Parks, Energy, Water), the discon-
nection from production sectors, and nonworkable relationships within a government 
often inhibit their full effectiveness.

At national and state levels, the adoption of CA policies is often congruent and 
supportive of other policies related to the environment, natural resources, energy 
efficiencies, and more recently, climate change. Policy makers need to both align and 
document the support, compatibilities, and synergies that may arise from suggested 
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CA policies. Since CA is a systems approach, policy impacts are numerous and 
interrelated.

At an agriculture sector level, CA is compatible with robust policies for innova-
tion, technologies, diversity, resource conservation, enterprise risk management, and 
community development. Policy research and analysis is needed to identify sector 
policies and institutions that publically fund policies that are counter to CA adop-
tion, societal values, and government directions. For example, some governments 
have historically had fuel subsidies for farmers to reduce costs (and lower income 
risks). With increasing fuel costs, the burden on society is projected to increase. CA 
realizes fossil fuel savings, so the argument for a subsidy diminishes. Crop insurance 
programs are another example where historic policies favor conventional cultivation 
systems over CA.

The private sector is another rapidly emerging champion of CA systems. Large 
retailers have adopted sustainability policies and are starting to require simple cer-
tification or proof of production practices. Practices favored are often components 
of CA systems, or conversely, full CA is the optimization of the desired production 
characteristics. The early work in life cycle analysis focused upon carbon, GHGs, or 
energy. More recently, work has moved toward more comprehensive or encompass-
ing approaches such as environmental footprints. Again, CA profiles more favorably 
than conventional production systems. Financial institutions are other players in the 
private sector that are increasingly looking at production practices of clients, includ-
ing agriculture, from an environmental risk perspective and innovation in market 
opportunities. CA receives high marks. The private sector is unique in that it can 
formulate and implement policies much more quickly than governments. The private 
sector has leading players in CA policy that governments need to pay attention to.

Thus, it is necessary to ensure that all relevant institutions in both private and 
public sectors and at all scales (international to local) have a clear awareness of the 
basic agroecological and socioeconomic principles upon which sustainable land use 
is based, and of the ways in which each institution’s particular interests and responsi-
bilities may be able to support and embody the CA principles. This commonality of 
underlying concern with the care of land, underpinning policy cohesion, will facili-
tate the needed interdisciplinary collaborations to be undertaken with farmers and 
other land users and the alignment and linkages of new progressive policies.

Agricultural development policy can and should therefore have a clear commit-
ment to sustainable soil management and production intensification. Best sustain-
able systems cannot be devised based on high-soil-disturbance agriculture. Where 
agriculture development is maintained by tillage systems, it will generally not be 
possible to maintain production intensification as well as to continue to deliver eco-
system services because of suppression of soil biotic capacities for self-repeating 
soil structure regeneration. Hence, all agricultural development activities dealing 
with crop production intensification should be assessed for their compatibility with 
dynamic ecosystem functions and their desired services. Any environmental man-
agement schemes in agriculture, including certification protocols and payments for 
environmental services that do not promote the emulation of CA principles and prac-
tices as a basis for sustainable soil management, are unlikely to be economically 
and environmentally sustainable in the long run. This does not mean that non-CA 
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alternatives based on tillage agriculture cannot be considered in new developments, 
but when they are being planned for deployment, the results in terms of output, pro-
ductivity, and ecosystem services will generally not match those from agroecologi-
cal low-disturbance systems in terms of sustainability, and the decision makers and 
policy planners must be made aware of this.

Regardless of which institution is developing or revising policies, the policies 
need to be adaptable to changing societies, changing markets, and developing farm-
ing practices. This is a case for creating adaptive policies (Swanson and Bhadwal 
2010). Analysis must be integrative and forward looking, not a reinvention of the 
past. Collective and collaborative discussions are needed to ensure that concepts and 
understanding are consistent and that all points of view result in common values and 
agreement on direction. Ultimately, adaptive policies have automatic adjustments 
that arise because the system is well understood, and policies adjust when anticipated 
conditions arise. Such is not the case with CA, and a more conservative approach of 
formal policy review and continuous learning should be favored. A key component 
of adaptive policy is to enable self-organization and social networking. Successes in 
CA are associated with these developments, and further support is needed for CA 
organizations. Finally, because CA is complex, an integrated promotion of variation 
in policy should be analyzed. If a variety of policies are directed at an issue from 
different directions or sources, and if one fails, then the others may succeed.

14.8.2 T echnology and Knowledge Support

Current crop production systems vary widely. There are many production systems 
that take a predominantly ecosystem approach and are not only productive but also 
more sustainable in terms of environmental impacts (FAO 2011b; Pisante et al. 2012). 
Such sustainable production systems, when fully developed, are based on sustainable 
soil management. They are, by definition, management and knowledge intensive and 
relatively complex systems to learn and implement as they must work with nature 
and integrate as much as possible of the natural ecosystem processes into the design 
and management of the production systems. This is a continuing task with many 
possible permutations for farmers to choose from so as to suit their local produc-
tion circumstances and constraints. They cannot be reduced to a simple standard 
technology, and thus, pioneers and early adopters face many hurdles before the full 
benefits of such systems can be realized. Indeed, the upscaling of no-tillage systems 
to achieve national impact requires a dynamic complement of enabling policies and 
institutional support to producers and supply-chain service providers.

One bottleneck is often insufficient knowledge about the new soil management 
and production system. Site-specific research is needed to assist farmers in respond-
ing to no-till soil management and production system changes such as in nutrient 
requirements and pest, disease, and weed problems, as well as for options of green 
manure cover crops to be incorporated into the crop rotations.

Farmers are not alone in the need for education. Across the countryside, farm 
consultants and input suppliers also need to learn about and understand CA systems. 
They are important partners and contributors to local clubs, farmer associations, 
and CA conferences. If field staff of consulting and retail companies understand 
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CA systems and see both what is needed at the field level for adoption and how their 
corporate culture and policies are supportive or not, they can then serve both sides 
by becoming catalysts for policy changes at the corporate level. Corporate executives 
will appreciate advice from their own staff to compare against what they are hearing 
from farmers and farm associations. Farm organizations will appreciate informed 
dialogues with consultants who are at the forefront of knowledge supporting CA. 
Consulting and farm input retailers can develop win–win situations with their clients 
and companies.

Academic institutions (universities, colleges) and large research agencies funded 
by governments or commodity commissions also need to catch up to CA through 
their policies and programs. Universities focus on training in reductionist science 
and place little effort on integrative science. CA is an integrative discipline and, 
thus, likely unfamiliar territory to those developing curricula and lecturing in the 
agriculture sciences. Similarly, large research institutions have inertia that is difficult 
to alter. They may see CA as only a deviation from conventional, intensive produc-
tion systems and study only components rather than the system. Indeed, in western 
Canada, innovative agronomic scientists with the federal agriculture department 
pushed for agronomic treatments to be imposed on no-till rather than conventional-
till plots/fields. Only in the last decade has all agronomic research at all prairie fed-
eral research stations been carried out on no-till land. Sadly, plant breeders in many 
places (Canada and elsewhere) still conduct trials and selections on tilled plots. One 
speculates as to what traits are being selected for that favor CA cropping. Disease 
or pest issues in residues have been cited as concerns as has a lack of plot-sized 
equipment.

A particular bottleneck for wide adoption of CA is the availability of suitable 
equipment. While small-scale CA can be undertaken without special tools by just 
using a narrow hoe or planting stick, the full benefits of labor saving and work pre-
cision can be achieved only using special tools or equipment. These tools all exist 
at manual, animal traction, and tractor power mechanization levels, yet their local 
availability for the farmers in most parts of the world is a real challenge. Even where 
this equipment, such as no-till planters, is on the market, it is often more expensive 
than corresponding conventional equipment and constitutes a considerable initial 
investment for the farmer. These bottlenecks can be overcome, for example, by facili-
tating input supply chains and local manufacturing of the equipment, where feasible, 
and by offering contractor services or sharing equipment among farmers in a group 
to reduce the cost for a single farmer. In most small-farm scenarios, even animal 
traction no-till planters have a working capacity that would exceed the requirements 
of a single farmer.

Knowledge, information, and technology are increasingly generated, diffused, 
and applied through the private sector. Exponential growth in information and com-
munications technology (ICT), especially the Internet, has transformed the ability 
to take advantage of knowledge developed in other places or for other purposes. 
The knowledge structure of the agricultural sector in many countries is changing 
markedly (OECD 2011), incorporating a greater awareness in education, research, 
and development of the need for ecological sustainability of agricultural production 
systems and landscape management.
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14.9  Concluding Comments

Essentially, we have two farming paradigms operating, and both aspire to manage 
the soil and landscape sustainably. The two paradigms are as follows: (1) The tillage-
based farming systems, including intensive tillage with inversion plowing during the 
last century, aim at modifying soil structure to create a clean seedbed for planting 
seeds and to bury weeds or incorporate residues. This is the interventionist paradigm 
in which most aspects of crop production are controlled by technological interven-
tions such as soil tilling; genetically engineered varieties; protective or curative pest, 
pathogen, and weed control with agrochemicals; and the application of mineral fer-
tilizers for plant nutrition. This is still the predominant cropping system around the 
world. (2) With the development of no-tillage technologies from the 1940s onward, 
and the discovery of specific farming systems since the 1970s, many of those have 
taken a predominantly ecosystem approach and are productive and ecologically sus-
tainable. This is the agroecological paradigm characterized by minimal disturbance 
of the soil and the natural environment; the use of traditional or modern adapted 
varieties; plant nutrition from organic and nonorganic sources including biological 
nitrogen fixation, feeding first of all the soil from which crops then derive a balanced 
nutrition; and the use of both natural and managed biodiversity to produce food, raw 
materials, and other ecosystem services. Crop production based on an ecosystem or 
agroecological approach can sustain the health of farmland already in use and can 
regenerate land left in poor condition by past misuse.

The core agroecological elements of sustainable soil management, and of pro-
duction intensification based on it, are the practices that implement the three prin-
ciples—minimum mechanical soil disturbance, permanent organic soil cover, and 
species diversification—plus other best practices dealing with crop management, 
including integrated pest control, plant nutrition, water management, and so forth, as 
well as the integration of pastures, trees, and livestock into the production system, 
supported by adequate and appropriate farm power and equipment. This concept 
and associated practical implications must be placed at the center of any effort to 
intensify production at any farm scale.

With suitable forms of feeding, protection, and management, the living compo-
nents of the plant/soil ecosystems integrate and energize the other key components 
of agricultural production systems—chemical, physical, hydrological—effectively 
almost free of charge. Through its capacity to reproduce itself, the soil biota sustains 
the land’s potentials and their outcomes. Damaging these capacities within agri-
cultural systems of land use, through poor husbandry of these resources, should be 
avoided since it reduces the resilience, sustainability, and potentials for intensifica-
tion of the current systems, with results that in fact can be foreseen and can therefore 
be avoided (FAO 1982).

The development of sustainable soil management and intensification systems 
requires the acceptance of these principles and finding ways to support and empower 
the producers to implement them through participatory approach/stakeholder 
engagement, policy cohesion, coherent policy and institutional support, innovative 
approaches to overcome equipment bottlenecks, and monitoring progress of change 
in production system practices and their outcomes at the farm as well as at the land-
scape level.
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There are three nested levels of economic, social, and environmental impacts that 
can be recognized for identifying, monitoring, and measuring progress by different 
stakeholders, including farmers. At level 1, it is the change in people’s concepts and 
mind-set as well as production system practices that is the goal. (For example, to 
monitor progress in the case of sustainable production systems and practices based 
on CA principles, the indicators would be the specification of effectiveness and sta-
bility of the production system, the number of farmers practicing and the area cov-
ered, and the rate of innovation.) At level 2, it is the outcomes resulting from the 
change in mind-set and practices that are being sought (e.g., yield, income, stability, 
and productivity [efficiency], as well as ecosystem services such as soil health and 
quality, SOM, biological nitrogen fixation, water infiltration, soil biota [especially 
earthworms], erosion/runoff, crop health, and specific components of biodiversity 
such as pollinator bees or natural enemies of pests or specific soil microorganisms). 
There would be outcomes on the social side such as increases in innovative farm 
business management, on-farm trialling, and social capital development in terms of 
farmers coming together to innovate and capture economies of scale. At the third 
level, it is the change in the state of the economic, social, and environmental condi-
tions of the target group and their area that is being sought. (For example, in the 
case of the environment, four parameters are important for monitoring progress—
physical state of landscape and soil quality, of functional biodiversity, and of water 
resources in quantity and quality, and climate change mitigation.) In terms of the 
change in social and economic conditions, social benefits can be decreased stress in 
the community, increased institutional innovation, stable incomes, and greater resil-
ience. This includes the target groups’ own perceptions of type and degree of change.

Our overall conclusion is that sustainable soil management as a basis for sustain-
able agricultural production is essential and practicable but depends on both how 
and what crops are grown, as well as on the engagement of all stakeholders who 
are aligned toward transforming the unsustainable tillage-based farming systems to 
conservation agriculture systems regardless of soil, climate, and farmers’ economic 
capacity to invest. It is possible to develop a sustainable production system based on 
how and what crops are grown but always following CA principles. This would allow 
the maintenance of the underpinnings of ecological sustainability of production sys-
tems in good order so that sustainable production of food and other ecosystem ser-
vices becomes the norm. This transformational change is now occurring worldwide 
on all continents and ecologies and covers nearly 10% of the global arable land.

To enable the reduction or elimination of soil degradation on all agricultural soils 
as a basis for sustainable agriculture, the following policy and institutional action 
points for policy makers and institutional decision makers are suggested:

•	 Establish clear and verifiable guidelines and protocols for agricultural pro-
duction systems, which would qualify as sustainable intensification based 
on conservation agriculture and other good practices from a socioeconomic 
and environmental point of view.

•	 Institutionalize the new way of farming with sustainable soil management 
in public-sector education and advisory services as officially endorsed 
policy.
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•	 Establish the conditions for a conducive environment to support this new 
kind of agriculture involving sustainable soil and landscape management, 
including research and technology adoption and the provision of suitable 
technologies and inputs through the commercial supply markets.

•	 Establish incentive mechanisms such as payments for environmental or 
community services, based on the adherence to the established protocols for 
sustainable soil management and production intensification, and align any 
eventually existing payments to farmers to such a service-based approach.

•	 As adoption levels of sustainable soil management increase and the sustain-
able production intensification becomes an accessible option to every farmer, 
introduce penalties for polluting or degrading ways of agricultural land use and 
landscape management as additional incentive for late adopters.

Abbreviations
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CA:	 conservation agriculture
CEC:	 cation exchange capacity
CT:	 conventional tillage
Cu:	 copper
FEBRAPDP:	 Brazilian No-Till Federation
FFHC:	 Freedom from Hunger Campaign
K:	 potassium
Mg:	 magnesium
Mn:	 manganese
Mo:	 molybdenum
N:	 nitrogen
P:	 phosphorus
POM:	 particulate organic matter
PRBs:	 permanent raised beds
S:	 sulfur
SCPI:	 sustainable crop production intensification
SRI:	 System of Rice Intensification
Zn:	 zinc

References

Acosta, J. A. A. 2005. Improving the fertilizer recommendations for nitrogen in maize, adapted 
for use in the crop production systems of conservation agriculture. Alban Programme 
Final Report, Copenhagen, and M.Sc. Thesis. Department of Soil Science, Federal 
University of Santa Maria, RS, Brazil.

Aita, C. and S. H. Giacomini. 2003. Crop residue decomposition and nitrogen release in 
single and mixed cover crops. Rev Bras Cienc Solo 27(4): 601–612. DOI: 10.1590/
S0100-06832003000400004.

Aita, C. and S. J. Giacomini. 2007. Matéria orgânica do solo, nitrogênio e enxofre nos diversos 
sistemas de exploração agrícola. In Nitrogênio e enxofre na agricultura brasileira, eds. 
T. Yamada et al., 1–41. Piracicaba, IPNI Brasil.

Edit OK?

K14957_C014.indd   387 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



388 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

Altieri, M. A, M. A. Lana, H. V. Bittencourt, A. S. Kieling, J. J. Comin, and P. E. Lovato. 2011. 
Enhancing Crop Productivity via Weed Suppression in Organic No-Till Cropping Systems 
in Santa Catarina, Brazil. J Sustain Agric 35: 1–15. DOI: 10.1080/10440046.2011.588998.

Amado, T. J. C. 1985. Relações da erosão hidrica dos solos com doses e formas de manejo 
do residuo da cultura da soja. Porto Alegre. Thesis (Mestrado Agronomía), 104. Fac. 
Agronomía, Universidade Federal do Río Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre.

Amado, T. J. C. and D. J. Reinert. 1998. Zero tillageage as a tool for sustainable agricul-
ture in South Brazil. In: Conservation Tillage for Sustainable Agriculture. Proceedings 
of the International Workshop, Harare, Zimbabwe, Annexe III: Background Papers 
(International) eds. J. Benites, E. Chuma, R. Fowler, J. Kienzle, K. Molapong, I. Manu, 
Nyagumbo, K. Steiner, and R. van Veenhuizen, June 22–27, 1998. GTZ, Eschborn.

Amado, T. J. C., J. Mielniczuk, S. B. V. Fernandes, and C. Bayer. 1999. Culturas de cobertura, 
acúmulo de nitrogênio total no solo e produtividade de milho. Rev Bras Cienc Solo 23: 
679–686.

Amado, T. J. C., J. Mielniczuk, and S. B. V. Fernandes. 2000. Leguminosas e adubaçaõ min-
eral como fontes de nitrogênio para o milho em sistemas de preparo do solo. Rev Bras 
Cienc Solo 24: 179–189.

Amado, T. J. C., C. Bayer, F. L. F. Eltz, and A. C. R. Brum. 2001. Potencial de culturas de 
cobertura em acumular carbono e nitrogênio no solo no plantio direto e a melhoria 
daqualidade ambiental. Rev Bras Cienc Solo 25: 189–197.

Amado, T. J. C., J. Mielniczuk and C. Aita. 2002. Recomendaçaõ de adubaçaõ nitrogenada 
para o milho no RS e SC adaptado ao uso de culturas de cobertura, sob sistema plantio. 
Rev Bras Cienc Solo 26: 241–248.

Amado, T. J. C., C. Bayer, P.C. Conceicaõ, E. Spagnollo, B. C. Campos, and M. da Veiga. 
2006. Potential of carbon accumulation in zero tillage soils with intensive use and cover 
crops in Southern Brazil. J Environ Qual 35: 1599–1607.

ANA 2011. Programme for Water Producers (Programa Produtor de Água). Available at http://
www2.ana.gov.br/Paginas/imprensa/noticia.aspx?id_noticia=9304.

Bai, Y. H., F. Chen, H. W. Li, H. Chen, J. He, Q. J. Wang, J. N. Tullberg, and Y. S. Gong. 2008. 
Traffic and tillage effects on wheat production on the Loess Plateau of China: 2. Soil 
physical properties. Aust J Soil Res 46: 652–658.

Baig, M. N. and P. M. Gamache. 2009: The Economic, Agronomic and Environmental Impact 
of No-Till on the Canadian Prairies. Alberta Reduced Tillage Linkages. Canada

Baker, C. J., K. E. Saxton, W. R. Ritchie, W. C. T. Chamen, D. C. Reicosky, M. F. S. Ribeiro, 
S. E. Justice, and P. R. Hobbs. 2007. No-Tillage Seeding in Conservation Agriculture 
(2nd edn). Rome: CABI and FAO.

Bakker, D. M., G. Hamilton, D. Houlbrooke, and C. Spann. 2005. The effect of raised beds on 
soil structure, waterlogging, and productivity on duplex soils in Western Australia. Aust 
J Soil Res 43: 575–585.

Balfour, E. B. 1946. The Living Soil. London: Faber & Faber Ltd.
Balota, E. L., M. Kanashiro, and A. Calegari. 1996. Adubos verdes de inverno na cultura do 

milho e a microbiologia do solo. In I Congresso Brasilero de Plantio Direto para uma 
Agricultura Sustenavel, March 18–22, 1996, 12–14. Ponta Grossa, PR, Brazil, Resumos 
expandidos.

Banks, P. A. and E. L. Robinson. 1982. The influence of straw mulch on soil reception and 
persistence of metribuzin. Weed Sci 30: 164–168.

Baveye, P. C., D. Rangel, A. R. Jacobsen, M. Laba, C. Darnault, W. Otten, R. Radulovich, 
and F. A. O. Camargo. 2011. From Dust Bowl to Dust Bowl: soils are still very much a 
frontier of science. SSAJ 75: 2037–2048.

Bayer, C. 1996. Dinâmica da matéria orgânica em sistemas de manejo de solos. PhD thesis. 
Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, Brazil.

This was not 
cited in the 
text. Please 
check.

This was not 
cited in the 
text. Please 
check.

K14957_C014.indd   388 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



389Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

Bayer, C., J. Mielniczuk, T. C. Amado, L. Martin Neto, and J. V. Fernández. 2000a. Effect of 
zero tillage cropping systems on soil organic matter storage in a clay loam Acrisol from 
southern Brazil monitored by electron spin resonance and nuclear magnetic resonance. 
Soil Till Res 53: 95–104.

Bayer, C., J. Mielniczuk, T. C. Amado, L. Martin-Neto, and J. V. Fernández. 2000b. Organic 
matter storage in a clay loam Acrisola Vected by tillage and cropping systems in south-
ern Brazil. Soil Till Res 54: 101–109.

Bayer, C., D. P. Dick, G. M. Ribeiro, and K. K. Scheuermann. 2002. Estoques de carbono em 
fraçõ es da matéria orgânica afetados pelo uso e manejo do solo, com ênfase ao plantio 
direto. Ciénc Rural 32: 401–406.

Beaufoy, G., 2001. The Environmental Impact of Olive Oil Production in the European Union: 
Practical Options for Improving the Environmental Impact. European Forum on Nature 
Conservation and Pastoralism. Available at http://ec.europa.eu/environment/agriculture/
pdf/oliveoil.pdf (last accessed September 7, 2012).

Bernoux, M., C. C. Cerri, C. E. P. Cerri et al. 2006. Cropping systems, carbon sequestration 
and erosion in Brazil, a review. Agron Sust Dev 26: 1–8.

Berton, A. L. 1998. Viabilidade do plantio direto na pequena propriedade. In Conferência 
anual de plantio direto 3, 43–48. Aldeia Norte Editoria, Passo Fundo, Brazil.

Black, A. L. 1973. Soil property changes associated with crop residue management in a 
wheat–fallow rotation. Soil Sci Soc Am J 37: 943–946.

Blevins, R. L. and W. W. Frye. 1993. Conservation tillage: An ecological approach to soil 
management. Adv Agron 51: 33–78.

Bligh, K. 1989. Narrow points. Western Australia Dept of Agric, DRM report.
Bligh, K. J. 1991. Narrow-winged seeder points reduce water erosion and maintain crop 

yields. J Agric Western Australia 32: 62–65.
Bolliger, A., J. Magid, T. J. C. Amado et al. 2006. Taking stock of the Brazilian “Zero-Till 

Revolution”: a review of landmark research and farmers’ practice. Adv Agron 91: 
47–110. DOI: 10.101§6/S0065-2113(06)91002-5.

Borges Filho, E. P. 2001. O desenvolvimento do plantio direito no Brasil: A conjunção de interesses 
entre agricultores, indú strias e estado, MSc Thesis, UNICAMP/IE, Campinas, Brazil.

Buckles, D., B. Triomphe, and G. Sain. 1998. Cover crops in hillside agriculture: Farmer inno-
vation with Mucuna, IRDC/CIMMYT, Canada.

Burle, M. L., J. Mielniczuk, and S. Focchi. 1997. Effect of cropping system on soil chemical 
characteristics, with emphasis on soil acidification. Plant Soil 190: 309–316.

CA. 2007. Water for Food, Water for Life: A Comprehensive Assessment of Water Management in 
Agriculture. London: Earthscan and Colombo: International Water Management Institute.

Calatrava, J., G. G. Barbera, and V. M. Castillo. 2011. Farming practices and policy mea-
sures for agricultural soil conservation in semi-arid Mediterranean areas: the case of the 
Guadalentin basin in southeast Spain. Land Degrad Dev 22 (1): 58–69.

Calegari, A. 2000. Adubação Verde eRotação de Culturas. In Feijão: Tecnologia de Producão, 
29–34. Instituto Agronômica do Paraná (IAPAR) Circular 135, Londrina, PR, Brazil.

Calegari, A. 2002. The spread and benefits of no–till agriculture in Paraná State, Brazil. 
In Agroecological Innovations: Increasing Food Production with Participatory 
Development, ed. N. Uphoff, 187–202. London: Earthscan.

Cann, M. A. 2000. Clay spreading on water repellent sands in the south east of South 
Australia—promoting sustainable agriculture. J Hydrol 231: 333–341.

Carver, A. J. 1981. Air Photography for Land Use Planners. Dept. of Conservation & Extension, 
Salisbury, Rhodesia.

Cassol, E. A. 1984. Erosao do solo-influencia do uso agricola, do manejo e preparo do solo. 
Publicaçao IPRNR 15. Instituto de Pesquisas de Recursos Naturais Renovaveis ‘‘AP,’’ 
40. IPRNR, Porto Alegre.

K14957_C014.indd   389 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



390 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

CCC. 2011. Specified Gas Emitters Regulation Results for the 2010 
Compliance Year. Climate Change Central, Alberta, Canada. Available at 
http://carbonoffsetsolutions.climatechangecentral.com/policy-amp-regulation/
alberta-offset-system-compliance-a-glance/compliance-review-2010.

Chen, H., Y. H. Bai, Q. J. Wang, F. Chen, H. W. Li, J. N. Tullberg, J. R. Murray, H. W. Gao, and 
Y. S. Gong. 2008. Traffic and tillage effects on wheat production on the Loess Plateau of 
China: 1. Crop yield and SOM. Aust J Soil Res 46: 645–651.

Cogo, N. P., C. R. Drews, and C. Gianello. 1978. Í ndice de erosividade das chuvas dos 
municípios de Guaíba, Ijuí, e Passo Fundo, no Estado do Rio Grande do Sul. In Encontro 
nacional de pesquisa sobre conservação do solo, II. Passo Fundo, 1978. Anais, 145–
152. CNPT, Passo Fundo, Brazil.

Cogo, N. P., R. Levine, and R. A. Schwarz. 2003. Soil and water losses by rainfall erosion 
influenced by tillage methods, slope-steepness classes, and soil fertility levels. Rev Bras 
Ciênc Solo 27 (4): 743–753.

Corazza, E. J., J. E. Silva, D. V. S. Resck, and A. C. Gomes 1999. Comportamento de diferen-
tes sistemas de manejo como fonte e depó sito de carbono em relação a vegetação de 
cerrado. Rev Bras Ciênc Solo 23: 425–432.

Crabtree, W. L. 1983. The effect of cultivation on soil fertility. University of Western Australia, 
Honours Project.

Crabtree, W. L. 1990. Toward better minimum tillage for south-coastal sandplain soils. 
The role of minimum tillage on wind erosion prone south coast sandy soil. Western 
Australian Department of Agriculture Technical Report, Division of Resource 
Management 1110.

Crabtree, W. L. 2010. Search for Sustainability with no-till Bill in Dryland Agriculture. 
Crabtree Agricultural Consulting, 204. Available at www.no-till.com.au.

Crabtree, W. L. and C. W. L. Henderson 1999. Furrows, press wheels and wetting agents 
improve crop emergence and yield on water repellent soils. Plant Soil 214: 1–8.

Darolt, M. R. 1997. Manejo do sistem de plantio direto na pequena propriedade. In Plantio 
direto: o caminho para uma agricultura sustentavel, eds. R. T. G. Peixoto, D. C. Ahrens, 
and M. J. Samaha, 72–83. Instituto Agronomico do Parana (IAPAR), Ponta Grossa, PR, 
Brazil.

Davies, S. 2011. Wheat response to rotary spading of water repellent sand at Marchagee. Dept. 
Ag & Food of W. Australia (DAFWA) and Liebe Group.

De Laulanié, H. 1993. Le systême de riziculture intensive malgache. Tropicultura (Belgium) 
11: 110−114.

De Maria, I. C., P. C. Nabude, and O. M. Castro. 1999. Long-term tillage and crop rotation 
effects on soil chemical properties of a Rhodic Ferralsol in southern Brazil. Soil Till Res 
51: 71–79.

Denardin, J. E. and R. A. Kochhann. 1999. Fast zero tillage adoption in Brazil without 
subsidies: A successful partnership. In: Northwest Direct Seed Cropping Systems 
Conference Proceedings, January 5–7, 1999, Spokane, Washington. Available at http://
pnwsteep.wsu.edu/directseed/conf99/dspropBr.htm.

Derpsch, R. 2001. Frontiers in conservation tillage and advances in conservation practice. 
In: Sustaining the Global Farm. Selected papers from the 10th International Soil 
Conservation Organization Meeting held May 24–29, 1999 at Purdue University and 
the USDA National Soil Erosion Laboratory, eds. D. E. Stott, R. H. Mohtar, and G. C. 
Steinhardt.

Derpsch, R. 2004. History of crop production, with and without tillage. Leading Edge 3: 
150−154.

Derpsch, R. and T. Friedrich. 2009. Development and Current Status of No-till Adoption in the 
World, Proceedings on CD, 18th Triennial Conference of the International Soil Tillage 
Research Organization (ISTRO), Izmir, Turkey, June 15–19, 2009.

K14957_C014.indd   390 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



391Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

Dijkstra, F. 2002. Conservation tillage development at the ABC Cooperatives in Paraná, 
Brazil. In Making Conservation Tillage Conventional: Building a Future on 25 Years of 
Research. Proceedings of the 25th Annual Southern Conservation Tillage Conference 
for Sustainable Agriculture held June 24–26, 2002 in Auburn, ed. E. van Santen, 12–18. 
Alabama Agricultural Experimental Station and Auburn University, AL, USA.

Doets, C. E. M., G. Best, and T. Friedrich. 2000. Energy Conservation Agriculture, Occasional 
Paper, FAO SDR Energy Program, Rome

Doran, J. W. 2002. Soil health and global sustainability: translating science into practice. Agric 
Ecosyst Environ 88 (2): 119–127.

Doran, J. W. and M. R. Zeiss. 2000. Soil health and sustainability: managing the biotic com-
ponent of soil quality. Appl Soil Ecol 15: 3–11.

Dunjó, G., G. Pardini, and M. Gispert. 2003. Land use change effects on abandoned terraced 
soils in a Mediterranean catchment, NE Spain. Catena 52 (1): 23–37.

Ellington, A. 1986. Effects of deep ripping, direct drilling gypsum and lime on soils, wheat 
growth and yield. Soil Till Res 8: 29–49.

Elliott, E. T. 1986. Aggregate structure and carbon, nitrogen and phosphorous in native and 
cultivated soils. Soil Sci Soc Am J 50: 627–633.

Erenstein, O. 2003. Smallholder conservation farming in the tropics and sub-tropics: a guide 
to the development and dissemination of mulching with crop residues and cover crops. 
Agric Ecosyst Environ 100: 17–37.

Fabrizzi K. P., F. O. Garcia, J. L. Costa, and L. I. Picone. 2005 Soil water dynamics, physi-
cal properties and corn and wheat responses to minimum and no-tillage systems in the 
southern Pampas of Argentina. Soil Till. Res 81: 57–69.

Fabrizzi, K. P., C. W. Rice and T. J. C. Amado. 2009. Protection of soil organic C and N in 
temperate and tropical soils: effect of native and agroecosystems. In 3rd International 
Conference on Mechanisms of Organic Matter Stabilization and Destabilization in Soils 
and Sediments, Glenelg, September 23–26, 2007 (also in Biochemistry 92 (1–2): 129–
143, January 2009; DOI: 10.1007/s10533-008-9261-0).

FAO. 2008. Investing in Sustainable Crop Intensification: The Case for Soil Health. Report of 
the International Technical Workshop, FAO, Rome, July. Integrated Crop Management, 
Vol. 6. Rome: FAO. Available at http://www.fao.org/ag/ca/.

FAO. 2010. An International Consultation on Integrated Crop-Livestock Systems for 
Development—The Way Forward for Sustainable Production Intensification. Integrated 
Crop Management, Vol. 13. Rome: FAO.

FAO. 2011a. The State of the World’s Land and Water Resources for Food and Agriculture 
(SOLAW): Managing Systems at Risks. Summary Report. FAO, Rome.

FAO. 2011b. Save and Grow. A Policymakers’ Guide to the Sustainable Intensification 
of Smallholder Crop Production. Rome: FAO. 98. Available at www.fao.org/ag/
save-and-grow/.

FAO. 2012. Soil organic carbon accumulation and greenhouse gas emission reductions from 
conservation agriculture: a literature review. Integr Crop Manage 16. FAO, Rome.

Faulkner, E. H. 1945. Ploughman’s Folly. London: Michael Joseph.
Feller, C. and M. H. Beare. 1997. Physical control of soil organic matter dynamics in the trop-

ics. Geoderma 79: 69–116.
Flaig, W., B. Nagar, H. Sóchtig, and C. Tietjen 1977. Organic Materials and Soil Productivity. 

FAO Soils Bulletin no. 35. Rome: FAO.
Fleskens, L. and L. Stroosnijder. 2007. Is soil erosion in olive groves as bad as often claimed? 

Geoderma 141 (3–4): 260–271.
Flower, K., W. Crabtree, and G. Butler. 2008. No-till cropping systems in Australia. In No-Till 

Farming Systems, eds. T. Goddard, M. Zoebisch, Y. Gan, W. Ellis, A. Watson, and S. 
Sombatpanit, Special Pub. No. 3. World Association of Soil and Water Conservation, 
Bangkok.

Please 
provide page 
range.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

K14957_C014.indd   391 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



392 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

Flower, K. C. and W. L. Crabtree. 2011. Soil pH change after surface application of lime 
related to the levels of soil disturbance caused by no-tillage seeding machinery. Field 
Crops Res 121: 75–87.

Forcella, F., D. D. Buhler, and M. E. McGriffn. 1994. Pest management in crop residues. 
In Advances in Soil Science: Crop Residue Management, eds. J. L. Hatfield and B. A. 
Stewart, 173–189. London: Lewis Publishers.

Franco, J. A. and J. Calatrava. 2006. Adoption of soil erosion control practices in Southern 
Spanish olive groves. Proceedings of the International Association of Agricultural 
Economists, Gold Coast, Australia, August 12–18.

Freitas, P. L., P. Blancaneaux, E. Gavinelli, M. C. Larré Larroy, and C. Feller. 1999. Nível e 
natureza do estoque orgânico de Latossolos sob diferentes sistemas de uso e manejo. 
Pesq Agropec Bras 35: 157–170.

Friedrich, T. and A. H. Kassam. 2011. Mechanization and the Global Development of 
Conservation Agriculture. 23rd Annual SSCA Conference, January 13, 2011, Saskatoon, 
Canada.

Friedrich, T., A. H. Kassam, and T. F. Shaxson. 2009. Conservation Agriculture. In Agriculture 
for Developing Countries. Science and Technology Options Assessment (STOA) 
Project. Karlsruhe, Germany: European Technology Assessment Group.

Friedrich, T., R. Derpsch, and A. Kassam. 2012. Overview of the global spread of conservation 
agriculture. Field Actions Sci Rep 6 (in press).

Gao, H. W., H. W. Li, and W. Y. Li. 2008. Development of conservation tillage. Transact Chin 
Soc Agric Mach 9: 43–48 (in Chinese).

Garrity, D. P. 2011. Making conservation agriculture ever green. 5th World Congress of 
Conservation Agriculture incorporating 3rd Farming Systems Design Conference, 
September 2011, Brisbane, Australia.

Garrity, D. P., F. K. Akinnifesi, and A. Oluyede. 2010. Evergreen agriculture: a robust approach 
to sustainable food security in Africa. Food Sec 2: 197–214.

Gazey, C. and S. Davies. 2009. Soil acidity: a guide for WA farmers and consultants. 
Bulletin 4784, Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia, 47. Avail
able at http://www.agric.wa.gov.au/objtwr/imported_assets/content/lwe/land/acid/
liming/bn_soil_acidity_guide.pdf.

George, R., D. McFarlane, and R. A. Nulsen. 1997. Salinity threatens the viability of agricul-
ture and ecosystems in Western Australia. Hydrogeol J 5(1): 6–21.

Gianluppi, D., I. Scopel, and J. Mielniczuk. 1979. Alguns prejuizos da erosao do solo no RS. 
In Congresso Brasileiro de Ciencia do Solo, XVII, Manaus, 1979. Resumos, 92 SBCS, 
Campinas, Brazil.

Giles, G. W. 1975. The Reorientation of Agricultural mechanization for Developing Countries: 
Politics and Attitudes for Action Programmes. Report on the Meeting of the FAO/OECD 
Expert Panel on the Effects of Farm Mechanization on Production and Employment, 
Rome.

Godfray, C., J. R. Beddington, and I. R. Crute. 2010. Food security: the challenge of feeding 
9 billion people. Science 327: 812–818.

Gomez, J. A., J. V. Giraldez, and T. Vanwalleghem. 2008. Comments on “Is soil erosion in 
olive groves as bad as often claimed?” by L. Fleskens and L. Stroosnijder. Geoderma 
147 (1–2): 93–95.

Gomez, J. A., S. Alvarez, and M.-A. Soriano. 2009a. Development of a soil degradation assess-
ment tool for organic olive groves in southern Spain. Catena 79 (1): 9–17.

Gomez, J. A., T. A. Sobrinho, J. V. Giraldez, and E. Fereres. 2009b. Soil management effects 
on runoff, erosion and soil properties in an olive grove of Southern Spain. Soil Till Res 
102(1): 5–13.

Greenland, D. and R. Lal. 1977. Soil Conservation and Management in the Humid Tropics. 
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Please update 
the informa-
tion here.

K14957_C014.indd   392 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



393Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

Hargrove, W. L. (ed.). 1991. Cover Crops for Clean Water. The Proceedings of an International 
Conference. West Tennessee Experiment Station, April 9–11, 1919, Jackson, Tennessee. 
Soil and Water Conservation Society, Ankeny, Iowa.

Haugen-Kozyra, K. and T. Goddard. 2009. Conservation agriculture protocols for green 
house—gas offsets in a working carbon markets. Paper presented at the IV World 
Congress on Conservation Agriculture, February 3–7, 2009, New Delhi, India.

He, J., H. W. Li, A. D. McHugh et al. 2008. Spring wheat performance and water use efficiency 
on permanent raised beds in arid northwest China. Aust J Soil Res 46: 659–666.

He, J., Q. J. Wang, H. W. Li et al. 2009a. Soil physical properties and infiltration after long-
term no-tillage and ploughing on the Chinese Loess Plateau. NZ J Crop Horticult Sci 
37: 157–166.

He, J., N. J. Kuhn, X. M. Zhang, X. R. Zhang, and H. W. Li, 2009b. Effect of 10 years of con-
servation tillage on soil properties and productivity in the farming–pastoral ecotone of 
Inner Mongolia, China. Soil Use Manag 25: 201–209.

He, J., H. W. Li, R. G. Rasaily et al. 2011. Soil properties and crop yields after 11 years of 
no tillage farming in wheat-maize cropping system in North China Plain. Soil Till Res 
113: 48–54.

Helvarg, D. 2001. Blue Frontier. W.H. Freeman & Co.
Hobbs, P. R. 2007. Conservation agriculture: what is it and why is it important for future sus-

tainable food production? J Agric Sci 145: 127–137.
Huang, M. B. and L. P. Zhong. 2003. Evaluating the EPIC model to simulate soil water content 

of the Loess Plateau, China. J Exp Botany 54: 25–26.
ITAIPU. 2011. Cultivando Agua Boa (Growing Good Water). Available at http://

www2.itaipu.gov.br/cultivandoaguaboa/.
Jarvis, R. 2000. Deep tillage. In The Wheat Book: Principles and Practice, eds. W. K. 

Anderson and J. R. Garlinge, 185–187. Bulletin 4443. Department of Agriculture, 
Western Australia.

Jenny, H. 1980. The Soil Resource. New York: Springer.
Karlen, D. L. and C. A. Cambardella. 1996. Conservation strategies for improving soil quality 

and organic matter storage. In Structure and Organic Matter Storage in Agricultural 
Soils. Advances in Soil Science, eds. M. Carter and B. A. Stewart, 395–420. CRC Press, 
Boca Raton.

Kassam, A. H., T. Friedrich, T. F. Shaxson, and J. N. Pretty, 2009. The spread of conservation 
agriculture: justification, sustainability and uptake. Int J Agric Sustain 7(4): 292–320.

Kassam, A. H., T. Friedrich, and R. Derpsch. 2010. Conservation Agriculture in the 21st 
Century: A Paradigm of Sustainable Agriculture. European Congress on Conservation 
Agriculture, October 4–6, 2010, Madrid, Spain.

Kassam, A., T. Friedrich, T. F. Shaxson, T. Reeves, J. Pretty, and J. C. de Moraes Sà. 2011a. 
Production systems for sustainable intensification: integrated productivity with ecosys-
tem services. Technikfolgenabschatzung Theorie Praxis 2: 39−45.

Kassam, A., W. Stoop, and N. Uphoff. 2011b. Review of SRI modifications in rice crop and 
water management and research issues for making further improvements in agricultural 
and water productivity. Paddy Water Environ, Special issue, 9(1): 163–180.

Kassam, A. H., I. Mello, T. Goddard, T. Friedrich, F. Laurent, T. Reeves, and B. Hansmann. 
2011c. Harnessing Ecosystem Services with Conservation Agriculture in Canada and 
Brazil. 5th World Congress of Conservation Agriculture incorporating 3rd Farming 
Systems Design Conference, September 2011 Brisbane, Australia. Available at 
www.wcca2011.org.

King, P. M. 1981. Comparison of methods for measuring severity of water repellency of sandy 
soils and assessment of some factors that affect its measurement. Aust J Soil Res 19: 
275–285.

Kladivko, E. 2001. Tillage systems and soil ecology. Soil Till Res 61: 61–76.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
location.

K14957_C014.indd   393 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



394 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

Kumar, K. and K. M. Goh. 2000. Crop residues and management practices: Effects on soil qual-
ity, soil nitrogen dynamics, crop yield, and nitrogen recovery. Adv Agron 68: 197–319.

Lal, R. 2002. Soil carbon dynamic in cropland and rangeland. Environ. Pollut. 116: 353–362.
Lal, R. 2009. Ten tenets of sustainable soil management. J. Soil Water Conserv 64(1): 20–21A.
Lal, R., R. F. Follet, J. Kimble, and C. V. Cole. 1999. Managing U.S. cropland to sequester 

carbon in soil. J. Soil Water Conserv 54: 374–381.
Landers, J. 2007. Tropical Crop-Livestock Systems in Conservation Agriculture: The Brazilian 

Experience. Integrated Crop Management, Vol. 5. Rome: FAO.
Landers, J. N., S. M. Teixeira, and A. Milhomen. 1994. Possíveis impactos da técnica dePlan-

tio Direto sobre a sustentabilidade da produção de grãos na região dos cerrados. In 
Congresso brasileiro de economia e sociologia, 32, Brasília. Desafio do Estado diante 
de uma agricultura em transformação. Anais. 2: 799–820. SOBER, Brasília.

Laurent, F., G. Leturcq, I. Mello, J. Corbonnois, and R. Verdum. 2011. La diffusion du semis 
direct au Brésil, diversité des pratiques et logiques territoriales: l’exemple de la región 
d’Itaipu au Paraná. Confins 12. Available at http://confins.revues.org/7143.

Legg, B. J., D. H. Sutton, and E. M. Field. 1993. Feeding the world. Can engineering help? 
Fourth Erasmus Darwin Memorial Lecture, November 17, 1993, Silsoe, UK.

Leyva, J. C., J. A. F. Martinez, and M. C. G. Roa. 2007. Analysis of the adoption of soil con-
servation practices in olive groves: the case of mountainous areas in southern Spain. 
Spanish J Agric Res 5 (3): 249–258.

Li, H. W., H. W. Gao, H. D. Wu, W. Y. Li, X. Y. Wang, and J. He. 2007. Effects of 15 years of 
conservation tillage on soil structure and productivity of wheat cultivation in northern 
China. Aust J Soil Res 45: 344–350.

Li, Y. 2001. Variation of crop yield and soil drying under high fertility conditions. Acta Pedol 
Sin 38: 353–356 (in Chinese with English abstract).

Lindwall, C. W. and B. Sonntag (eds.). 2010. Landscape Transformed: The History of 
Conservation Tillage and Direct Seeding, Knowledge Impact in Society, Saskatoon, 
University of Saskatchewan, Canada.

Liu, L. J. 2004. Systematic experiments and effect analysis of all year conservation tillage 
in two crops a year region. Ph.D. Dissertation. China Agricultural University, Beijing, 
China (in Chinese).

Liu, L. Y., X. Y. Li, P. J. Shi et al. 2007. Wind erodibility of major soils in the farming–pastoral 
ecotone of China. J Arid Environ 68: 611–623.

Liu, X. E., H. A. Guo, and L. C. Li. 2002. The question and developmental counter measure of 
breeding for maize in Northeast China. J Jilin Agric Sci 27: 20–23 (in Chinese).

LZU. 2005. The Chinese map for agriculture—pasture transition region based on GIS. Lanzou 
University, Lanzou, China (in Chinese).

Machedo, M. C. M. 1997. Sustainability of pasture production in the savannas of tropi-
cal America. International Grassland Conference, Canadian Society of Agronomy, 
Canadian Society of Animal Science, Winnipeg and Saskatoon.

Martinez, J. A. F. 2009. Impacto de la política agroambientaleuropea de lucha contra la erosión 
sobre la olivicultura en Andalucía. Ecol Apl 8(2): 37–45.

Mashum, M., M. E. Tate, G. P. Jones, and J. M. Oades. 1988. Extraction and characterization 
of water-repellent materials from Australian soils. J Soil Sci 39: 99–110.

McArthur, W. M. 2004. Reference Soils of South-western Australia. Department of Agriculture, 
Western Australia.

McGhie, D. A. 1980. The origins of water repellence in some Western Australian soils. Ph.D. 
thesis, University of Western Australia.

MEA. 2005. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Synthesis. Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment. Washington, DC: Island Press.

Mello, I. and B. van Raij. 2006. No-till for sustainable agriculture in Brazil. Proc World Assoc 
Soil Water Conserv 1: 49–57.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

K14957_C014.indd   394 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



395Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

Mielniczuk, J. 2003. Manejo do solo no Rio Grande do Sul: Uma sintesehistorica. In Curso de 
fertilidade do solo em plantio direto, VI. Passo Fundo, 2003. Resumo de palestras, 5–14. 
Aldeia Norte Editora Ltd., Ibiruba.

Mielniczuk, J., and P. Schneider. 1984. Aspectos socio-economicos do manejo de solos no sul 
do Brasil. In Anais do I Simposio de Manejo de Solo e Plantio Direto no Sul do Brasil e 
II Simposio de Conservaçao de Solo do Planalto, 3–19. Passo Fundo, RS, Brasil.

Mishra, R. P. N., R. K. Singh, H. K. Jaiswal, V. Kumar, and S. Maurya. 2006. Rhizobium-
mediated induction of phenolics and plant growth promotion in rice (Oryza sativa L.). 
Curr Microbiol 52(5): 383–389.

Montgomery, D. R. 2007. Dirt: The Erosion of Civilizations. Berkeley and Los Angeles: 
University of California Press.

Moore, G. 2001. Soil Guide: A Handbook for Understanding and Managing Agricultural 
Soils. Agriculture Western Australia, Bulletin No. 4343, Perth.

Mrema, G. C. 1996. Agricultural development and the environment in Sub-Saharan Africa: an 
engineer’s perspective. Keynote paper presented at the First International Conference of 
SEASAE, October 2–4, 1996, Arusha, Tanzania.

Muzilli, O. 1983. Influência do sistema de plantio direto, comparado ao convencional, sobre a 
fertilidade da camada arável do solo. Rev Bras Cien Solo 7: 95–102.

OECD. 2011. Fostering Productivity and Competitiveness in Agriculture. OECD Publishing.
Oldeman, L. R. 1988. Guidelines for General Assessment of the Status of Human-Induced 

Soil Degradation. International Soil Reference and Information Centre (ISRIC), 
Wageningen, the Netherlands.

Oldeman, L. R., R. T. A. Hakkeling, and W. G. Sombroek. 1991. World Map of the Human-
Induced Soil Degradation: An Explanatory Note. International Soil Reference and 
Information Centre (ISRIC), Wageningen, the Netherlands.

Perkins, J. H. 1997. Geopolitics and the Green Revolution: Wheat, Genes, and the Cold War. 
New York: Oxford University Press.

Perrin, A. S. 2003. EVets de diVérents modes de gestion des terres agricoles sur la 
matie`reorganique et la biomasse microbienne en zone tropicale humide au Brésil, 
M.Sc. Thesis, Ecole Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne, Lausanne, Switzerland.

Pes, L. Z., Amado, T. J. C., and Scala N. L. Jr. 2011. The primary sources of carbon loss during 
the crop-establishment period in a subtropical Oxisol under contrasting tillage systems. 
Soil Till Res 117: 163–171. DOI: 10.1016/j.still.2011.10.002

Phillips, E. R. and S. H. Phillips. 1984. No-Tillage Agriculture: Principles and Practices. 
University of Michigan.

Phillips, S. H. and H. M. Young. 1973. No-Tillage Farming. Reiman Associates.
Pisante, M., F. Stagnari, and C. Grant. 2012. Agricultural innovations for sustainable crop 

production intensification. Italian J Agron (in press).
Pisante, M., S. Corsi, A. Kassam, and T. Friedrich. 2010. The challenge of agricultural sustain-

ability for Asia and Europe. Trans Studio Rev 17 (4): 662–667.
Posner, J. 2005. Mitigation of Ecosystem Damage by Good Agricultural Stewardship 

Valuation of Ecosystems in Agriculture Workshop, Augusta, MI, October 26–28, 2005 
Preliminary briefing paper.

Pöttker, D. 1977. Efeito do tipo de solo, tempo de cultivo e da calagem sobre a minerlizaçao 
da material organica em solos do Rio Grande do Sul. M.Sc. thesis. Universidade Federal 
do Rio Grande do Sul (UFRGS), Porto Alegre.

Pretty, J. 2002. Agri-Culture: Reconnecting People, Land and Nature. London: Earthscan.
Pretty, J. 2008. Agricultural sustainability: concepts, principles and evidence. Philos Transact 

R Soc Lond B 363(1491): 447–466.
Pretty, J. N., C. Toulmin, and S. Williams. 2011: Sustainable intensification in African agricul-

ture. Int J Agric Sustain 9(1): 5–24.
Primavesi, A. 1982. Manejo Ecologico del Suelo: La Agricultura en Regiones Tropicales. 

5th ed. Buenos Aires: Libreria “El Ateneo” Editorial.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.
Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

This was not 
cited in the 
text. Please 
check.

K14957_C014.indd   395 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



396 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

Ralisch, R., O. J. G. Abi-Saab, and R. L. P. Cainzos 2003. Bright Spots Research Project 
Diverse Vecting No–Till System in Brazilian Small Farms, Report. CIAT. San Salvador.

Rasmussen, P. E., and H. P. Collins. 1991. Long–term impacts of tillage, fertilizer, and crop 
residue on soil organic matter in temperate semiarid regions. Adv Agron 45: 93–134.

Resck, D. V. S., J. Pereira, and J. E. Silva. 1991. Dinâmica da matéria orgânica na região 
dos cerrados. (Série Documentos, 36). Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária, 
Planaltina, Brazil.

Resck, D. V. S., C. A. Vasconcellos, L. Vilela, and M. C. M. Macedo. 2000. Impact of conver-
sion of Brazilian cerrados to cropland and pastureland on soil carbon pool and dynam-
ics. In Global Climate Change and Tropical Ecosystems, Advances in Soil Science, eds. 
R. Lal, J. M. Kimble, and B. A. Stewart, 169–196. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Ribeiro, M. F. S. and R. D. S. Milléo (eds.) 2002. Referências em Plantio Direto paraAgri-
cultur Familiar do Centro Sul do Paraná. Instituto Agronômica do Paraná (IAPAR), 
Londrina, PR, Brazil.

Riezebos, H. Th. and A. C. Loerts. 1998. Influence of land use change and tillage practice on 
soil organic matter in southern Brazil and eastern Paraguay. Soil Till Res 49(3): 271–275.

Robertson, G. 1987. Soil Management for Sustainable Agriculture. Department of Agriculture, 
Western Australia. Resource Management Technical Report No. 95.

Rodrigues, B. N. 1993. Influência da cobertura morta no comportamento dos herbicidasima-
zaquin e clomazone. Planta Dahina 11: 21–28.

Roloff, G, R. A. T. Lutz, and I. Mello. 2011. An index to rate the quality of no-till systems: a 
conceptual framework. 5th World Congress of Conservation Agriculture incorporating 
3rd Farming Systems Design Conference, September 2011 Brisbane, Australia.

Sá, J. C. M., C. C. Cerri, W. A. Dick et al. 2001a. Organic matter dynamics and carbon seques-
tration rates for a tillage chronosequence in a Brazilian oxisol. Soil Sci Soc Am J 65: 
1486–1499.

Sá, J. C. M., C. C. Cerri, W. A. Dick et al. 2001b. Carbon sequestration in a plowed and zero 
tillage chronosequence in a Brazilian oxisol. In Sustaining the Global Farm. Selected 
papers from the 10th International Soil Conservation Organization Meeting held 
May 24–29, 1999 at Purdue University and the USDA National Soil Erosion Laboratory, 
eds. D. E. Stott, R. H. Mohtar, and G. C. Steinhardt, 266–271.

Saha, R., P. K. Ghosh, V. K. Mishra, B. Majumdar, and J. M. S. Tomar. 2010. Can agroforestry 
be a resource conservation tool to maintain soil health in the fragile ecosystem of north-
east India? Outlook Agric 39(3): 191–196.

Scopel, E., E. Doucene, S. Primot, J. M. Douzet, A. Cardoso, and C. Feller. 2003. Diversity 
of direct seeding mulch based cropping systems (DMC) in the Rio Verde region (Goias, 
Brazil) and consequences on soil carbon stocks. In Book of Extended Summaries of the 
II World Congress on Conservation Agriculture—Producing in Harmony with Nature, 
286–289. August 11–15, 2003, Foz do Iguaçu, Brazil, Volume II.

Scopel, E., B. Triomphe, M. F. S. Ribeiro, L. Séguy, J. E. Denardin, and R. A. Kochann. 
2004. Direct seeding mulch-based cropping systems (DMC) in Latin America. In 
New Directions for a Diverse Planet: Proceedings for the 4th International Crop 
Science Congress, eds. T. Fischer, N. Turner, J. Angus, L. McIntyre, M. Robertsen, A. 
Borrell, and D. Llyod Brisbane. Australia, September 26–October 1, 2004. Available at 
www.cropscience.org.au.

Séguy, L., S. Bouzinac, A. Trentini, and N. A. Cortez. 1996. L’agriculturebrésilienne des front-
pionniers. Agric Dév 12: 2–61.

Séguy, L., S. Bouzinac, E. Scopel, and M. F. S. Ribeiro 2003. New concepts for sustain-
able management of cultivated soils through direct seeding mulch based cropping 
systems: The CIRAD experience, partnership and networks. In Proceedings of the II 
World Congress on Conservation Agriculture—Producing in Harmony with Nature, 
August 11–15, 2003, Foz do Iguaçu, Brazil.

Please check 
if the contribu-
tion title is 
correct.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

This was not 
cited in the 
text. Please 
check.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

K14957_C014.indd   396 1/30/2013   12:03:34 AM



397Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

Sharif, A. 2011 Technical adaptations for mechanised SRI production to achieve water saving 
and increased profitability in Punjab, Pakistan. Paddy Water Environ, Special Issue: 9 
(1): 111−119.

Shaxson, T. F., N. D. Hunter, T. R. Jackson, and J. R. Alder. 1977. A Land Husbandry Manual: 
Techniques of Land-Use Planning and Physical Conservation. Zomba, Malawi: Govt. 
Printer.

Shaxson, T. F., N. W. Hudson, D. W. Sanders, E. Roose, and W. C. Moldenhauer. 1989. Land 
Husbandry: A Framework for Soil and Water Conservation. Ankeny (USA): Soil & 
Water Conservation Society.

Sims, B., T. Friedrich, A. H. Kassam, and J. Kienzle. 2009. Agroforestry and Conservation 
Agriculture: Complementary practices for sustainable agriculture. 2nd World Congress 
on Agroforestry, August 2009, Nairobi, Kenya.

Sims, B., C. Thierfelder, J. Kienzle, T. Friedrich, and A. Kassam. 2011. Development of 
the Conservation Agriculture Equipment Industry in sub-Saharan Africa. 5th World 
Congress of Conservation Agriculture incorporating 3rd Farming Systems Design 
Conference, September 2011, Brisbane, Australia.

Sisti, C. P. J., H. P. dos Santos, R. Kohhann, B. J. R. Alves, S. Urquiaga, and R. M. Boddey. 
2004. Change in carbon and nitrogen stocks in soil under 13 years of conventional or 
zero tillage in southern Brazil. Soil Till Res 76: 39–58.

Six, J., E. T. Elliot, K. Paustian, and J. W. Doran. 1998. Aggregation and soil organic matter 
accumulation in cultivated and native grassland soils. Soil Sci Soc Am. J 62: 1367–1377.

Six, J., E. T. Elliot, and K. Paustian. 1999. Aggregate and soil organic matter dynamics under 
conventional and no-tillage systems. Soil Sci Soc Am J 63: 1350–1358.

Six, J., E. T. Elliot, and K. Paustian. 2000. Soil macroaggregate turnover and microaggre-
gate formation: a mechanism for C sequestration under no-tillage agriculture. Soil Biol 
Biochem 32: 2099–2103.

Spehar, C. R. and J. N. Landers. 1997. Características, limitações e futuro do Plantio Direto 
nos cerrados. In Seminário Internacional Do Sistema Plantio Direto, 2, 1997, Passo 
Fundo. Anais, 127–131. EMBRAPA-CNPT, Passo Fundo.

Steiner, K., R. Derpsch, G. Birbaumer, and H. Loos. 2001. Promotion of Conservation Farming 
by the German Development Cooperation. In Conservation Agriculture: A Worldwide 
Challenge. Proceedings of the First World Congress on Conservation Agriculture, eds. 
L. Garcia-Torres, J. Benites, and A. Martinez-Vilela, Madrid, October 1–5, 2001,Vol. 2 
60–65. XUL, Cordoba, Spain.

Stone, L. F. and J. A. L. Moreira. 1998. A irrigação no plantio direto. J Plantio Direto no 
Cerrado 8 (Maio).

Summers, R. N. 1987. The incidence and severity of non-wetting soils on the south coastal sand-
plain of Western Australia. Master of Science Thesis, University of Western Australia.

Swanson, D. and S. Bhadwal (eds.). 2010. Creating Adaptive Policies—A Guide for Policy-
Making in an Uncertain World. New Delhi: Int’l Institute for Sustainable Dev. and 
SAGE Publications.

Swift, M. J., D. E. Bignell, F. M. S. Moreira, and E. J. Huising. 2008. The inventory of soil 
biological diversity: concepts and general guidelines. In A Handbook of Tropical Soil 
Biology: Sampling and Characterization of Below-ground Biodiversity, eds. F. M. S. 
Moreira, E. J. Huising, and D. E. Bignell, 1–16. London: Earthscan.

Teixeira, L. A. J., V. M. Testa, and J. Mielniczuk. 1994. Nitrogenio no solo, nutrico e rendi-
mento de milho afetados por sistemas de cultura. Rev Bras Cien Solo 18: 207–214.

Testa, V. M., L. A. J. Teixeira, and J. Mielniczuk. 1992. Caracterýsticas quý micas de um 
Podzolico Vermelho-escuro afetadas por sistemas de cultura. Rev Bras Cienc Solo 16: 
107–114.

Tikhonovich, I. A. and N. A. Provorov. 2011. Microbiology is the basis of sustainable agricul-
ture: an opinion. Annals Appl Biol 159 (2): 155–168.

If this is a 
journal entry, 
please pro-
vide the page 
range.

K14957_C014.indd   397 1/30/2013   12:03:35 AM



398 Principles of Sustainable Soil Management in Agroecosystems

Tullberg, J. N., D. F. Yule, and T. Jensen. 1998. Introduction. Attachment to Proceeding of 
Second National Controlled Traffic Conference, eds. J. N. Tullberg and D. F. Yule, The 
University of Queensland, Gatton College, August 26–27.

Uphoff, N. and A. Kassam (eds.). 2011. Paddy and water management with the System of 
Rice Intensification (SRI). Paddy Water Environ, Special Issue 9(1). DOI: 10.1007/
s10333-011-9259-1.

Uphoff, N. et al. 2006. Issues for more sustainable soil system management. In Biological 
Approaches to Sustainable Soil Systems, 715–716. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL.

Uphoff, N., A. Kassam, and R. Harwood. 2011. SRI as a methodology for raising crop and 
water productive adaptations in rice agronomy and irrigation water management. Paddy 
Water Environ Special Issue 9 (1): 3−11.

Uri, N. D., J. D. Atwood, and J. Sanabria. 1998. An evaluation of the environmental costs and 
benefits of conservation tillage. Environ Impact Assess Rev 18: 521–550.

Vanwalleghem, T., A. Laguna, J. V. Giraldez, and F. J. Jimenez-Hornero. 2010. Applying a 
simple methodology to assess historical soil erosion in olive orchards. Geomorphology 
114 (3): 294–302.

Vanwalleghem, T., J. Amate, M. G. de Molina, D. S. Fernandez, and J. A. Gomez. 2011. 
Quantifying the effect of historical soil management on soil erosion rates in 
Mediterranean olive orchards. Agric Ecosyst Environ 142(3–4): 341–351.

Verheijen, F. G. A., R. J. A. Jones, R. J. Rickson, and C. J. Smith. 2009. Tolerable versus actual 
soil erosion rates in Europe. Earth-Sci Rev 94(1–4): 23–38.

Vinther, M. 2004. Hairy vetch a green manure and cover crop in conservation agriculture. The 
Royal Veterinary and Agricultural University. Master Science Thesis. Denmark.

Vlek, P. L. G., Q. B. Le, and L. Tamene. 2010. Assessment of land degradation, its possible 
causes and threat to food security in sub-Saharan Africa. In Advances in Soil Science—
Food Security and Soil Quality, eds. R. Lal and B. A. Stewart, 57–86. CRC Press, Boca 
Raton.

Wall, P.  C. and J. Ekboir. 2002. Conservation Agriculture for small farmers: Challenges and 
possibilities, ASA, CSCA, SSSA Meeting, Indianapolis, USA, November 10–14.

Wang, Q. J., Y. H. Bai, H. W. Gao et al. 2008. Soil chemical properties and microbial bio-
mass after 16 years of no-tillage farming on the Loess Plateau, China. Geoderma 144: 
502–508.

Wang, Q. J., H. Chen, H. W. Li et al. 2009. Controlled traffic farming with no tillage for 
improved fallow water storage and crop yield on the Chinese Loess Plateau. Soil Till 
Res 104(1): 192–197.

Wang, X. B., O. Oenema, W. B. Hoogmoed, U. D. Perdok, and D. X. Cai. 2006. Dust storm 
erosion and its impact on soil carbon and nitrogen losses in northern China. Catena 66: 
221–227.

Warkentin, B. P. 1995. The changing concept of soil quality. J Soil Water Conserv 50: 226–228.
Weaver, D. M. and M. T. F. Wong. 2011. Phosphorus balance efficiency and P status in crop 

and pasture soils with contrasting P buffer indices: scope for improvement. Plant Soil 
349: 37–54.

Wieneke, F. and T. Friedrich. 1988. Agricultural Engineering in the Tropics and Subtropics, 
CENTAURUS, Pfaffenweiler.

Wildner, L. 2000. Soil cover. In Manual on Integrated Soil Management and Conservation 
Practices. FAO Land and Water Bulletins 8. IITA and FAO, Rome.

Xie, Z. K., Y. J. Wang, and F. M. Li. 2005. Effect of plastic mulching on soil water use and 
spring wheat yield in arid region of northwest China. Agric Water Manag 75: 71–83.

Zha, X. and K. Tang. 2003. Change about soil erosion and soil properties in reclaimed forest-
land of loess hilly region. Acta Geogr Sin 58: 464–469 (in Chinese).

This was 
not cited 
in the text. 
Please check. 
Also, please 
provide page 
range.

This was not 
cited in the 
text. Please 
check.

Please pro-
vide publisher 
name and 
location.

K14957_C014.indd   398 1/30/2013   12:03:35 AM



399Soil Management Is More Than What and How Crops Are Grown

Zhang, G. Y., S. X. Zhao, and J. H. Sun. 2004. Analysis of climatological characteristics 
of severe dust storms in recent years in the northern China. Clim Environ Res 9(1): 
101–115.

Zhang, Q., X. Zhao, and H. L. Zhao. 1998. Sandy Grassland in China. Beijing: China Weather 
Press (in Chinese).

Zhang, X. R., H. W. Li, J. He, Q. J. Wang, and M. H. Golabi. 2009. Influence of conservation 
tillage practices on soil properties and crop yields for maize and wheat cultivation in 
Beijing, China. Aust J Soil Res 47: 362–371.

Zhu, X. 1989. Soil and Agriculture in the Loess Plateau. Beijing: Agricultural Science Press 
(in Chinese).

Zotarelli, L., B. J. R. Alves, S. Urquiaga, E. Torres, K. Paustian, R. M. Boddey, and J. Six. 
2003. Efeito do preparo do solo nos agregados do solo e no conteúdo de matéria orgânica. 
XXXIV Congresso Brasileiro de Ciência do Solo, Ribeirão Preto, Brazil.

Zweier, K. 1985. Energetische Beurteilung von Verfahren und Systemen in der Landwirtschaft 
der Tropen und Subtropen—Grundlagen und Anwendungsbeispiele; Ph.D. Thesis, 
University Göttingen; Forschungsbericht Agrartechnik des Arbeitskreises Forschung 
und Lehre der Max-Eyth-Gesellschaft (MEG) (Agricultural engineering report of the 
workgroup research and teaching of the Max-Eyth-Society for agricultural engineering) 
no. 115, 337, Göttingen.

K14957_C014.indd   399 1/30/2013   12:03:35 AM



K14957_C014.indd   400 1/30/2013   12:03:35 AMView publication statsView publication stats


