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Introduction

Brazil is currently the world largest producer and exporter 
of soybean. In 2021/2022, the total agricultural area culti-
vated with this oilseed reached 41.5 million hectares, with 
an average yield of 3,026  kg ha− 1, representing the main 
crop of the national agribusiness sector (CONAB, 2023). 
Maize off-season, sown from January to March, is com-
monly grown in succession to soybean (Zuffo et al., 2022). 
In the 2021/2022, maize off-season was grown on 16.4 mil-
lion hectares, reaching a yield of 5,227 kg ha− 1. Soybean 
and maize off-season yields had a mean annual growth of 
43 and 145 kg ha− 1, respectively, in the last three decades 
in Brazil (CONAB, 2023), mainly as a result of genetic 
improvement and advances in management technologies.

Soybean-maize off-season double cropping system has 
several advantages, such as intensification of land use, 
inputs, and labor. However, its continued use also presents 
some problems: it promotes soil compaction in no-tillage 
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Abstract
The soybean-maize off-season double cropping is the main grain production system in Brazil. Maize off-season is most 
commonly grown sole and without topdressing nitrogen (N) fertilization. When used, N fertilizer is commonly applied 
at rates lower than 100 kg ha− 1. This study aimed to assess the effects of N topdressing rates (0, 60, 120, and 180 kg 
ha− 1) applied to maize off-season grown sole or intercropped with Urochloa ruziziensis (Ruzigrass) on maize and soybean 
grain yields, straw production, partial N balance, and soybean oil and protein contents. The experiment was conducted in 
Londrina, Paraná, Brazil, in the 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 growing seasons. At N rates above 120 kg ha− 1, intercropping 
with ruzigrass did not affect maize yield. Despite the low N use efficiency of maize off-season, a neutral N balance (i.e. 
equal to 0) was achieved with 130  kg N ha− 1 in 2020/2021. Considering the average of the two seasons and doses of 
N, intercropping of maize increased by 14.4% the straw production and by 8.34% the subsequent soybean yield. The N 
topdressing of sole maize led to an increase in the yield of soybean grown in succession (1.63 and 3.52 kg ha− 1 of grains 
for every 1 kg ha− 1 of N in 2020/2021 and 2021/2022, respectively). An increase in the N rate applied to maize increased 
soybean oil content (0.039 g kg-1 in 2020/2021 and 0.044 g kg-1 in 2021/2022 for each 1 kg N ha− 1) and decreased protein 
content (-0.085 g kg-1 in 2020/2021 and -0.088 g kg-1 in 2021/2022 for each 1 kg N ha− 1) in soybean grains.

Keywords  Soybean and maize yield · Straw production · Partial nitrogen balance · Oil and protein content in soybean 
grains
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system; provides low soil cover from June to October, 
between maize harvest and soybean sowing; and facili-
tates infestation by weeds and plant-parasitic nematodes 
(Garbelini et al., 2020, 2022). In this production system, 
intercropping of maize off-season and tropical forages is a 
valuable strategy to improve ground cover, produce graz-
ing pasture, improve soil quality, increase straw produc-
tion, reduce water erosion, and minimize weed infestation 
(Borghi et al., 2013; Crusciol et al., 2015; Mateus et al., 
2020). A species widely used as a maize intercrop in Brazil 
is Urochloa ruziziensis (R. Germ. & C. M. Evrard), com-
monly known as ruzigrass (Batista et al., 2019; Sapucay 
et al., 2020; Zuffo et al., 2022). However, the proper man-
agement of maize–tropical forage systems requires some 
technical adjustments to minimize competition for water, 
light, and nutrients between species (Pariz et al., 2017). The 
competition for nitrogen (N) can limit maize yield (Borghi 
et al., 2014). Therefore, it is necessary to better understand 
the responses of maize off-season intercropped with tropi-
cal forages to different N rates and the effects on soybean in 
succession under no-tillage system.

Cereals usually present low N use efficiency (about 33% 
on average) (Raun & Johnson, 1999). In Brazil, maize off-
season is generally grown under water deficit conditions, 
particularly during the grain filling period. This condition 
may significantly reduce N use efficiency and recovery 
(Fosu-Mensah & Mensah, 2016). Due to the poor response 
of maize off-season to N fertilization and the high costs 
of N fertilizers, many Brazilian farmers do not perform 
N topdressing of maize off-season (Fuentes et al., 2018). 
However, a low N supply may lead to depletion of soil N 
stocks, as the amount of N removed by crops may be higher 
than the amount entering the system (Roohi et al., 2022). 
Furthermore, given that soil carbon (C) and N contents are 
related, systems with a negative N balance suffer a loss of C, 
which, in the long term, may compromise the sustainability 
of the production system (Hu et al., 2022).

In the last three decades, the protein content in soybean 
grains has been reducing at a greater rate than the increase in 
oil content (Umburanas et al., 2022), raising concern for the 
industrial sector that produces soybean meal, the main com-
mercial product derived from soybean, due to the difficulty 
of producing meal with 46% protein (Pope et al., 2023). The 
protein content in soybean grains is mainly influenced by 
genetic factors, but there is also a strong association with 
environmental conditions, especially associated with the 
availability of N (Chetan et al., 2021). Currently, there is 
no information on the possibility of increasing the protein 
content of soybean by applying N in the preceding maize.

Understanding the effects of maize – ruzigrass intercrop-
ping and N rates applied to maize by topdressing, as well 
as their interaction, on soybean-maize off-season double 

cropping system under no-tillage is fundamental to maxi-
mize yields, not only for the isolated crops but also for the 
system as a whole. The hypothesis of this research is that 
intercropping of maize off-season and ruzigrass, associated 
with increasing N rates, increases straw production, maize 
yield, and subsequent soybean yield in no-tillage system, 
representing an advancement of management for this pro-
duction system. The objective of this study was to evalu-
ate the effects of different N rates applied by topdressing 
to maize off-season grown sole and intercropped with ruzi-
grass in no-tillage system on grain yields, straw production, 
partial N balance, and soybean oil and protein contents.

Materials and Methods

Experimental Site, Soil, and Climate

The experiment was conducted in Londrina (23°11′S 
51°10′W, 585 m above sea level), Paraná state, Brazil, in 
the 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 growing seasons (Fig.  1). 
The climate in the area, according to Köppen classification, 
is humid subtropical (Cfa), with annual mean temperature 
of 21 ◦C, mean maximum temperature of 28.5 oC in Feb-
ruary, and mean minimum temperature of 13.3 oC in July. 
The soil at the experimental field, according to USDA Soil 
Taxonomy (Soil Survey & Staff, 2010), is a clayey Rhodic 
Eutrudox [i.e. Latossolo Vermelho eutroférrico, in the Bra-
zilian Soil Classification System] with 710 g clay kg− 1 soil, 
82 g silt kg− 1 soil, and 208 g sand kg− 1 soil. Soil chemical 
properties were determined according to Embrapa (1997): 
total organic carbon, 18.1  g dm− 3; pH in CaCl2, 5.1; Ca, 
3.7 cmolc dm− 3; Mg, 1.9 cmolc dm− 3; Al, 0.0 cmolc dm− 3; 
K, 0.39 cmolc dm− 3; P (Mehlich-1), 28.8 mg dm− 3; cation-
exchange capacity, 11.1 cmolc dm− 3; and base saturation, 
54%. The experimental site has been managed under no-
tillage for 20 years. Meteorological data were collected by 
the experimental weather station at Embrapa Soja, located 
400 m far from the experimental site. Figure 1 shows the 
sequential water balance during the experimental period, 
estimated using meteorological data and assuming an avail-
able water capacity of 75  mm, according to the method 
described by Thornthwaite and Mather (1955).

Experimental Design and Crop Management

The experimental design was a randomized complete block 
design with split plots and eight replications. Two maize cul-
tivation systems were evaluated in the main plots: sole maize 
and maize intercropped with ruzigrass as cover crop. Four 
N rates were tested in the split plots: 0, 60, 120, and 180 kg 
ha− 1. N fertilizer (ammonium nitrate) was broadcasted 

1 3

716



International Journal of Plant Production (2023) 17:715–728

when maize plants were at the V5 stage (Ritchie et al., 1986) 
following the recommendations of the Paraná State Divi-
sion of the Brazilian Soil Science Society (NEPAR-SBCS, 
2019). Treatments were repeated in the same split plots in 
the next season. Each experimental unit comprised six 8 m 
long rows of maize with a spacing of 0.85 m. The four cen-
tral rows were treated as useful plot area.

The basal fertilizer applied to maize crops consisted of 
25 kg N ha− 1, 80 kg P2O5 ha− 1, and 80 kg K2O ha− 1. These 
rates were based on the results of soil analysis and followed 
the recommendations of NEPAR-SBCS, 2019. Seeds of 
the simple maize hybrid P30F53 were sown on March 13, 
2020, and March 18, 2021. A seed and fertilizer spreader 
with a guillotine-type furrowing mechanism was used to 
open planting rows and apply the fertilizer. Offset double 
discs were used for sowing. The final plant density was 70 
thousand plants ha− 1.

Ruzigrass was planted between maize rows, at the 2 cm 
deep, in the same operation as maize, without fertilization. 
Figure 2 shows the visual appearance of maize plots with 

and without ruzigrass. Seeds of ruzigrass were sown using 
a mechanized system comprising a seed grader and offset 
double discs set at 5 kg ha− 1 on a viable seed basis.

Maize seeds were industrially treated with clothiani-
din (210 mL a.i. 100  kg− 1 seed) + fludioxonil (3.75  g a.i. 
100  kg− 1 seed). Thiamethoxam (42  g a.i. 60 thousand 
seeds− 1) was used to maximize the control of green-belly 
stink bugs (Dichelops furcatus). Weed control was per-
formed at pre-sowing with glyphosate (1.0 kg a.e. ha− 1) and 
at post-emergence of maize crops (V3 stage) with atrazine 
(1.75 kg a.i. ha− 1). Atrazine was used because it also sup-
presses ruzigrass growth, reducing competition with maize 
(Gheno et al., 2021). The insecticide zeta-cypermethrin 
(105 g a.i. ha− 1) was applied when maize plants were at the 
V3 and V6 stages to control green-belly stink bugs. Maize 
harvest was carried out in June 25, 2020 and June 29, 2021, 
when the crop reached harvest maturity.

Soybean seeds were sown in succession to maize on 
October 15, 2020, and October 18, 2021, 15 days after des-
iccation of ruzigrass and weeds with glyphosate (1.5 kg a.e. 

Fig. 1  Sequential water balance 
measured at 5-day intervals 
according to the method 
described by Thornthwaite and 
Mather (1955) and accumulated 
global solar radiation in (a) 
2020/2021 and (b) 2021/2022 
growing seasons. MS, maize 
sowing; MH, maize harvest; SS, 
soybean sowing; SH, soybean 
harvest
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for the sowing of soybean seeds, maize residues and ruzi-
grass plants were collected from an area of 1 m2 in each split 
plot and used to determine straw production.

In the 2020/2021 growing season, N levels in maize 
grains and maize and ruzigrass straw were determined by 
the Kjeldahl method after acid digestion. N exported in 
grains (kg N ha− 1) was calculated using the Eq. 1 (Rocha et 
al., 2020) and partial N balance (PNB, kg N ha− 1) by Eq. 2 
(Austin et al., 2019).

Nexported = NCG × GY � (1)

where NCG is the N content of grains (kg N kg− 1 grain) and 
GY is the grain yield (kg ha− 1).

PNB = (NRt + NRs)− NE� (2)

where NRt is the N topdressing rate (kg ha− 1), NRs is the 
N rate applied at sowing (30  kg ha− 1), and NE is the N 
exported in grains (kg ha− 1).

In both seasons, soybean yield was determined by har-
vesting three 8 m long rows from each split plot, and values 
were adjusted to 13% moisture. Oil and protein contents 
were determined in whole grains by near-infrared reflec-
tance spectroscopy, as described by Heil (2010). Clean 
whole grains were analyzed using a Thermo Scientific 
Antaris II system equipped with an integrating sphere at 
a resolution of 4  cm− 1, with an average of 32 scans and 

ha− 1). A seed/fertilizer spreader with a guillotine-type fur-
rowing mechanism was used to apply the fertilizer. For soy-
bean sowing, offset double discs were set at 300 thousand 
seeds ha− 1, with a spacing of 0.45  m between rows. The 
soybean cultivar used was BRS 1003IPRO, an indetermi-
nate growth cultivar that belongs to relative maturity group 
6.3 and has a compact plant architecture. Basal fertilization 
(70 kg P2O5 ha− 1 and 70 kg K2O ha− 1) was carried out at 
the time of sowing and was chosen based on soil chemical 
parameters and nutritional recommendations for soybean 
crops (Oliveira Junior et al., 2020). Additionally, seeds were 
inoculated with Bradyrhizobium japonicum on the sowing 
day. Weed, pest, and disease management was performed 
in the same manner throughout the experimental site and 
followed technical recommendations for the crop (Seixas et 
al., 2020).

Evaluations

Maize harvest was carried out when grain moisture reached 
22%. Grain yield data were adjusted to 13% moisture. Thou-
sand grain weight was determined by measuring the weight 
of 500 grains harvested from the useful area of each split 
plot. Number of grains per area was estimated as the ratio 
of thousand grain weight to the total weight of grains per 
useful area of split plots. Number of grains per ear was esti-
mated by dividing the number of grains by the number of 
ears per plot, counted at the time of harvest. At desiccation 

Fig. 2  Maize off-season inter-
cropped with ruzigrass (Urochloa 
ruziziensis) in V5 stage (A), 
harvest maturity (B), after harvest 
(C) and sole maize after harvest 
(D)
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topdressing, thousand grain weight was higher in sole maize 
than in intercropped maize. In fertilized plots, there was no 
influence of intercropping on grain weight. In the 2021/2022 
season, there was an increase in thousand grain weight with 
increasing N rate, regardless of intercropping (Fig. 3d).

In both seasons, there was no effect of intercropping or 
N rate on number of grains per area (overall mean of 2,684 
grains m− 2 in the first season and 1,329 grains m− 2 in the 
second season) and number of grains per ear (overall mean 
of 338 grains ear− 1 in the first season and 215 grains ear− 1 
in the second season) (Table 1).

Nitrogen Balance in Maize

Increasing N topdressing rates promoted an increase in the 
N content of maize grains (Fig. 4a). Maize– ruzigrass inter-
cropping did not affect grain N content (Table 1). The amount 
of N removed by maize grains increased with increasing N 
rates by 0.09 kg ha− 1 for every 1 kg ha− 1 increase in N rate, 
regardless of intercropping (Fig. 4b).

The N rates lower than 130 kg ha− 1 led to a negative N 
balance in 2020/2021 season (Fig. 4c). In the absence of N 
topdressing, the N balance was highly negative, about 110 
and 130 kg N ha− 1 in intercropped and sole maize, respec-
tively. The N rate required to achieve a neutral balance (i.e. 
equal to 0) was slightly higher in sole maize than in inter-
cropped maize because of the higher yield at N rates of 0 
and 60 kg ha− 1 (Fig. 3a). However, at an N rate of 180 kg 
ha− 1, the balance was positive, about 50 kg N ha− 1.

Maize and Ruzigrass Straw Production and N 
Content

The total straw production was influenced by intercropping 
in both seasons and by N rate in 2020/2021 (Table 1). The 
amount of residual straw was 1.3 and 1.2 Mg ha− 1 higher 
in intercropped maize than in sole maize in 2020/2021 and 
2021/2022, respectively (Fig. 5a). In 2020/2021, maize and 
ruzigrass straw production increased with increasing N rate 
(Fig.  5b and c). The straw production was high (> 7 Mg 
ha− 1) in all treatments.

The N levels in maize and ruzigrass straw were assessed 
separately in 2020/2021. The increase in N rate provided 
an increase in straw N content in both maize and ruzigrass, 
indicating that directly or indirectly N from fertilization 
increased N uptake (Fig. 6a and b). However, the N content 
of maize straw was not affected by intercropping with ruzi-
grass (Table 1).

background correction at each reading. Mathematical mod-
els were used to estimate protein (180 standards, r = 0.97, 
RMSEC = 0.64) and oil contents (170 standards, r = 0.98, 
RMSEC = 0.45).

Statistical Analysis

Data from each season were analyzed separately due to the 
particularities of each growing season. First, the Shapiro–
Wilk test was used to assess the normality of residuals and 
Bartlett’s test to test the homogeneity of variances. These 
tests showed that data transformation was not required, as 
the dataset met the assumptions for analysis of variance 
(ANOVA). Then, data were subjected to the F-test (p ≤ 0.05). 
When the effects of experimental factors (intercropping and 
N rate) were significant, the F-test was used for comparison 
of intercropping levels and polynomial regression for com-
parison of N rates (p ≤ 0.05). When interaction effects were 
significant (p ≤ 0.05), means of N rates were submitted to 
regression analysis in each intercropping level (Wei et al., 
2012). Additionally, Pearson’s linear correlation analysis 
was performed to identify correlations between variables 
(p ≤ 0.05). R software was used for statistical analysis (R 
Core Team, 2021).

Results

Performance of Maize Off-season

In both seasons there was a water deficit during the maize 
cycle, mainly between April and May, when the crop was 
in the vegetative stage (Fig. 1). In addition, lower air tem-
peratures occurred in June and July in the 2021/2022 grow-
ing season compared to the 2020/2021. In the 2020/2021 
season, maize yield was influenced by the intercropping × 
N rate interaction (Table 1). Intercropped maize had a mean 
yield increase of 2.9 kg ha− 1 for every 1 kg ha− 1 increase in 
N rate (Fig. 3a). In sole maize, N rate did not influence yield. 
At N rates of 0 and 60 kg ha− 1, the yield of sole maize was 
higher than that of intercropped maize (Fig. 3a). At higher N 
rates, there was no effect of intercropping on cereal yields. 
In the 2021/2022 season, increasing N rates positively influ-
enced maize yield, regardless of intercropping (Table  1). 
There was a mean yield gain of 1.5 kg ha− 1 for every 1 kg 
ha− 1 increase in N rate (Fig. 3b).

Thousand grain weight was influenced by the intercrop-
ping × N rate interaction in 2020/2021 and by N rate in 
2021/2022 (Table 1). In both sole and intercropped maize, 
there was a tendency toward higher grain weight with 
increasing N rates. However, this effect was more expres-
sive in intercropped maize (Fig.  3c). In the absence of N 
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in succession to intercropped maize was only observed for 
unfertilized plots (Fig. 7b). The greatest impacts of maize–
ruzigrass intercropping on soybean yield were observed in 
the absence of N topdressing in maize.

In both seasons, there was a consistent effect of N top-
dressing rate applied to preceding maize on soybean oil and 
protein contents (Fig. 7c, d, e, and f). However, there was no 
effect of maize–ruzigrass intercropping or of the interaction 
between N rate and intercropping (Table  1). In both sea-
sons, soybean oil content increased with the increment of N 
rate in preceding maize. An inverse trend was observed for 
protein content, which decreased with increasing N rate in 
maize. The rates of increase in oil content and reduction of 
protein content in soybean as a function of N rate in maize 
were similar in both seasons, namely, for oil, 0.039 g kg-1 
in 2020/2021 and 0.044 g kg-1 in 2021/2022 for each 1 kg 
N ha− 1 and, for protein, -0.085  g kg-1 in 2020/2021 and 
-0.088 g kg-1 in 2021/2022 for each 1 kg N ha− 1.

Yield and Grain Oil and Protein Contents of Soybean 
Grown in Succession to Maize

In both soybean growing seasons, there was a water defi-
cit in November and December, when the crop was in the 
vegetative phase and pod formation (Fig. 1). However, dur-
ing the grain filling there was adequate water availability. In 
both seasons, soybean yield was influenced by the interac-
tion effects of maize intercropping and N topdressing rate 
(Table 1). Soybean yield increased by 1.63 and 3.52 kg ha− 1 
for every 1  kg ha− 1 increase in N rate in preceding sole 
maize in 2020/2021 and 2021/2022, respectively (Fig.  7a 
and b). Soybean yield was not influenced by N fertilization 
of preceding maize–ruzigrass intercrop.

In 2020/2021, grain yield was higher in soybean grown 
in succession to intercropped maize than in succession to 
sole maize for all N topdressing rates (Fig. 7a). However, 
in 2021/2022, an increase in the yield of soybean grown 

Fig. 3  Maize off-season yield as a function of nitrogen rate and inter-
cropping with ruzigrass (Urochloa ruziziensis) in the 2020/2021 (A) 
and 2021/2022 (B) growing seasons. Thousand grain weight of maize 
off-season as a function of nitrogen rate and intercropping with ruzi-

grass in the 2020/2021 (C) and 2021/2022 (D) growing seasons. ns, 
not significant; * significant difference between maize- ruzigrass inter-
crop and sole maize (p ≤ 0.05)
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in 2021/2022 ranged from 2,200 to 2,500  kg ha− 1, being 
lower than the national average (5,230 kg ha− 1) (CONAB, 
2023).

When intercropped, ruzigrass can compete with maize 
for water, light, and nutrients, reducing the cereal yield 

Discussion

In the first growing season, maize yields were higher than 
8,000 kg ha− 1, despite the water deficit in April and May 
2020 (Fig. 1), being above the national average (4,050 kg 
ha− 1) (CONAB, 2023). In the 2021/2022 season, yield was 
strongly affected by the water deficit from March to June, 
frost in June, and maize leafhopper attack (Dalbulus mai-
dis), the main biotic stress of maize in this season in Brazil 
(Foresti et al., 2022). Given these issues, the average yield 

Fig. 5  Total straw production by sole maize and maize intercropped 
with ruzigrass (Urochloa ruziziensis) preceding soybean in 2020/2021 
and 2021/2022 growing seasons (A). Production of straw by maize (B) 
and maize and ruzigrass (Urochloa ruziziensis) (C) preceding soybean 
as a function of nitrogen topdressing rates in the 2020/2021 growing 
season

 

Fig. 4  Grain nitrogen content (A), N exported in grains (B), and Partial 
nitrogen balance (C) of maize off-season as a function of N rate in the 
2020/2021 growing season

 

1 3

722



International Journal of Plant Production (2023) 17:715–728

intercropped maize and 1.5 kg grain ha− 1 for each 1 kg N 
ha− 1 in 2021/2022.

The differences in maize yield between N treatments 
were mainly attributed to the variations in thousand grain 
weight, given that number of grains per area and number of 
grains per ear were not influenced by treatments. In maize 
off-season fertilized with increasing N topdressing rates, 
Bueno et al. (2020) found that grain weight was strongly 
correlated with grain yield.

In 2020/2021, intercropping reduced grain weight in 
treatments without N topdressing. In 2021/2022, there was 
no effect of ruzigrass on maize grain weight. The current 
study shows that competition for N is determinant in the 
effect of intercrop ruzigrass and that grain weight is the 
yield component most affected by competition. Therefore, 
N topdressing is important in maize–ruzigrass intercrop sys-
tems, as it reduces the impact of competition on cereal yield 
and increases grass biomass production, which can be used 
as ground cover or fodder after maize harvest (Crusciol et 
al., 2020; Mateus et al., 2020).

The experiment results showed that partial N balance can 
be highly negative at low N rates when maize yields are 
high (> 8 Mg ha− 1), as observed in 2020/2021. In Brazil, 
maize off-season commonly receives < 100 kg ha− 1 or no N 
fertilization due to the low response of the crop to the nutri-
ent (Fuentes et al., 2018; Sapucay et al., 2020). In soybean, 
the partial N balance ranges from − 10 to 40  kg N ha− 1, 
considering the N content of shoot and roots (up to 0.3 m) 
and the contribution of biological N fixation (70–80%) to 
total N content (Kehoe et al., 2022). Thus, soybean-maize 
off-season doble cropping system in Brazil commonly have 
a negative N balance. Reduction of soil N stocks can com-
promise soil physical, chemical, and biological quality over 

(Silva et al., 2020). During 2020/2021, in the two treatments 
with the lowest N rates, ruzigrass significantly decreased 
maize yield, despite being sown between maize rows and 
being suppressed by atrazine at the beginning of tillering. 
This result indicated the need to associate other herbicides 
with atrazine, such as mesotrione (Martins et al., 2019), 
to increase the suppression of ruzigrass, especially in the 
absence of N topdressing. However, at N rates of 120 and 
180 kg ha− 1, there was no difference in yield between sole 
and intercropped maize. This result indicates that N avail-
ability is determinant of interspecific competition between 
maize and ruzigrass, as reported by Zuffo et al. (2022). In 
2021/2022, the effect of ruzigrass on maize grain produc-
tion was not observed because the prolonged water deficit 
significantly limited yield, reducing the effects of treatments 
on cereal yield.

The N is the nutrient most absorbed by maize and its 
availability is crucial for achieving high yields (Braos et al., 
2022; Coelho et al., 2022). However, in the present study, 
the response of maize yield to increasing N rates was low. 
In 2020/2021, there was a response of maize yield to N rates 
only when intercropped with ruzigrass, possibly because 
of the interspecific competition for the nutrient. In Brazil, 
maize off-season is subjected to several stresses, especially 
water deficit, which limits crop responses to increased N 
supply (Sapucay et al., 2020; Simão et al., 2020). Fuentes et 
al. (2018) tested N rates ranging from 0 to120 kg N ha− 1 in 
maize season and maize off-season in Brazil. There was an 
increase of 9.2 kg ha− 1 in grain yield for each 1 kg N ha− 1 
in the season and of only 2.5 kg grain ha− 1 for each 1 kg N 
ha− 1 in the off-season. In our study, we found an increment 
of 2.9 kg grain ha− 1 for each 1 kg N ha− 1 in 2020/2021 in 

Fig. 6  Nitrogen content of maize (A) and ruzigrass (Urochloa ruziziensis) (B) straw in intercrop systems preceding soybean as a function of N 
topdressing rate in 2020/2021 growing season
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the recommended N rates for maize, including the benefits 
of N fertilization in maize off-season on soybean in suc-
cession. Considering the negative side effects of mineral N 
fertilization, it is important to study the effects of organic 
sources of N and, especially the use of leguminous species 
intercropped with maize off-season, such as showy rattlebox 

time, as soil C and N contents are strongly related (Abrar 
et al., 2021). Systems that have greater N removal than N 
input may cause loss of C in soil. Furthermore, N deple-
tion can reduce biomass production and yield over time, 
degrading the soil and limiting the profitability of the pro-
duction system (Bayer et al., 2006). Therefore, it is relevant 
to evaluate the production system as a whole to determine 

Fig. 7  Soybean yield (A and B), Grain oil (C and D) and protein (E and F) contents of soybean grown in succession to maize off-season fertilized 
with different N topdressing rates in 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 growing seasons
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fertilization is not able to provide gains in soybean yield 
in Brazil. However, the present work showed that the use 
of increasing N topdressing rates in sole maize provided an 
increase in subsequent soybean yield. This beneficial effect 
is probably related to the greater production of shoot and 
root biomass by maize under higher N rates (Coelho et al., 
2020), improving soil physical quality and increasing nutri-
ent cycling (Mendonça et al., 2015). In addition, as shown 
in the present study, N fertilization in maize increased the 
N content in the straw, enhancing the availability of this 
nutrient to soybeans in succession, mineralized gradually 
(Tian et al., 2019). Thus, N rate recommendations for maize 
grown off-season should consider the possible beneficial 
effect on subsequent soybean. Whereas, when maize was 
intercropped with ruzigrass, no benefits of N fertilization in 
maize were detected on soybean yield in succession. This 
result was consistently observed in both growing seasons. 
In this case, probably the benefits of ruziziensis in the soil, 
such as high root growth and increased soil coverage, were 
more expressive for soybean than the N in the preceding 
maize. Moreover, N release by ruzigrass straw (Tanaka et 
al., 2019), even without N topdressing fertilization, contrib-
utes to the N nutrition of soybeans in succession.

Increasing N topdressing rates in sole maize and maize–
ruzigrass caused an increase in subsequent soybean oil con-
tent and a reduction in protein content. Chetan et al. (2021) 
and Wijewardana et al. (2019) have shown that there is a 
negative correlation between soybean protein and oil con-
tents. No previous study demonstrated the effect of N fertil-
ization in maize off-season on the oil and protein contents 
of subsequent soybean. Initially, we expected an increase 
in protein content in soybean grains with the increase in N 
doses in the preceding maize, but the result was the oppo-
site. It is possible that protein was diluted and its reduction 
was compensated by an increase in yield resulting from 
high N rates in maize. Conversely, there was an increase 
in oil production per area derived from the combination of 
increased yield and grain oil content in response to increas-
ing N fertilization in maize. Furthermore, intercropping did 
not affect subsequent soybean oil or protein contents.

Conclusions

The present study demonstrated the benefits of intercrop-
ping maize and ruzigrass, including an increase in straw 
production and subsequent soybean yield. N topdressing in 
sole maize led to an increase in subsequent soybean yield. 
Increasing N rates in maize off-season, regardless of inter-
cropping, led to an increase in oil content and a reduction 
in protein content. In this context, intercropping maize 
off-season and ruzigrass and applying N in topdressing are 

(Crotalaria spectabilis), in order to incorporate N into the 
soil (Sapucay et al., 2020).

One of the pillars of no tillage system is sowing in 
straw-covered soil, with minimal soil mobilization (Balbi-
not Junior et al., 2017; Franchini et al., 2012; Yokoyama 
et al., 2022). Straw reduces water erosion, soil temperature 
peaks, evaporation, and weed emergence, essential factors 
for the success of soybean crop (Balbinot Junior et al., 2020; 
Schick et al., 2000). In both seasons, intercropping pro-
vided higher straw production than sole maize, being 13.3% 
higher in 2020/2021 and 15.4% higher in 2021/2022, prov-
ing our hypothesis. In a study conducted at three localities 
in Mato Grosso do Sul State, Brazil, Ceccon et al. (2013) 
observed that maize intercropped with ruzigrass produced, 
on average, 18% more straw than sole maize. In soybean-
maize off-season double cropping system, straw production 
by off-season crop is crucial, given that soybean produces 
low amounts of straw (< 4 Mg ha− 1). Furthermore, soybean 
straw decay rapidly due to its low C:N ratio (Ferreira et al., 
2016).

In 2020/2021, straw production by maize and maize and 
ruzigrass increased with increasing N rates, but N topdress-
ing did not influence ruzigrass straw production. This find-
ing indicates that N fertilization favored more maize than 
ruzigrass growth. Crusciol et al. (2020) found a significant 
effect of N fertilization in maize intercropped with forage on 
total straw production and, consequently, on the sustainabil-
ity of production systems in tropical regions. The increase in 
total straw production, associated with high straw N content 
resulting from increasing N rates in maize, favor nutrient 
cycling in the soybean-maize off-season system, provid-
ing benefits to soybean production (Werner et al., 2020). In 
2021/2022, increasing N rates did not influence maize or 
ruzigrass straw production, probably due to the longer water 
deficit, limiting the use of N by the crop (Ullah et al., 2019).

In 2020/2021, intercropping maize and ruzigrass 
increased soybean yield compared with sole maize at the 
four N rates (mean increment of 611 kg grain ha− 1), thus 
confirming our hypothesis. There was also an increment of 
573  kg grain ha− 1 at the zero N rate in 2021/2022. Cec-
con et al. (2013) reported a significant increase in soybean 
yield in succession to maize intercropped with ruzigrass 
as compared with sole maize (mean increment of 367  kg 
ha− 1). This positive effect of intercropping on subsequent 
soybean is related to the higher production of root and straw 
biomass, enhancing soil physical properties and promot-
ing nutrient cycling (Mendonça et al., 2015). These results 
demonstrate the potential of intercropping in improving 
soybean-maize off-season system in Brazil, thereby increas-
ing the efficiency of land use (Mateus et al., 2020).

Research studies carried out by Hungria et al. (2006) 
and Yokoyama et al. (2022) have shown that mineral N 

1 3

725



International Journal of Plant Production (2023) 17:715–728

guineagrass affecting grain yield and forage production. Crop Sci-
ence, 53, 629–636. https://doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2012.08.0469.

Borghi, E., Crusciol, C. A. C., Trivelin, P. C. O., Nascente, A. S., Costa, 
C., & Mateus, G. P. (2014). Nitrogen fertilization (15NH4NO3) of 
palisadegrass and residual effect on subsequent no-tillage corn. 
Revista Brasileira de Ciência do Solo, 38(5), 1457–1468. https://
doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832014000500011.

Braos, L. B., Carlos, R. S., Kuhnen, F., Ferreira, M. E., Mulvaney, R. 
L., Khan, S. A., & Cruz, M. P. C. (2022). Predicting Soil Nitrogen 
availability for Maize Production in Brazil. Nitrogen, 3, 555–568. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/nitrogen3040036.

Bueno, D. S., de Lima, S. F., Blanco, M., & Coradi, P. C. (2020). Man-
agement of nitrogen fertilization on agronomic and nutritional 
characteristics in second crop corn. Bioscience Journal, 36, 439–
448. https://doi.org/10.14393/BJ-v36n2a2020-45166.

Ceccon, G., Staut, L. A., Sagrilo, E., Machado, L. A. Z., Nunes, D. 
P., & Alves, V. B. (2013). Legumes and forage species sole or 
intercropped with corn in soybean-corn succession in midwest-
ern Brazil. Revista Brasileira de Ciência do Solo, 37, 204–212. 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832013000100021.

Chetan, F., Chetan, C., Bogdan, I., Pop, A. I., Moraru, P. I., & Rusu, 
T. (2021). The effects of management (tillage, fertilization, plant 
density) on soybean yield and quality in a three-year experiment 
under Transylvanian plain climate conditions. Land, 10, 200. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/land10020200.

Coelho, A. E., Sangoi, L., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Fioreze, S. L., Ber-
ghetti, J., Kuneski, H. F., Leolato, L. S., & Martins Junior, M. C. 
(2020). Growth patterns and yield of maize (Zea mays) hybrids 
as affected by nitrogen rate and sowing date in southern Brazil. 
Crop & Pasture Science, 71, 976–986. https://doi.org/10.1071/
CP20077.

Coelho, A. E., Sangoi, L., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Kuneski, H. F., & 
Martins, M. C. (2022). Nitrogen use efficiency and grain yield 
of corn hybrids as affected by nitrogen rates and sowing dates in 
subtropical environment. Revista Brasileira de Ciência do Solo, 
e0210087. https://doi.org/10.36783/18069657rbcs20210087. 46.

CONAB-Companhia Nacional de Abastecimento. (2023). Série 
Histórica da Área Plantada, produtividade e Produção: Soja - 
Brasil [Historical series of the planted area, yield and produc-
tion: Soybeans - Brazil]. CONAB. https://www.conab.gov.br/
info-agro/safras/serie-historica-das-safras [accessed January, 
2023]. Portuguese.

Crusciol, C. A. C., Nascente, A. S., Borghi, E., Soratto, R. P., & Mar-
tins, P. O. (2015). Improving soil fertility and crop yield in a trop-
ical region with palisadegrass cover crops. Agronomy Journal, 
107, 2271–2280. https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj14.0603.

Crusciol, C. A. C., Mateus, G. P., Momesso, L., Pariz, C. M., Cas-
tilhos, A. M., Calonego, J. C., Borghi, E., Costa, C., Franzlueb-
bers, A. J., & Cantarella, H. (2020). Nitrogen-fertilized systems 
of maize intercropped with tropical grasses for enhanced yields 
and estimated land use and meat production. Frontiers in Sus-
tainable Food Systems, 4, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fsufs.2020.544853.

Embrapa (1997). Manual de métodos de análise de solo (2nd. ed.). 
Centro Nacional de Pesquisa de Solos.

Ferreira, A. S., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Werner, F., Zucareli, C., 
Franchini, J. C., & Debiasi, H. (2016). Plant density and min-
eral nitrogen fertilization influencing yield, yield components and 
concentration of oil and protein in soybean grains. Bragantia, 75, 
362–370. https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-4499.479.

Foresti, J., Pereira, R. R., Santana Jr, P. A., Neves, T. N. C., Silva, P. 
R., Rosseto, J., Istchuk, A. N., Ishizuka, T. K., Harter, W., Schw-
ertner, M. H., & Picanço, M. C. (2022). Spatial–temporal distri-
bution of Dalbulus maidis (Hemiptera: Cicadellidae) and factors 
affecting its abundance in Brazil corn. Pest Management Science, 
1, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.6842.

important practices for the improvement and sustainability 
of soybean-maize off-season cropping system in Brazil.

Author Contributions  Alvadi Antonio Balbinot Junior: conceptualiza-
tion, study design, methodology, data acquisition, supervision, statis-
tical analysis, writing – original draft preparation. Antonio Eduardo 
Coelho: conceptualization, study design, methodology, data acquisi-
tion, graphic design. Luis Sangoi: visualization, writing – original 
draft preparation. Henrique Debiasi: conceptualization, study design, 
data acquisition, visualization. Julio Cezar Franchini: conceptualiza-
tion, data acquisition, visualization. All authors read and approved the 
final manuscript.

Funding  This work has been supported by Brazilian Agricultural Re-
search Corporation (Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária, 
Embrapa) and National Council for Scientific and Technological De-
velopment (Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tec-
nológico, CNPq).

Declarations

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that there is no conflict of in-
terest.

Consent for Publication  All the authors have given their consent for 
the publication of this manuscript.

References

Abrar, M. M., Xu, H., Aziz, T., Sun, N., Mustafa, A., Aslam, M. W., 
Shah, S. A. A., Mehmood, K., Zhou, B., Ma, X., Chen, X., & 
Xu, M. (2021). Carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorus stoichiometry 
mediate sensitivity of carbon stabilization mechanisms along 
with surface layers of a Mollisol after long-term fertilization in 
Northeast China. Journal of Soils and Sediments, 21, 705–723. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-020-02825-7.

Austin, R., Osmond, D., & Shelton, S. (2019). Optimum nitrogen rates 
for maize and wheat in North Carolina. Agronomy Journal, 11, 
2558–2568. https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj2019.04.0286.

Balbinot Junior, A. A., Franchini, J. C., Debiasi, H., & Yokoyama, 
A. H. (2017). Contribution of roots and shoots of Brachiaria 
species to soybean performance in succession. Pesquisa Agro-
pecuária Brasileira, 52, 592–598. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S0100-204X2017000800004.

Balbinot Junior, A. A., Franchini, J. C., Debiasi, H., Coelho, A. E., 
Sapucay, M. J. L. C., Bratti, F., & Locatelli, J. L. (2020). Perfor-
mance of soybean grown in succession to black oat and wheat. 
Pesquisa Agropecuária Brasileira, 55, e01654. https://doi.
org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01654.

Batista, K., Giacomini, A. A., Gerdes, L., Mattos, W. T., & Otsuk, I. P. 
(2019). Impacts of the nitrogen application on productivity and 
nutrients concentrations of the corn-congograss intercropping 
system in the dry season. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica, 69, 
567–577. https://doi.org/10.1080/09064710.2019.1617345.

Bayer, C., Martin-Neto, L., Mielniczuk, J., Dieckow, J., & Amado, T. J. 
C. (2006). C and N stocks and the role of molecular recalcitrance 
and organomineral interaction in stabilizing soil organic matter in 
a subtropical Acrisol managed under no-tillage. Geoderma, 133, 
258–268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2005.07.012.

Borghi, E., Crusciol, C. A. C., Mateus, G. P., Nascente, A. S., & Mar-
tins, P. O. (2013). Intercropping time of corn and palisadegrass or 

1 3

726

https://doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2012.08.0469
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832014000500011
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832014000500011
https://doi.org/10.3390/nitrogen3040036
https://doi.org/10.14393/BJ-v36n2a2020-45166
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832013000100021
https://doi.org/10.3390/land10020200
https://doi.org/10.1071/CP20077
https://doi.org/10.1071/CP20077
https://doi.org/10.36783/18069657rbcs20210087
https://www.conab.gov.br/info-agro/safras/serie-historica-das-safras
https://www.conab.gov.br/info-agro/safras/serie-historica-das-safras
https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj14.0603
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2020.544853
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2020.544853
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-4499.479
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.6842
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-020-02825-7
https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj2019.04.0286
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-204X2017000800004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-204X2017000800004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01654
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01654
https://doi.org/10.1080/09064710.2019.1617345
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2005.07.012


International Journal of Plant Production (2023) 17:715–728

NEPAR-SBCS, Núcleo Estadual Paraná, Sociedade Brasileira de 
Ciência do Solo (2019). Manual de adubação e calagem para 
o estado do Paraná. 2nd ed. Curitiba: Núcleo Estadual Paraná, 
Sociedade Brasileira de Ciência do Solo.

Oliveira Junior, A., Castro, C., Oliveira, F. A., & Klepker, D. (2020). 
Fertilidade do solo e avaliação do estado nutricional da soja. In: 
Seixas, C. D. S., Neumaier, N., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Krzyz-
anowski, F. C., Leite, R. M. V. B. C. Tecnologias de produção 
de soja. Londrina: Embrapa Soja; 2020. (Sistemas de produção, 
17). https://www.infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/
doc/1123928/1/SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf.

Pariz, C. M., Costa, C., Crusciol, C. A. C., Meirelles, P. R. L., Cas-
tilhos, A. M., Andreotti, M., Costa, N. R., & Martello, J. M. 
(2017). Silage production of corn intercropped with tropical for-
ages in an integrated crop-livestock system with lambs. Pesquisa 
Agropecuária Brasileira, 52, 54–62. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S0100-204X2017000100007.

Pope, M., Borg, B., Boyd, R. D., Holzgraefe, D., Rush, C., & Sifri, 
M. (2023). Quantifying the value of soybean meal in poultry and 
swine diets. Journal of Applied Poultry Research, 32, 100337. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.japr.2023.100337.

R Core Team (2021). R: A language and environment for statisti-
cal computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://
www.R-project.org/.

Raun, W. R., & Johnson, G. V. (1999). Improving nitrogen use effi-
ciency for cereal production. Agronomy Journal, 91, 357–363. 
https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj1999.00021962009100030001x.

Ritchie, S. W., Hanway, J. J., & Benson, G. O. (1986). How a corn 
plant develops (21p.). Iowa State University of Science and Tech-
nology. Special reporthttp://www.soilcropandmore.info/crops/
Corn/How-Corn-Grows/index.htm.

Rocha, K. F., de Souza, M., Almeida, D. S., Chadwick, D. R., Jones, 
D. L., Mooney, S. J., & Rosolem, C. A. (2020). Cover crops 
affect the partial nitrogen balance in a maize-forage cropping 
system. Geoderma, 360, 114000. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoderma.2019.114000.

Roohi, M., Arif, M. S., Guillaume, T., Yasmeen, T., Riaz, M., Sha-
koor, A., Farooq, T. H., Shahzad, S. M., & Bragazza, L. (2022). 
Role of fertilization regime on soil carbon sequestration and 
crop yield in a maize-cowpea intercropping system on low fer-
tility soils. Geoderma, 428, 116152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoderma.2022.116152.

Sapucay, M. J. L. C., Coelho, A. E., Bratti, F., Locatelli, J. L., San-
goi, L., Balbinot Junior, A. A., & Zucareli, C. (2020). Nitro-
gen rates on the agronomic performance of second-crop corn 
single and intercropped with ruzigrass or showy rattlebox. 
Pesquisa Agropecuária Tropical, 50, 1–10, 2020. https://doi.
org/10.1590/1983-40632020v5065525.

Schick, J., Bertol, I., Batistela, O., & Balbinot Junior, A. A. (2000). 
Erosão hídrica em cambissolo húmico alumínico submetido 
a diferentes sistemas de preparo e cultivo do solo: I. perdas de 
solo e água. Revista Brasileira de Ciência do Solo, 24, 427–436. 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832000000200019.

Seixas, C. D. S., Neumaier, N., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Krzyzanowski, 
F. C., & Leite, R. M. V. (2020). B. C. Tecnologias de produção 
de soja. Embrapa Soja. (Sistemas de produção, 17)https://www.
infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/doc/1123928/1/
SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf.

Silva, G. S. F., Andrade Júnior, A. S., Cardoso, M. J., & Araújo Neto, 
R. B. (2020). Soil water dynamics and yield in maize and Brachi-
aria ruziziensis intercropping. Pesquisa Agropecuária Tropical, 
50, e5980. https://doi.org/10.1590/1983-40632020v5059809.

Simão, E. P., Resende, A. V., Neto, G., Silva, M. M., Godinho, A. F., 
Galvão, V. P. C., Borghi, J. C. C., Oliveira, E., A. C., & Giehl, 
J. (2020). Nitrogen fertilization in off-season corn crop in dif-
ferent brazilian cerrado environments. Pesquisa Agropecuária 

Fosu-Mensah, B. Y., & Mensah, M. (2016). The effect of phosphorus 
and nitrogen fertilizers on grain yield, nutrient uptake and use 
efficiency of two maize (Zea mays L.) varieties under rain fed 
condition on Haplic Lixisol in the forest-savannah transition zone 
of Ghana. Environmental Systems Research, 5, 1–17. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s40068-016-0073-2.

Franchini, J. C., Debiasi, H., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Tonon, B. C., Far-
ias, J. R. B., Oliveira, M. C. N., & Torres, E. (2012). Evolution 
of crop yields in different tillage and cropping systems over two 
decades in southern Brazil. Field Crops Research, 137, 178–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2012.09.003.

Fuentes, L. F. G., Souza, L. C. F., Serra, A. P., Rech, J., & Vitorino, 
A. C. T. (2018). Corn agronomic traits and recovery of nitro-
gen from fertilizer during crop season and off-season. Pesquisa 
Agropecuária Brasileira, 53, 1158–1166. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S0100-204X2018001000009.

Garbelini, L. G., Franchini, J. C., Debiasi, H., Balbinot Junior, A. A., 
Betioli Junior, E., & Telles, T. S. (2020). Profitability of soybean 
production models with diversified crops in the autumn-winter. 
Agronomy Journal, 112, 4092–4103. https://doi.org/10.1002/
agj2.20308.

Garbelini, L. G., Debiasi, H., Balbinot Junior, A. A., Franchini, J. C., 
Coelho, A. E., & Telles, T. S. (2022). Diversified crop rotations 
increase the yield and economic efficiency of grain production 
systems. European Journal of Agronomy, 137, 126528. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2022.126528.

Gheno, E. A., Ferreira, L. A. I., Mendesa, R. R., Braza, G. B. P., Con-
stantin, J., & Oliveira Junior, R. S. (2021). Herbicides to ruzigrass 
suppression in intercropping with corn. Weed Control Journal, 
20, e202100736. https://doi.org/10.7824/wcj.2021;20:00736.

Heil, C. (2010). Rapid, multi-component analysis of soybeans by 
FT-NIR Spectroscopy. Madison: Thermo Fisher Scientific, 3p. 
(Application note: 51954). https://www.thermoscientific.com/
content/dam/tfs/ATG/CMD/CMD%20Documents/Applica-
tion%20&%20Technical%20Notes/AN-51954-Rapid-Multi-
Component-Analysis-Soybeans-AN51954-EN.pdf.

Hu, Q., Liu, T., Ding, H., Guo, L., Li, C., Jiang, Y., & Cao, C. (2022). 
Application rates of nitrogen fertilizers change the pattern of 
soil organic carbon fractions in a rice-wheat rotation system in 
China. Agriculture Ecosystems and Environment, 338. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.agee.2022.108081.

Hungria, M., Franchini, J. C., Campo, R. J., Crispino, C. C., Moraes, J. 
Z., Sibaldelli, R. N. R., Mendes, I. C., & Arihara, J. (2006). Nitro-
gen nutrition of soybean in Brazil: Contributions of biological N2 
fixation and N fertilizer to grain yield. Canadian Journal of Plant 
Science, 86, 927–939. https://doi.org/10.4141/P05-098.

Kehoe, E., Rubio, G., & Salvagiotti, F. (2022). Contribution of differ-
ent sources and origins of nitrogen in above– and below–ground 
structures to the partial nitrogen balance in soybean. Plant and 
Soil, 477, 405–422. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-022-05418-0.

Martins, D. A., Jakelaitis, A., Pereira, L. S., Moura, L. M. F., & 
Guimarães, K. C. (2019). Intercropping between corn and 
Urochloa brizantha managed with mesotrione underdoses. 
Planta Daninha, 37, e019186923. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S0100-83582019370100056.

Mateus, G. P., Crusciol, C. A. C., Pariz, C. M., Costa, N. R., Borghi, E., 
Costa, C., Martello, J. M., Castilhos, A. M., Franzluebbers, A. J., 
& Cantarella, H. (2020). Corn intercropped with tropical peren-
nial grasses as affected by sidedress nitrogen application rates. 
Nutrient Cycling in Agroecosystems, 116, 223–244. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10705-019-10040-1.

Mendonça, V. Z., Mello, L. M. M., Andreotti, M., Pariz, C. M., Yano, 
E. H., & Pereira, F. C. B. L. (2015). Liberação de nutrientes da 
palhada de forrageiras consorciadas com milho e sucessão com 
soja. Revista Brasileira de Ciência do Solo, 39, 183–193. https://
doi.org/10.1590/01000683rbcs20150666.

1 3

727

https://www.infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/doc/1123928/1/SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf
https://www.infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/doc/1123928/1/SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-204X2017000100007
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-204X2017000100007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.japr.2023.100337
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj1999.00021962009100030001x
http://www.soilcropandmore.info/crops/Corn/How-Corn-Grows/index.htm
http://www.soilcropandmore.info/crops/Corn/How-Corn-Grows/index.htm
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2019.114000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2019.114000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2022.116152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2022.116152
https://doi.org/10.1590/1983-40632020v5065525
https://doi.org/10.1590/1983-40632020v5065525
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-06832000000200019
https://www.infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/doc/1123928/1/SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf
https://www.infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/doc/1123928/1/SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf
https://www.infoteca.cnptia.embrapa.br/infoteca/bitstream/doc/1123928/1/SP-17-2020-online-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1590/1983-40632020v5059809
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40068-016-0073-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40068-016-0073-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2012.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-204X2018001000009
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-204X2018001000009
https://doi.org/10.1002/agj2.20308
https://doi.org/10.1002/agj2.20308
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2022.126528
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2022.126528
https://doi.org/10.7824/wcj.2021;20:00736
https://www.thermoscientific.com/content/dam/tfs/ATG/CMD/CMD%20Documents/Application%20&%20Technical%20Notes/AN-51954-Rapid-Multi-Component-Analysis-Soybeans-AN51954-EN.pdf
https://www.thermoscientific.com/content/dam/tfs/ATG/CMD/CMD%20Documents/Application%20&%20Technical%20Notes/AN-51954-Rapid-Multi-Component-Analysis-Soybeans-AN51954-EN.pdf
https://www.thermoscientific.com/content/dam/tfs/ATG/CMD/CMD%20Documents/Application%20&%20Technical%20Notes/AN-51954-Rapid-Multi-Component-Analysis-Soybeans-AN51954-EN.pdf
https://www.thermoscientific.com/content/dam/tfs/ATG/CMD/CMD%20Documents/Application%20&%20Technical%20Notes/AN-51954-Rapid-Multi-Component-Analysis-Soybeans-AN51954-EN.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2022.108081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2022.108081
https://doi.org/10.4141/P05-098
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-022-05418-0
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582019370100056
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-83582019370100056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10705-019-10040-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10705-019-10040-1
https://doi.org/10.1590/01000683rbcs20150666
https://doi.org/10.1590/01000683rbcs20150666


International Journal of Plant Production (2023) 17:715–728

Werner, F., Ferreira, A. S., Junior, B., Oliveira Junior, A. A., Franchini, 
A., Debiasi, J. C., H., & Aguiar, M. A. (2020). Nitrogen, phospho-
rus, and potassium released by decomposition of palisade grass 
to soybean in succession. Pesquisa Agropecuária Brasileira, 
55, e01853. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.
v55.01853.

Wijewardana, C., Reddy, K. R., & Bellaloui, N. (2019). Soybean seed 
physiology, quality, and chemical composition under soil moisture 
stress. Food Chemistry, 278, 92–100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foodchem.2018.11.035.

Yokoyama, A. H., Zucareli, C., Coelho, A. E., Nogueira, M. A., 
Franchini, J. C., Debiasi, H., & Balbinot Junior, A. A. (2022). Pre-
crops and N-fertilizer impacts on soybean performance in tropi-
cal regions of Brazil. Acta Scientiarum Agronomy, 44, e54650. 
https://doi.org/10.4025/actasciagron.v44i1.54650.

Zuffo, A. M., Ratke, R. F., Aguilera, J. G., Goes, R. J., Steiner, F., Mar-
tins, W. C., da Silva, J. X., & Gonçalves, E. A. (2022). Nitrogen 
response of two corn cultivars grown alone or intercropped in a 
soybean succession system in the brazilian cerrado. Journal of 
Plant Nutrition, 45, https://doi.org/10.1080/01904167.2022.206
1356.

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to juris-
dictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law. 

Brasileira, 55, e01551. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.
pab2020.v55.01551.

Soil Survey, & Staff (2010). Keys to soil taxonomy. United States 
Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation 
Service.

Tanaka, K. S., Crusciol, C. A. C., Soratto, R. P., Momesso, L., Costa, 
C. H. M., Franzluebbers, A. J., Oliveira Junior, A., & Calonego, 
J. C. (2019). Nutrients released by Urochloa cover crops prior 
to soybean. Nutrient Cycling in Agroecosystems, 113, 267–281. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10705-019-09980-5.

Thornthwaite, C. W., & Mather, J. R. (1955). The water balance Cen-
terton, NJ: Drexel Institute of Technology - Laboratory of Clima-
tology, 104p. (Publications in Climatology, vol. VIII, n.1).

Tian, P., Sui, P., Lian, H., Wang, Z., Meng, G., Sun, Y., Wang, Y., 
Su, Y., Ma, Z., Qi, H., & Jiang, Y. (2019). Maize straw return-
ing approaches affected straw decomposition and soil carbon and 
nitrogen storage in Northeast China. Agronomy, 9, 818. https://
doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9120818.

Ullah, H., Santiago-Arenas, R., Ferdous, Z., Attia, A., & Datta, A. 
(2019). Improving water use efficiency, nitrogen use efficiency, 
and radiation use efficiency in field crops under drought stress: 
A review. Advances in Agronomy, 156, 109–157. https://doi.
org/10.1016/bs.agron.2019.02.002.

Umburanas, R. C., Kawakami, J., Ainsworth, E. A., Favarin, J. L., 
Anderle, L. Z., DouradoNeto, D., & Reichardt, K. (2022). 
Changes in soybean cultivars released over the past 50 years 
in southern Brazil. Scientific Report, 12, 508. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41598-021-04043-8.

Wei, J., Carroll, R. J., Harden, K. K., & Wu, G. (2012). Comparisons 
of treatment means when factors do not interact in two-factorial 
studies. Amino Acids, 42, 2031–2035. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00726-011-0924-0.

1 3

728

https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01853
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01853
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2018.11.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2018.11.035
https://doi.org/10.4025/actasciagron.v44i1.54650
https://doi.org/10.1080/01904167.2022.2061356
https://doi.org/10.1080/01904167.2022.2061356
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01551
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1678-3921.pab2020.v55.01551
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10705-019-09980-5
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9120818
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9120818
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.agron.2019.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.agron.2019.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-04043-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-04043-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00726-011-0924-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00726-011-0924-0

	﻿Soybean-Maize Off-season Double Cropping System as Affected by Maize Intercropping with Ruzigrass and Nitrogen Rate
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Materials and Methods
	﻿Experimental Site, Soil, and Climate
	﻿Experimental Design and Crop Management
	﻿Evaluations
	﻿Statistical Analysis

	﻿Results
	﻿Performance of Maize Off-season
	﻿Nitrogen Balance in Maize
	﻿Maize and Ruzigrass Straw Production and N Content
	﻿Yield and Grain Oil and Protein Contents of Soybean Grown in Succession to Maize

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


