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R A AR I, 32 X K A b B, f) X0 AR AL 3R, 32 F ok 2 WA 4D 6118 K3 — k07 ik . FoR 2 £ B bR
25 A2 B KA BE KR BE ) B . 45 SR 36 I E KO R R T Y P BB R R A= 7= ) (PEP) | K 43 I R
GWUE) #l i BT XA 1 % 52 i (P<<0. 05) 5 Jifi JE X Fft 7~ F1 T 2 1 7 1 L PFP . B AT 5 iWUE A 8 35 52 0 (P <<
0. 05) 5 7K A 22 15 Tk AR 5 LT # PEP M iWUE #9782 820 (P<<0. 05) . /K84 360 mm i JE &
132 kg« hm 2B Fp 7 7= B d L HE K B 360 mm il B BN 540 kg« hm 2 B 5P A A A {1 (RFV)
o SR IR K IE RS A0 AR 2 B A T N . O RER AR LA SER T R AR BE B H Y, BRI K
iy 288~360 mm J AL 324~540 kg « hm ™ 5 5 BURP A LU R TR S 2800 T O B RY , RDRE E OK B
7 288~360 mm . Ji il K 108~216 kg « hm™*,
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Effect of water and fertilizer coupling on Leymus chinensis in the Ningxia irrigation

area
FU Bing-zhe'?, ZHOU Yan-fei', LI Xue', NI Biao', GAO Xue-qin'*"

1. Agronomy College , Ningxia University, Yinchuan 750021, China; 2. Breeding Base of State Key Laboratory for Preventing

Land Degradation and Ecological Restoration, Ningxia University , Yinchuan 750021, China

Abstract: This research investigated the effects of water and fertilizer and their interaction on the yield, hay
quality and seed yield of Leymus chinensis in the Ningxia irrigation area. The L. chinensis cultivar used was
Zhongke No. 2. A two factor split-plot experiment design was adopted, with water as the main plot treatment
and fertilizer as the sub-plot treatment. A quadratic polynomial stepwise regression and normalization was used
to identify the combination of irrigation and fertilizer that best optimized the multi-factor benefit. It was found
that irrigation had significant effects on seed and hay yield, fertilizer partial productivity (PFP), irrigation wa-
ter use efficiency (i(WUE), and hay quality (P<C0. 05). Fertilization had significant effects on seed and hay
yield, PFP, quality, and hay iWUE (P<C0. 05); significant (P<T0. 05) water fertilizer interactions were ob-
served for thousand-grain weight, heading rate, hay quality, hay PFP and iWUE. The seed yield was highest
with 360 mm irrigation and 132 kg * ha ' fertilizer application. The hay yield and relative feeding value (RFV)

were highest with 360 mm irrigation and 540 kg * ha~' fertilizer application. Stepwise analysis showed that the
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interaction effect of water and fertilizer differs depending on the purpose of L. chinensis cultivation. When L. chinensis
is planted for hay production and forage quality is important, the recommendation is to apply 288—360 mm and
324—540 kg « ha ' of fertilizer; when L. chinensis is planted for seed production and when efficient use of
fertilizer is important, the recommendation is to apply 288 — 360 mm irrigation and 108 — 216 kg * ha™' of
fertilizer.

Key words: Leymus chinensis; coupling of water and fertilizer; hay yield; seed yield; nutritional value

FHE (Leymus chinensis) X 4B RE N RAB 58 2424 SRR Y, LA PUIE BU T i AR 6 S5 00 R Aot
JRE BRI AR B R 5 MU B, ) T 50 5 LA 3 S5 FE 10 26 22 A7 o IR S Bk 2R W) 1 R Y
B K M RR A 5 R R ) A K 0 T R BE R 2K R I 22 R A LI AR DA IR K, DAK A2 RE ) 1]
A8 P (] R0 R AT B 7S A o o3 2 e A R i 3 R 6 L B K IS A R i OB . H AR 2K IE BF I
A JA ] 8 o AR BRI R P B OR B AFAE A — 8 BB L T 2 R R R A R TR SR RUK R RS G R
WFTT , £ 0 A 38 1 0 2 R K A A5 B B, B8 v 2 2B 7 PR R R T X S O T RS R R B R X
S E N Ah 2 B R K NSRS B 25 8 T AH DA 4 K S 487 LR B2 A I 98 BBUA:  3R 2 AR L (B R 2 98 LB R (Cucumeis
sativus) JKHFG (Oryza sativa) JZe i (Lycopersicon esculentum ) EL R (Zizyphus jujuba) ZEVEY) Jy 1250 i 41 %}
FRHE ST A B AEAS TR 21 A # ) ORI AR 2 K O X0 OR R AR 0 OR TR D DA AN [R) 4 I it
FH AL A5 5 T K N G X 2 ) 5 ) A i B /. I R G AN [ A S S R L O AR S T 25 4
M T 3 A KRB s 3 A it 2 X A T R M R e 7 A PR 2R A 5 A Bl it A IR K 5
AP AT BN 77 T TS0 5 T K R A R 2 R L T R R K IR ) 2R R i R A 5 A TR A R
TR S BN 2 R 7 B BT B b 7 S I A R A b B G B s A KR A SR B
1 #E5HE
1.1 X g RN

TR0 Mo A T S R A DX T P X B B AR L R S e (N 38°267267, E 106°238" i 4K 1120 m) ,
J AR T 5 | B DX L e gl Al KRR A T W D BRI 25 K AR FEUK B 200 mm, ToAR ] 185 d, A F 3
A 8.5 CHY . RHERRUAIR IS £, - HE T O R L AR O R R SRR AR R - R
S,

F1 AEMIERR

Table 1 Soil condition on the test site

+)2 AL B B At AL KN 2 B 2
Soil layer Available phosphorous Available K Alkali-hydrolyzable Soil organic matter Total salt PH
(cm) (mg « kg™ 1) (mg * kg™ 1) nitrogen (mg * kg™ 1) (g kg 1) (g kg™ 1)
0~20 17. 85 135.22 51. 20 15. 44 3.98 7.40
20~40 8.17 104. 24 43. 44 11.15 5.20 7.59
40~60 6.39 99. 35 24.99 5.03 3.48 7.43

1.2 RKIEHA

[ B B AR S T B RE 2 5 RO AR,
1.3 Xkt

WYl 2015 4F 5 H RN TRFEFAL AR 2~3 cm A7 80 cm  FEFlii 15 kg « hm * 3 M 5 2E 47
IEH B, 2018 4RI iR KBRS A 5, 1050 R MR R 2 X 0 i 3 F 3 XK oAb B, 15 4 A6 B (43 5]
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FHS1.S 0SSy ) s Rl KO IR B, 35 4 RS RE COr S FoyJF. JFs JF, 3R 38 16 A AR, 44> b 3 T AR
K4 mX6 m,EE 3W., DX T m, AR K5 BN ] 80 cm TR Y ¥ kA 1T R 5

2018 4743 5 FE 2 B0 IR 5 WA 20 2 WHIEA T HE K, 78 3R 75 A B AE 2K S350 6 45 /0N X SR ARG 14 7 kAT —
YA . 45 A 2 A it IE 5t 3 /K B R [R) WL 2,

K2 AEAEEKE . HEEMAE

Table 2 Different treatment irrigation amount, fertilization amount, and time

fib ¥ Jiti I N-P» O5-K2 O e T K f 9] K 3 7K B Trrigation time and amount (mm) S K R
Treatment Fertilization amount Total fertilization amount iR T il Total irrigation
(kg + hm™2) (kg + hm™?%) Seeding establish period Heading period amount (mm)
S Fy 60-45-30 135 45 45 90
SiF, 120-90-60 270 45 45 90
S F; 180-135-90 405 45 45 90
SiFy 240-180-120 540 45 45 90
S: Fy 60-45-30 135 90 90 180
S: Fy 120-90-60 270 90 90 180
Sy Fs 180-135-90 405 90 90 180
S: Fy 240-180-120 540 90 90 180
SsFy 60-45-30 135 135 135 270
S;Fy 120-90-60 270 135 135 270
SsF3 180-135-90 405 135 135 270
SsFy 240-180-120 540 135 135 270
S, Fy 60-45-30 135 180 180 360
SiFy 120-90-60 270 180 180 360
SiF; 180-135-90 405 180 180 360
SiFy 240-180-120 540 180 180 360

1.4 &KE7*x

14,1 SERCRP P 8 Kb R 0 F RS BEAS/N CHEHLIC 20 B 43 50 D0 8 Ak v B C EBE L /N
B NEEC, /NIXPRIE IR 2 m X3 m BV U1K B A R 05 R B AR R AR T ORI 2 S DU e R TR
L, FEREAS /N = KA BEALER 5 4> 20 cm X 20 em B/NEE 43 590850 3 BERIORN AR B A R0, T T B AR R L il
A = ML PR/ 3 BERL X 100 %%

1.4.2  “FH T ROE R A E B A /N DR BY 58 B 1Y 2E QR 77 B 09 XD BT 2 cm X, P E o
F g R N XN BEALIREE 500 g 8RR S) A M T T 105 ‘CART 10 min, 65 CHET HE R T8, I
B PG B0 BT R T R B ] T R O E .

1.4.3 FEEFMEGWE R GBG432-86 2 i 1 [T € %08k I & ML 11 (crude protein) 3% # 5 5R
GB6433-94 & [K 42 B0 2 HLAR 7 (ether extract, CP) & it s R GB6438-92 S AR I (550~600 °C) B 4% KAk 12
) 52 L IR 3 (erude ash, Ash) & & ; B2 PE A 4T 4E Cacid detergent fiber, ADF) & Hi 4 P4 27 4 (neutral detergent
fiber, NDF) & & B 52 43 51#% Roberston HEYE % Ml VanSoest B2 M Pk 3570 i 00 5 ) 5 A 28 208040 Xt
M AN{E (relative feeding value, RFV) I E W T .

DMIXDDM
1.29

Hrfr, DMI(dry matter intake) SR k197 B 04 Bl R & & . 507 0 %0 DM ; DDM (digestible dry matter) A A
AR T4, Bh kg %DM | DMI 5 DDM () 15 0 4 59 43 51 Sy

RFV=
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120
DMI= 115

DDM=88.9—0. 779 X ADF
1. 4.4 JFEBE/K 53] R FAE R R A= 5= ) TE IR 7K 59 B %% (irrigation water use efficiency, iWUE) :/E#)
FIH B E K AT G TR T i B kg » m ™ L IFRARE .
Y

IWUE:ﬁ

Y i (k) s ET AR 24 7 B S #E K& (m®) .
HE#Hi 4= 7 71 (partial factor productivity, PFP) . /8y F] AT 5007 i AL 8 A2 7 i) 22 55 R4 7= . B kg »
kg LR AR

_Y
PFP=4
X Y e (ke) s F oA E &£ (kg) .
1.5 3 HB% 54
K H DPS 2005 fil SPSS 21. 0 #4447 84 it 43 Hr . I Origin 2017 #KFVEIA
2 BERE545H

2.1 FRAKREMFFENFHREEET ZHZ A

KOO REA BESE /N AR B A B BB A R R TR RN 7 A 3 (P<Z0. 05) ; it I X R AG CFE BE
INEEER L NAE R, TR E R A TP R R (P<<0. 05) 5 K BB B X R R8N R L /N AE B, Tk A
ARG B FE I (P<<0.05) (£ 3),

S HRP A R R R R AR RK B S R R B 25 R (P<<0. 05) , Hi S, Fy A R
INAEBSC AR T AR A A 3 TR R K R /N B A i G 1. 5.1, 8.1.8.2. 3 R 1.5 %5 S, F, Ab FEAY B BE B
KK 0.42 em, Nf/NMEBE S, F, (0. 18 em) 1Y 2. 33 £% 3 F, Jti IE K A FESEAE S, ~ S, MY BE /K - F O & 2 1k 22
F(P<C0.05) (% 3), FhT o mm KA S, F, . 565.38 kg « hm 7, & fx/MEFE S| F, (213. 74 kg » hm *)#Y
2.654% .

2.2 FARKEMSFFEARETE> S0P A

VR 7K ORIV I 347 6Tk e R T B 7 A A S R A (P<Z0. 01) . 7K JIE 28 TR FH 6T Bk 55 R0 43 BE B0 W W 5 R
(P<<0.0D)(E D, B MR RAIIE S;F, .0 118. 70 em, B R/NMEFE S F, (90, 55 co) 3§ 1 31. 0920, F, [ Bk
FIAE Sy~ S, K i T AL 3 AN . B R KA B S F, 0l 5155 A4 e m L R AL S, F,
(25454 « m ) 2. 03 £5 . AT B A BERUAE S, .S, T IR /K P L o it A 5 %) 345 o 52 2 3 m PO/ N R A,
FEE R AL B JE S F, . 12320 kg « hm * L Hed /NGB B S\ F, (7802 kg « hm *) 341 57, 91 %, F % 5= i Bl
Kt S 1 354 o S 3 3 1 i) s
2.3 KBRS FFEERMLNY 0

VR K i AR R HE 58 AR R R A RIORL R 20 B M 35 AN (3 s LR AR B B 9. 70 %0 ~11. 06 %, S, F, HLER
FE 8 SIF, 8 14.02% 5 Fy BEEEAE Sy~ S, KT 30 T H AR B2 (R 5) ] DL i AT XL 28 1 3% B 3] 1
HOmAE AR B IE R M s R EOHE A S B TR, MK IEFCY 8. 1820 ~11. 68% .S, Fy BYRHLIK /3 & FL 3
S,F, & 42.79%,

K it AT AR R ADF A3 B 5 35 52 (P<<0. 01) s HLAR WG &%t 7E 1. 40 %0 ~ 1. 78 %, S, F, HMLAR Wi % i 4%
S\ F, 1 27.14% ; ADF & 1E 33.28% ~39.84%,S,F, i) ADF & S, F, 841 19.71%.,

VK AR K 22 AR I NDF  RFV A #5835 0 (P<<0. 01) ; NDF & & 7F 56. 87 % ~62.22%,S,F, iy
NDF &t S, F, 80 9. 41% ; il & i NDF ,ADF 7E S, .S, # /K F &85, RFV &81E87. 71~103. 02,
S,F, i REV & &It S,F, #m 17. 46% ., S,F, 9 RFV 5 S,F, .S, F, 2% % A W 2, o] WL 3 B0k X 4] W2 A (4
(REV) Fifi 7K it AL £ 1) 85 0 222 8 3 184 o %)
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Table 4 Effects of different water and fertilizer on L. chinensis growth and grass yield

b PE Treatment

R & Plant height (cm)

S BEXC Tiller number (No. + m™2)

FH 7 & Hay yield (kg » hm?)

S Fy 90.55+1. 88g 3760+259bcd 7802+731c
S| F, 107.40=+1. 97bed 4425+258ab 8127+ 114c
S F; 101. 00£4. 26def 2955+415cd 9241+156b
S Fy 98.20+1. 82f 2675+443cd 9251+1111b
S: Fy 101. 254+ 1. 64def 4070+ 266abc 9305+ 334b
S: Fy 107. 954 1. 79bc 3310+£97bed 9459+ 289b
S: Fy 99. 50+ 2. 03ef 3165-+80bed 9478+378b
S: Fy 99. 45+ 1. 28ef 3115+50bed 9359+520b
SsFy 110. 35+2. 48b 2545+66d 9575+ 114b
SsFy 118.70+2.53a 2635+ 55¢cd 9613+261b
SsF 102. 1041, 81cdefl 3985-+355ahc 9678+259b
S; Fy 101. 2041, 79def 3275+542bcd 9823+322b
SiFi 110.35+1.11b 3335+247bed 10308+ 248hb
SiF 104. 35+ 1. 39bcdef 5155+1337a 10370+5395b
SiF; 106. 1041, 52bcde 32554 53bed 10433+330b
SiFy 107. 0542, 06bcd 31504 115bed 12320+370a

F B Z M5 (F{E) Significance test (F value)

7K Water 16.01" 1.41 25.51" "

A Fertilizer 12.99" 2.53 5.62""

JK X B Water X fertilizer 6.42" " 3.20" 1.91

x5 ARKEMEEEFMNENZE

Table 5 Effect of different water and fertilizer on the nutritional value of L. chinensis

pLg:il HEH HLAR Ui KUK 53 rpME e U 2T 4 PR 1 Uk 4% 41 4 AR X £ W
Treatment Crude protein (%)  Crude fat (%) Crude ash (%) NDF (%) ADF (%) RFV

S Fy 9.7440.18a 1.5440. 02def 11.24+0. 77ab 58. 24740, 40de 35.5840.22b 94,0140, 53def
S F, 9.88+0. 20a 1.4840. 02fg 8.18+0. 82¢c 61.7541.02a 38.5240. 34a 88.83+1.70gh
SiF; 10.46+0. 16a 1.4040.03¢g 9.84+0.97abc 59.8740.69abcd 38.36+0.31a 91.76=+1. 28fgh
SiFy 9.70+1.12a 1.4240.02¢g 9.12+0. 73bc 61.55+1. 70ab 36.64=40.63b 91.4842. 47fgh
S; Fy 9.76+0. 36a 1.5240. 04ef 8.80+0. 36bc 62.2240. 54a 39.8440. 56a 87.71£0.95h
S Fy 10.04+0. 23a 1. 5440. 02def 9.58+0. 64abc 61.1941. 39abc 38.62+0.49a 89.62+2. 31fgh
Sy Fs 10. 64=+0. 28a 1.4240.02¢g 9.76+0. 75abc 58.1441. 02de 36.2840.51b 96. 92+ 2. 28bcde
Sy Fy 9.80+0. 18a 1.4240.02¢g 9.12+1. 12bc 57.797+0. 73de 35.4440. 38bc 97.51=%1. 56bcde
S3Fy 10. 50£0. 88a 1.6240.02cd 10. 0440. 93abc 59.7940. 58abed  34.6240. 93cd 94.40=+1. 34def
S;Fs 10.48+0. 18a 1.6640. 02bc 11.68+0. 19a 58.6340.80bcde  34.46+0. 54cd 97.34=+1. 77bcde
S;Fy 10. 66+0. 31a 1.5240. 0def 9.46+0. 55abc 58.43740. 73cde 36.1840. 29b 98. 71+2. 32abed
SsFy 9.84+0.52a 1.5640. 05def 9.26+0. 77abc 58.137+0. 42de 33.7640.28d 99. 3240. 89abc
Sy Fy 10. 66+0. 37a 1.7240.02ab 10. 40+0. 57abc 61.01=40. 69abc 36.1840. 29b 92.6441. 39efg
SiF, 10. 86+0. 43a 1.7840.02a 9.98+0. 30abc 57.9140. 62de 33.7640.28d 100. 61+1. 21abc
SiF3 11.06+0.41a 1.6840. 04bc 9.68+0. 86abc 57.294+0. 66de 33.5840.19d 101.924+1. 19ab
SiFy 10. 90+0. 88a 1. 6040. 03cde 9.22+1. l4abc 56.8740. 46e 33.2840.46d 103.027+0.41a

F B EMAEE (F ) Significance test (F value)

7K Water 2.60 57.71" " 0.78 5.25"" 66.61" " 24,22

& Fertilizer 1.21 17.75" 7 1.08 4,977 " 19.12"~ 12.33" 7

7K XA Water X fertilizer 0.16 1.11 1.53 3.86" " 1. 89 3.95° 7
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2.4 FRKEXHTF = FE = SHEAKSA N F ANt 1R L Z 8% R

THE K AT R HE 52 A 6T A RE R e A= 7= 0 R0 I 7K 43U K R R SR A S R 5 W K R X b T R
B A 7= 1 53 R E KO R T R OK A R R R R (R 6)

TH iWUE 76 S, /K0 & i 7 Hofl 3 AN HEAKESEE (1), T 5 iWUE A F 2. 86~10. 28 kg * m *,S,F, [t
S/Fy 3T 2.59 4%, TH PFP Ay 4 A F, /KB 7 HoAth 3 A MBS B2, S, B S, 42 32 Wi 34 i 9 i #4 (I&]
1b); F# PFP A F 17.13~76.36 kg « kg 'S, F, 8 S\F, ¥4hn 7 3.46 /% (& 1), F T iWUE 1 4 >k 4b B
T BT AR R G A0 5 T AR AR A A e U TE By BB B (B 1o s M P iWUE 4 T 0. 04~0. 16 kg m 7,
SiF. W SyF, ¥4I T 3 4%, Fh PFP AE 4 AE K AL BEF Bl A 46 B 38 I 34 2 R Rk e i s R TE Fy BB
(K 1d) ;77 PFP 4 F 0.21~2.09 kg « kg ',S,F, It S,F, ¥/ 7T 8.95 %,

R6 REIKEEB KD AEMEEHRE SR

Table 6 Effects of different water and fertilizer on irrigation water use efficiency and partial factor productivity

HEWEK 43 R % iWUE A 2E 7= 71 PFP
i H Item Ab P Treatment
Fh+ Seed T & Hay FhF Seed FH Hay
F MR (F#E) 7K Water 58.25% " 517.77* 7.38%" 16.28* *
Significance test It Fertilizer 5.70 4,54 24,32% " 609.05* *
(F value) K X I Water X fertilizer 0.09 2.30" 1.37 2.86" "
g @ 90 r ®)
2 a% OF BF, BF, OF, & g0 | " %
=3 %55@ =2 o0f 5 A
2z~ gt -' LB 60t
- ccce Egx "
Er] I =9 L e
=) ;5 R & w0 40
e 4t - | dddd EET 30 ¢ Z)eh
2 LN I ! 5 20
-z i : g 10r
] . i T
s 0 1 L : 1 J 0 1 L | 1l
g 018 a (©) 2 257 (d)
ME 014 | p 2y 20
Eg o2t %E LE
Eo - B, 15
<§§EO.IO- =y e
2 D . L :‘5’ .
g 2 oo 008 2= 210 bed 7
ST 006 g ed cd
o j=
Eg‘) 0.04 | %E{ 0.5} d 4 ﬁd.
'_é 0.0(2) r : % - o
O 1 1 > ] 0 B 1 1 J
e S S,

A
7K Zb £ Trrigation treatment

B1 AEKEXERAKSFAZRMERMEES 2N
Fig. 1 Effects of different water and fertilizer treatment on the irrigation water use efficiency and partial factor productivity
AE/NG FREF R A K & 5l LA B T iWUE F PFP 7 0. 05 /K F2 5 i % . Different lowercase letters indicate that iWUE and PFP at dif-

ferent levels of irrigation and fertilization gradient are significantly different at 0. 05.

2.5 RREKEMNFEZZ ®RFFT =280

VKA AR B 28 i, LSRR R T = 5 fh 7 iWUE f F PFP TR & T 5 iIWUE, T % PFP HLE 1 Al
RFV A& 40l d s 7 Rk 2 WA 7 . W 2087 22 B, 7K IS RS A % 45 TR A2 S ) 52 ) 249 3k 380 b Bk 357K
- (P<0.01) , B REURDHAE 0.86 DL ECGE D,
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F7 KIEBEXNTFE~E.#FE.iWUE.PFP 0 & g 4R A0 @ 3 5
Table 7 Regression model of water and fertilizer coupling on hay yield, seed yield, iWUE, PFP and quality indicators

F8FR index [8] )5 75 # Regression equation R? P

Fh 724 Seed yield Y=214.31—0.91S+0. 71F+5. 10 X10 *S —8. 96 X 10 *F>—1. 31 X 10 *SXF 0.92 <20. 01
FhFHE KK R Seed IWUE Y=0.20—1. 18 X107 3S+1. 96 X 10 3F+2. 22X 10 682 —2.85X 10 "F2—1. 71X 10 "SXF  0.92 <<0.01

¥ AC R A 7 7] Seed PFP Y=0.2146.11X107*S—1. 06X 10 *F+1. 62X 10 882 +2. 60X 10 S F2—1. 34 X 10 6 SXF  0.95 <0.01
FH = Hay yield Y=7124.99+0. 71S+1. 68F+3.56 X 10 S +2. 07X 10 *F?—2.14X10 *SXF 0.93 <20. 01
FHEFE KK FIH Hay iIWUE  Y=14.01—0. 07S+0. 42F+1. 16 X107 *SE—1. 09X 10 *F2 —5, 62X 10 *SXF 0. 99 <0.01
THFACRHR A= 71 Hay PFP Y=15.05+0.055—0. 10F—6. 01 X 10 58241, 35X 10 *F2 —4. 23X 10 SXF 0. 99 <0.01
ARXS A R AR REV Y=92.39—2.42X10 *S—2,99X 10 *F+5.30X10 7S2—5,18X 10 SF2+9.18X 10 SSXF 0.88 <<0.01
ML Crude protein Y=09.92—6.29X10 *S+0.01F+1.89X10 7S*—7.78X10 6F?+2.81X10 "SXF 0. 86 <0.01

TR P SRR AR K &, “F7 KRR ARG

Note: In the formula., “S” indicates different irrigation amount. and “F” indicates different fertilizer application amount.

PL S, Fy AREAKMEAE T FR .S, JFy S K AL b BR . 23 501 5K HR 425 07 R ) e AEL LA KO 7 79 34 7K B AR I &
A3 SR 2 T BRI R KAB (GR 7D, IR A5 B AR 15 5 KB B A E K s A I & . MK & 360 mm, Jili I & 4 540
kg « hm “Hf, TH =/ (11249 kg « hm ™ *) Al REV(105) e K ; 4K &8 360 mm, jifi I &k 135 kg « hm A,
¥ PFP(1.89 kg * kg™ ') FIF 5 PFP(74. 69 kg * kg™ ) K MHE/KEH 360 mm, i L& K 357 kg « hm ™ *HAf,
FLEE (11,08 %) 5 K s 24K 360 mm, Ji Al 4 135 kg « hm B, Fh 7% & (565. 38 kg « hm 2 K24
FEK B 90 mm, MBS N 317 kg « hm 2B, F 1 iIWUE0. 14 kg » m *) F K 4 # K& K 90 mm, jili B &K
540 kg « hm *ff, TH iWUE(10. 10 kg « m*) & K5 0] WLILAN 48 A5 A BE ) Bof 3k 1) e K (36 8)

*8 BERTEFEMFFEERKSFAE EMRESNRBRNEKENELESE
Table 8 Maximum hay yield, seed yield, iWUE, PEP and quality required for irrigation and fertilization

P25 [ A5 o e R E K it S
Response variable (Y) Maximum of response variable Irrigation amount (mm)  Fertilization amount (kg + hm™ %)
77 i Seed yield (kg « hm™2) 565. 38 360 132
Fift T HE K 43 B FHF Seed iWUE (kg » m ™ *) 0.14 90 317
it RE A 2E 7= 1 Seed PFP (kg + kg™ 1) 1.89 360 135
T % =4 Hay yield (kg « hm—2) 11249 360 540
T K 5 FIF % Hay iWUE (kg » m—*) 10. 10 90 540
F IR 4 = 1 Hay PFP (kg « kg™ ") 74.69 360 135
ARXT 45 A { REV 105 360 540
M [ CP (%) 11.08 360 357

TR i R A (REV O HUHLER O L R] I a8 3 5 K HL A5 AR FAT A [R] A 4 44 A BB B HL 4L IR it
XA R (REVORCHLER 200 B DL R (B 47 5 — A A B8 B AT DLAS BK B RS & 5 A0 177 &+
A REV FOHLEE A C R (B 20, ¥R 8+ 57 5 REV MURLE A 2547 28 5 070, 7T LA A XS
REV AR AL A R 7R 0.9 Al 4552 XA 3245 DX, 2 B9 VK it A 45t 494 o 52 7 8% T AR X Aif 5
7 RS Al i A 7 O AR S R AR AR 7 5 AE 0. 8 Wl 5 32 XA HE A X

MR 2 8] 70 A 75 i 8 REV R (L 57 4 R 4 b 3 BEORH Dl A= 77 g 0 55 A8 i 28 7 1 4% 48 b
950,906 .85 0 I 80 Y0 B AT 4552 DXIRAEAT T PFHY . L5453 20 B T A0 K R 5 20000 AR 90 3 e A )7 B i o o
Fof L A MSCAR 1 0 R 5 o A, PR K B O 288 ~360 mm il B K 324~540 kg « hm™*; SE FLF AR LU
W 5 Ao R0k v R4COR T Sl Y T A K i E O 288~360 mm ALy 108~216 kg + hm °,
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KEBEANEBWEFHFFE EANTFESE AN ARMENHXR
Fig. 2 The relation between water and fertilizer input and relative seed yield, relative hay yield and RFV
a: AR E AN (H REV ;b HIXPHLE 1 Relative crude protein;c: #i%f T 5 77 it Relative hay yield;d: A% ffi 57 it Relative seed yield; e: HIXf fi 7
NEKH A= 7 71 Relative seed PFP; {2 A3 T REAL AR 4= 7 )1 Relative hay PFP,

& 2

3 it

PR T 42 % 2 F ol g B TR 3R R 7 e A B R B R - O R AR A O B A A R AR BRI B S R T
1o 7 T e it R 3 A il RS 52 20 A it P R )52 i AR RSO 0 R | T R A g R A Bl b L AT LA
M AR A T AME SR B DO AR A 7 BT 7 ] R A UK 135 kg« hm ot IR R T
R R AR AR AR AT B SR AU HE K AE B30 360 mm 132 kg« hm 7, BRI 5 1 IR A5 IT i AL R A
(7 Tl FES R ) 760 3 DA ] o 45 L ) e U0 98 /K TS A 22 031 o 5 T AT 5 [ 942 5 B ) /A 8 47 i I 5 4
NS B A B RCRC AR AR BB T 1, S b 7 A PR T R 4 e 2 R

IR 28 AP 2 I 4 2 7 R 0 BRI . R AT ST R W K i A T — A Y R AT B Y 1 A R K
JO7 o ELPEE A Lt A kAN 2 TR Y B S — P 2y B R R A U I ad X S A it A AR PR T
DA A T LR o o R Tl A [ b SR 23 S AR KR BIE A R b K A R R 2R A
WEAERK R R R AR Y ORGSR BT ST 3R I K R AT A BT 5 2R VR R A K E B vk S A
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BREEK B2, JU LU NE A1 K E & 25 0 T 50 o B . 530 80 0 OA D L i L I 0 3 0 W o 7 e, RGP
e B T 0 7 X RS I T 2. 25 A% . AR P R R R UK AE AL B S, Fy B X O A R K e AL ) 2 360
mm . 540 kg « hm *, Wi/NAEEE S, F, 8400 T 1. 58 48, U5 b 1% Bk Bt K L A e A 39 o 2 8 3 b O
SETAWEFE T 0 45 R AR R, 100484 0 A5 B AN [] 2y T4 i DXl T R e AR R S B (] L A [ K
il FEL kX 2% b X A g A A R T AN )

T HAE Ny 5 A B FOR IR B IR E R IO e =G R . A b K it AT R S A
XHLER 11 3% ek S RS S 3 TR A2 N R I 400 0 S DR SR A BIE ST A AR T A B IR I (BB A
A BERR AN T B T RS SR ML B S B SR TR . AL A & e S~ S, BB L, Bl 35 e I B p 4
I bR B e m (S I BTE Fy KOV R X ] MR B K it T = Y 3 2 8T B TR R TE S,
BERE L F, JFy F, KF 9 REV ERT 100,00 PL L, 2% 5 [ 10 B 4 J5 4k s o6, 30 W3 i) 5 T 4 5o 0 RLZR 11
REV VR 34 4 5 BTG 2 A B2 AR HR  REV AT U s e~ 55 5 0 ) A 6D, (5L 7 X0 2 B 55 473 2 inf
8 25 B B KL (B ek T s e Y R A A S F AR GEEJK & 360 mm AR & 405 kg « hm ) AR
HAM REV 6B T HAD A S G L o) LUK A 5 20 X A P 4R it — 2 2%

4 Hi

S,F, AbFE (HE K K 360 mm it B 132 kg « hm *) (L8R 7 7= B e i, S, F, AL (K 44 360
mm, i JE &K 540 kg « hm ) (TR M REV &, KNSR G 2800 AR 48 25 7542 7 B 59 i , 3 50 R0 LAk
FEF RN R B DR K B G O 288~360 mm i BB A 324~540 kg + hm ;3 FOROAE LUK R T
FAC R =5 2R F o 5 B i RE K B gl 288~360 mm  Jifi Al & H 108~216 kg « hm 2,
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