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Effects of intercropping oat with different densities on alfalfa seed yield and its
constituent factors

DENG Wen-hui, ZHAO Xiao-na, YONG Jia-yi, GUAN Si-yu, HU Guo-qiang, WANG Teng-fei, HU Hai-ying
College of Forestry and Grassland , Ningxia University, Yinchuan 750021, China

Abstract: The aim of this research was to determine the optimal density and seeding rate of oat for alfalfa seed
production under intercropping conditions in the Yinbei irrigation district. To this end, a field experiment was
conducted with a split-plot design with two factors. The main plots consisted of four oat seeding rates (S;: 90 kg-
ha '; S,: 135 kg-ha '; S;: 180 kg-ha '; S,: 225 kg-ha '), and the subplots included four row ratio treatments
(Z,W,: sown with no narrow rows and two wide rows; Z,W,: sown with no narrow rows and three wide rows;
7, W,: sown with one narrow row and two wide rows; Z,W,: sown with one narrow row and three wide rows). The
alfalfa seed yield and its components under different treatments were measured. The results show that as the oat
seeding rate increased, the plant height of alfalfa and oat, reproductive branches per unit area, number of florets per
inflorescence, number of pods per inflorescence, number of seeds per pod, actual seed yield, and theoretical seed
yield initially increased and then decreased, whereas the thousand-seed weight continued to increase. Soil water

storage was significantly negatively correlated with alfalfa seed yield (P<C0.05). The treatment with seeding rate S,
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and row ratio Z, W, optimized alfalfa seed yield components and achieved the highest yield.
Key words: density configuration; Medicago sativa+ Avena sativa intercropping; soil moisture; alfalfa seed yield;

grey relational analysis

B & (Medicago sativa) fF Ry AR Tz Pk 09 00 T S BHICR | RHC g 2 0 3 L R 003 100k X U RE ) L 7
B Ol R R b A EEE A T AR R A Bl AR R B R T G T R L R S B A
o T A R LA R PR S AR AR B SR B TE TR AR SR T B 2 A O SE e MR BB R AR AR
FA L, T BBl P E DUAR s TR R TR S R A PR R R OR e R M B R AR R 3R S R S B
WrE R 4% A7, T3 3= K AE 225~900 kg-hm *AEAR 2 A GBI 2 8 78 AR =l i 75 ok . Rk R R A B
{0 R A 2 D4R o A P T A R R

Askarian 2 HF ST IE B, 24 B 15 7% A i 1.0 kg-hm 2B, B TG AN AR R B A R Z LR TR R R .
X A5 T A5 o R A A S A R A R R B, AN [ R A R A A PR 3 g A e )
TS e T e 0 e B, 45 SR 26 2k SR M X A PP T B ARG AR O 3.0 kgehm f. 2 R TIARAR S5 5Y
S BT A B 7 A2 N [ AR RS B G, 10 em BRBFE R AL, (R4 SRR AR S em MR BE R R IR R, 30 em
TIRZ o FESCHRAE RS R B BN AT BE 23 (A5 A R e R AIC T R R R R UM DG OC R BIR T B
T AR v B T /L [ R A B X A e R LR R R I A T W K X e e R A B R Y 5
BN,

HAE Rl 2 YR 2R R E GG, S T RENSECEE SR AU EF R TR
b TR 2B O A A R R R R SR T R AR S RGN RS LRI &AL R R R, M3 (Avena
sativa) V£ —Fh P A2 K RABHMEY) , 8 B CR I E Y s A 1B 5 SRR R | DAV /D 2 R 58 4 005
FH i) Bl B 358 0 2 e W R 0% . R WD 7R 4 /e 22 8 B eI o e 22 DR D LD P A i e L BB S
T A A T B AL S I R S A T DA T A 08 AR A DR A R DRSS T T ] 2 A K B R ) A R G A R L T 4R
o B A A R AR A RS R B DA TR 23 B AR G v — Rl ] A TR R T R R AR S — R
B S I W B SR E N EERE R WA RN RN R LA AR SR
FOAFL G B, T 52 W JHE A2 7 1) DG B DR 3R I ok i R K AL S IR R . PT UL  JEE  E RE E r C R & B R
A AR R B &, 0 Y % 0 R Y i, n]RE S B0 A AR e B RN R R e R

TEMIX Z T RN CHR TR ORI, B R =00 T AR I FL SR Rk L A R
KB AW E G E M 7A=Y o e 7 EAR AL X, A 2 R R 0 8 R A X i T TR
T Ay B b I H o SR, B TE AT RS T R BRAR AR R i U 210~225 kg-hm ?, R B [ 5 A5 R
FEIX P — 2 o %K E B A HSR 1.0 m X 0.5 m A S8 A5 4T PR 2, il AT BE A, =22 iR K o e
KAFFEIE S BOE R B IR A K T AR A K Z B R S RS ™ S 4 PR 3T B A A
Fft 7= AR A B RN R I AR R 1A TR D S BRI rh B S A AT IR TR AR e A S
[ 2 B, AR5 AN (] [ 1 4 3 T 0 8 7 b 7 7 i A R B S L 25 59 | T A 1 0 A e 2 {3 1o o 7] 5 G 5 B A
SEF N KA AR PR E HAE A B AR K R S5 A 4 T B S VS N ) HE 22 S 4 v T R T R ) Ol
Bic B, SRy iz b X B A A A R R R R S
1 MR5R%E
1.1 AEEmAL

AR I AE T 2 AW T B R 2 EER (105757 E,38°367 NLEHR 1100 m) #E47 . %7 T4 )1 b &6
S5 M AR R T wh AR IR AR S B K 173 mm A A SRR EEAETE6—9 ], 20234EF % L
SRR KR T SE R E IR 1R . A AESEME K 3008, 6 h, H IR S 25 K & R R A, B IR 5—6 S
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K AEYZE R 1800 mm A 47 ; ZE R KA
Byde 5 A s a8 KM AR E R 55% 5 T /R o 194. 6
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B A& R BT 2020 4F A7 58 8 AT A, AT
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2.25 kg-hm *, - F Oy X b /CHE o WA AR MEE T
2023 4 TF i R FH R XGR g0 e 11, 32 X e 3 b it
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Fig. 1 Average monthly precipitation and average monthly

temperature in Pingluo County in 2023
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Table 1 Experimental treatment of different oat seeding

rates and row ratios
AT IL

Seeding row ratio

FEF FE i Oat seeding rate (kg-hm ™)

90 (S)) 135 (S,) 180 (S;)  225(S,)
Z,W, S\ Z,W, S,Z,W, S.Z,W, S,Z,W,
Z,W, S\ Z,W, S,Z,W, S.Z,W, S,Z,W,
7, W, S\ Z,\W, S,Z,\W, S.Z,\W, S,Z,\W,
7, W, S\ Z,\W, S,Z,\W, S.Z,W, S, Z,\W,

ZoW o TEZEAT AN FE R 5 47 & Fl 247 Sown with no narrow rows and two
wide rows; Z,W,: 7E 1T A #& B 58 17 #% F 317 Sown with no narrow
rows and three wide rows; Z,W,: fE A 1T #& Fh 147 58 17 #6 Fl 217 Sown
with one narrow row and two wide rows; Z,W,: 7EZE T #E A 147 54T 4#K
Fh 347 Sown with one narrow row and three wide rows; F [i] The same

below.

1.3.2 T HOK 4RI 2 - 9 K R S B ) A A AR I D T vk R A S e A )
53 JZHL0~20,20~40,40~60.60~80.,80~100 cm +JZ B 4, IR B8 0. 01 g 9 KA AR I E A A 3 6, 7E 105 °C
FHERE R B AL 6~8 h B fE &, e ML T LA 5 RSk
FIEE K =TT AR — PR R AERTE ) /TR R AT X 1002
FH 0~100 cm + 3 & /K B 38 3 /K & (soil water storage, SWS, mm),SWS & 54 A [a] + 3 2 W F K B
A A R

6
SWS=> h*ax0x10
i=1

KA AN EEEE(cm) ;o N AT (g-cm *) ;0 8 EHET & & KE,

1.3.3  E AR Rl Ko e b R 2R I Tofr =7 1 R i PR 2R R DG 8 A 00 i I5F TR] Sy Y AE RS AR
3 (14 0 A I ) Ay s 2, % /0N DX e A6 1) B AL B A B R 5% 20 B, et L g AR FE AR 0 A6 T Bl o FE S [) A R
X N B AL PR L 20 S AE P OF 2L B B Zebnic  Goit HAa B 7 Foy/NMess . &/ DX TES G20 (A B Zbric /8
JP RS R AR . TERAS /N N BENLIE L 20 /N 3E  GEit A /NN RN IR . 7R B TE 45 38 TR A /N X BE L
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BEICS AN 1 mAE B, 3 1l T X 1), G 1A 200 AR B A AR 8800, D40 B0 B SR A6 T R AR BB SR B . TR B /D XA 11
FhFiE e S  BEMLEEE 6 N, BT 1000 KA 7, TH S A R B A T RLEE . 24 3/4 1Y ISR 2 A AE ), BE L
BEHU S5 AN 1 m AR B, T4 70 N ek, 6 FLaR A7 Bt i s A B 37 296 b 381, O 31 58 B S TR AR b~ S B 7 i
PRISFpF 7= i = S T AU BE R X B AR B A A P B X BT INMER X BEIERP AL X TR X 1077
1.4 #¥E%it5 5
K Excel 2023 {4 b # 5L Rl ACHE , SR FH SPSS 27. 0 844 /Y 5. H 3 J7 22 1% (one-way ANOVA) 437 4b 24 ] 5
F 2 FE(P<<0.05) , i ] Origin 2024 %4 % 56 45 5 2547 AT 904k b B
SR FH R €8, S B B2 1k 200 25 b B 7 O 45 BT HEY , BAR TSR A K
~ min(i)min(k)lx,(k)— 2, (&) + pmax (i) max %)z, (k)— x,(%)]
N wo(£)— z,(k)+ pmax (i )max (£)|x,(A)— z,(k)]

1 &
m—ﬁgmm

& (k)

7= ()X & (&)

A8 (f) SRR R B 2,(k) N R IE B , 2, (£) A Z % K4 s min () min(A) |2, (£) —x, (R LA E 2 /N 5 p
ROy HER B, — 0. 55 max () max(£) o, (&) —a,(R) PG E 2 e K2 5o, (B) —a,(R) R k1SR4 XHE 5y, A 25 AL
KHPE N IEEAR 0, WAL Ry, M IMBEEBEEE

2 GHR545MW

2.1 FRAENYE/RELSFKERERG R

FEAS R AL B b A AR S 93, 75~102.50 em (5 2) o Hor, S, 7, W Ab 38 i) 15 78 M i & =5 (102, 50 em) |, B8 dx
A (PR AR A M, 93.75 em) 4 (1 9. 33060, M2 Bk & DL S,Z, W, b B f /51 (87.92 em) , & 3 & T BR S,Z,W,
S, Z\W A A AL (P<C0. 05) o 1 i R HE 22 1) ke vy 350 Bl 08 22 6 & A 185 Jn 22 58 IS R B 3, OFAE S Ak 28
I 35 B R Rl . A 3% B X 1 A bR s 0 B R (P=>0. 05) , {H X e 2 bk i A B 35 52 i (P<<0. 01) 5 i A [F 47 e
XoF I A I HE 27 bk v 38 TG W 352 e (P=>0. 05) , HHE 22 36 5 547 b % 3¢ BAE X Bk v R JE b 35 5% i (P=>0. 05) &

e A7 3% i X A RN S 4 P AT SR (P<0. 01) o 7 45 5 it e 2 &% ek 134 im0 oA AR, 17 e 22 2 1 DU iy
e b AT RO G AT L AE AR FE T B JE W LR (P>>0.05) o A AE MOAL B b B A
(132%k-m ), & & T & S\ ZW,. .S\ Z W, Hl S, Z, W, Ah i HoAth kb 3 (P<C0. 05) . ME4Z % FE DL S, 2, W, Ab B i 15y, J
L FE R T B S, ZW, S, Z W, H S, Z W A i HoA 4b 3 (P<<0. 05) .

2.2 RRAKAEMSER/ RELSGBEKLELSKETAY R

e 3% 1 AN [RIAT LU LA B 786 27 196 1 FAT L B AR RN 6 AN [F] 2 1 S K B3 B R (P<<0. 01) , i 45 27
B AR R SRR RETHRE LFAWBEHR(ERI) . & L2, B RE A0 S K EY B
o T H A AR HE(P<C0. 05) . 45 )2 &K B AR AT 7e b B K 5 8 7 % 1 )2 S K B 45 R F :0~20 em
1 )2 S, Z W Ak BRI AR, B ERAE 9 10. 3026 B E 6. 21% , B 39. 71%,20~40 cm 1 )2 S,Z, W Ab BRI AR, i ERAFE 1Y
12.78% [ & 8. 11% , M iR 36.54% , 40~60 cm + )2 S,Z,W, b B A% , i 80 /E 19 14.91% & = 10.43% , F& %
30.05%, 60~80 cm + J2 S,Z,W, kb ¥ &5 A% , by B 1E (9 15. 23% [ = 12.57% , M@ 17.47% , 80~100 cm + 2
S.Z, W, b B AR, i PAME Y 18. 43 % B& 2 15.20% , MR 17.53% . ATLIAE M, fEMEF R IS, MS, N, &£ +)2+
e E oK BB
2.3 RRAZAEMNSBRFEHTZZHRREETHH "

WL R R W] (R 4) | e 22 46 55 R [ A7 Ll 24 23 0 1 45 1Y) PR AL oD AR A BSO8R AR A6 )7 8 B A ) /N Ak
BT 45 ER B IERD T BOM A AR T 0 TR R R (P<T0. 01) o B B, bR ORI E 2 A
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Table 2 Comparison of plant height and density of alfalfa and oat under different treatments

pis:! #k# Plant height (cm) % J¥ Density (plants+m?)

Treatment 78 Alfalfa #e# Oat B 7% Alfalfa % Oat
S Z,W, 95.58-0. 51ef 75.75-40. 99¢ 123. 004 3. 61cde 55. 33+0. 88¢
S\Z,W, 97.00=40. 55de 75.75+0.72¢ 124.00+1. 20bed 56.00+1. 15g
S\Z,W, 98.25+0. 82cd 75.75+2.63c 130. 0042. 08ab 57.33+0.88g
S, 7,W, 97. 4240, 70de 76. 252, 42be 126. 67+ 3. 18be 56. 33-0. 88g
S,Z,W, 99. 08+0. 99bced 76.424+2. 35bc 117. 33+ 3. 38def 64.00+2. 311
S,Z,W, 98.92+0. 84bed 76.25+0. 58bc 118. 3342. 33def 66.33+2. 96ef
S,Z,\W, 99.25+0. 58bed 76.75+0. 83bc 121. 004 3. 51cdef 69.33+ 1. 86cde
S,Z,W, 99. 0040. 58bced 77.67+2.27bc 115. 3342, 73efg 67.33+1. 33def
S,Z,W, 100. 424-0. 70abc 81.50-3. 21he 116. 004 2. 00defg 73.334 1. 45¢
S.Z,W, 101.3341. 18ab 83.33+2. 69ab 114.3341. 201fg 72.33+2.67cd
S, 2, W, 100. 504 1. 02abc 87.92+1.22a 118. 334 1. 45def 70. 67+ 2. 40cde
S, 2, W, 102.5041. 06a 86.33+2. 72ab 113. 00+ 3. 06fg 74.33%1.45bc
S, Z,W, 99.25+0. 76bed 77.83%0. 96bc 103.0043. 21h 81.3340. 88a
S, Z,W, 99. 584 1. 20bed 78. 754 3. 63bc 104. 3341.45h 80. 33+ 1. 20a
S, Z,\W, 99.33%0. 99bed 78.0841. 77bc 109. 00+ 3. 61gh 82.33+1.45a
S, Z,W, 100. 4240. 82abc 78.5042. 12be 105. 004 1. 53h 78.6740. 88ab
M 93.754+0. 90f — 132.0041. 53a —

2. PEAS 58 Significant test (F{H F value)

S 1. 76NS 20. 27xx 42 51%* 149. 62+
7L zw 0.16NS 0. 98NS 2.88NS 0.54NS
AL X ATH SXZW 0.07NS 0.61NS 0.28 NS 2. 10NS

M: H %5 ¥Af: Alfalfa monoculture; S: Broadcast volume; ZW : Row ratio; *: P<<0.05; **: P<C0.01; NS: J& & ¥ Not significant; [/ R [{/N5 F
B R A [A) 4 B[] 22 573 5 3% (P<<0. 05) Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between different treatments (P<<
0.05); F[d The same as below.

78 FC Al 45 b 2 2 50 T WA B L LS E S Rk IR IR M6 , S 0% b I 3 S W 0 S, W, 1 67 T A/ B R B K
M 1534 m B ARAR B M(139 4 - m )45 T 10. 0796 5 B A FBEAE T HOH 19. 60~22. 004, 8,7, W, 1 3 A2
BB PR R, 224 B IR AR B M(19. 60 ) #1712, 2406, H B 3% W T S\ ZoW, AT E 4 AR M(P<<0. 05) 5
SyZiW i REFE T /NE R R 19, 804 e ATALHE MU(15. 804 H2 % T 25. 32%6 s BRI IF 4738404 9. 00~10. 80
A USZW LS 2 WS 2, W I 526 F 55 90 BOR ) ELIR K, 924 10, 80 A T 85 76 41 19 B 6 5 45 3 /b L 4
9.004,

0 TR E B B B O R ARG A . AP TR Y 1. 74~2. 31 g, S,Z, WL i TR
Bk, 02,31 g AR B M1, 74 @) $E8 T 3276 %6 . A2 4 kAR o) A Ho 2 20000 0 T L B 8K L
PEFERSCAR PP B3 AR e /N AR B AT {35 52 00 (P<<0. 01) , fE [] — e 22 i &, 7, W, B8y B0 1T B A B A 0 s A )7
INAEBUR R s TEREA F 5t N S, S, R S, I, Z, W 19 5 2E B AR AR e B0 K TE e 1 1 Ty S, Z,W, (2 WL ML Z, W 1)
B PR BE AR B[] LR T 70 W, B B A B S AR S0 5 T 22 47 kR0 AS () A L 5 AR 2580 17 Xk 9l 80 R B G
BEF M (P>0.05),
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Table 3 Changes in soil moisture content among different treatments ( % )

pog:i! + )2 Soil layer

Treatment 0~20 cm 20~40 cm 40~60 cm 60~80 cm 80~100 cm
S, Z,W, 8.78-0. 39b 10. 52-0. 25b 13.39-£0. 79b 14.75-£0. 47ab 17.70-£0. 22b
S\Z,W, 8.7240.22b 10.45+0. 23b 13.45+0. 22b 14.5940. 19bc 17.09+0. 21bedef
S, Z\W, 8.170. 25¢d 10. 00-0. 24bed 13.01-£0. 38b 13.78-£0. 12de 16.89-0. 11cdef
S\Z,W, 7.86--0. 10d 9.34-0. 12ef 12.64+0. 13bed 13.5940. 17¢f 16.84+0. 19cdef
S,Z,W, 8.68-£0. 17he 10. 34--0. 25bc 13.32-£0. 30b 14. 21-£0. 26bed 17.36-20. 19bed
S,Z,W, 8.0140. 18d 10.02+0. 11bed 13.11+0.09b 13.98+0. 11de 16.83+0. 23cdef
S,ZW, 7.6540. 09def 8.79+0. 10gh 11.99-0. 07de 12.89-£0. 09¢ 16.68-0. 11def
S,2,W, 7.75-0. 05de 9.310. 32efg 11. 6640. 21ef 13.680. 08de 16.57+0. 21ef
S.Z,W, 7.9140. 16d 9.8040. 11cde 12.95-0. 12be 13.89-£0. 10de 17.31£0. 39bede
S,Z,W, 7.18-0.071g 9.55-£0. 07de 10.4340. 07¢g 12.89+0. 09g 15.7740. 13g
S.Z,W, 6.2140.13h 8.47+0. 08hi 10.76£0. 13g 12.6940. 12¢ 15.20-0. 16g
S,Z,W, 6.84-0. 08¢ 8.11+0. 12i 10. 91+0. 061g 12.79+0. 12¢ 15.21+0. 18¢
S, Z,W, 8.62-0. 19he 10. 30=£0. 27be 12.88-£0. 23be 14.11-£0. 21cde 17.51-£0. 21be
S,Z,W, 7.01+0. 11g 8.68+0.08h 10. 8840. 091g 12.57+0. 09¢ 15.42+0. 41g
S.Z\W, 7.7140. 12def 8.910. 08igh 12.110. 14cde 13.55-20. 13¢f 16.81-0. 16cdef
S,Z,W, 7.2240. 17elg 8.44+0. 13hi 11.79-+0. 41de 13.05+0. 14fg 16.55--0. 14f
M 10. 3040. 16a 12.780. 12a 14.91-40. 06a 15.23-0. 14a 18. 4340. 29a

I E R Significant test (F{H F value)

&S 43, 27%* 33. 05%x* 31. 13%x 28. 48%* 24 345
T ZW 33. 35%* 50. 90%* 19. 27** 26. 64x* 27. 59%*
R XATHSXZW 4. 40%* 5. 42%% 4. 67* 5. 47%* 4. 80**

2.4 FARAZAHEMEGEATZEH TR

M7 B U R AT HE X B A8 S bR Fh 1 7 i VB Bl 1 7 i A B 3 S m (P<<0. 05) , bifi 76 22 15 1 A9 38 Jn ,
18 SE R R T 7 A R R T R I BRI TR (K 2 MK D) . FEMEE AR Y S, B AE R T R I
KB M b7 g /N 5 A R — 4 R L Z, W B SRR 7 R R O A

THE 7 4% B RN [ AT Lb T AR 255 0 o 552 B i = 7 RS Bl 7 i 2 0 B Y R (P>>0. 05) o FE 45 Ab B p 5
Fr Ff 7 7= & Ry 346. 33~414. 53 kg-hm *, S,Z,W, i 5£ b Ff 7 7= & B K, O 414. 53 kg-hm ™, £ Ik M &b ¥
(346.33 kg-hm *) #2817 19. 69% , H 4 & & T H A AL B (P<C0. 05) , 1M & 78 HAE B L bR 7 77 i fe /N, B 5K T
R S, Z,W . Ak 1 Ho A A 3 (P<<0. 05) .
2.5 BHREATSZ AT MREF R LE KRS G4 X ESH

R 1R B T B A B AR g A BEAS AR P B AR T NIRRT 2 SR B R R TR S BR A
SRS Rl 7 i 2 ) 2 5 I T 93 &R (P<C0. 05) 3 7 B Al ek B 5t 8 3% IE M1 5656 52 (P<<0. 05) s B
R S A I R AR BE A R BB AE T AR AR T/ INAE B AR T 4 SERR B R 8 S R R R
e U OGO R (P<<0. 05,181 3)
2.6 KEXIKELSH

SR FH R A8 ST B2 3 BT 10 % 45 A 38 1) £ 6 48 A AT 20 BT BT A 1T LA B A 1046 A Ol 14 7 ThT I i 17 A AL Y
LR R bR B ELSCAT L B 6 DG I BE B, U D 25 G PR BB B o LA TR AR A R B A R R AR R AR B A
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Table 4 Effect of different treatments on alfalfa seed yield components
b3 PR T B A BB B A A AE 7 B FEAEF/MEB Num- R4 )5 45 3850 B SR THL R A
Treatment Reproductive Number of inflorescences  ber of small flowers ~ Number of pods ~ Seeds per pod ~ Thousand seed

branches per m*

per reproductive branch

per inflorescence per inflorescence weight (g)

S\Z,W, 143. 00 1. 22f 20.2041. 10be 16.00+1. 22g 9.400.55cd  4.80£0.45bc  1.9370. 03ef
VAR 143. 204 1. 30f 20. 604 1. 82abe 16. 2040. 84fg 9.40£0.55cd  4.80-0.45bc  2.0420. 08cde
SZ,W, 146. 20 2. 17def 20. 40=0. 89abc 16. 800. 84efg 9.80=1. 10abed  5.202-0. 45abc 2. 11-0. 01bed
SZ,W, 145. 000, 71ef 20. 4040. 89abc 16. 60+0. 55¢lg 9.4040.55cd  5.000.71labc  1.99-0. 01de
S,2,W, 147. 20+ 1. 64cde 21. 00 1. 00abe 17.4040. 89def 9.60740.55bed  5.2070. 84abe  1.994-0. 0lde
SWAR 148.00=0. 71cde 21.4040. 55ab 17.4040. 55def 9.80-£0. 84abed  5.207-0. 84abe 2. 112-0. 01bed
S,2,W, 150. 20 2. 39abc 21.2040. 84ab 18.40+0.55abed  10.4040.55abe ~ 5.604-0.55ab 2. 184-0.02ab
S,2\W, 149. 404 1. 34abed 21.00=0. 71abe 17.8040. 84cde  10.00240. 7labed  5.404-0. 55abe 2. 124-0. 07be
S,Z,W, 148. 60 1. 14bed 21.600. 55ab 19.4040. 55ab 10.6040.55ab  5.6040.55ab  1.8540. 07fg
S,Z,W, 149. 60 3. 44abcd 21.80-+1. 92ab 19. 60+ 1. 52ab 10.8040. 84a 5.80+0.84a  2.21-40.0lab
S,Z\W, 153. 002, 35a 21.8040. 45ab 19.80+0. 84a 10. 8040. 84a 5.60£0.55ab  2.31-£0.02a
S,ZW, 152. 00=6. 60ab 21.80=41. 79ab 19. 604 1. 67ab 10. 80 1. 79a 5.80£0.45a  2.132:0. 05be
S,Z,W, 148. 40+ 1. 14bede 21.60+0. 55ab 18.20+0.45bcd  10.4040.55abc  5.604-0.55ab  1.834-0. 03lg
SWAR 150. 202, 49abc 22.00£0. 71a 18.6040.89abed  10.6040.55ab  5.404-0. 55abe 2. 204-0. 0lab
S,ZW, 152.803. 03a 21.600. 89ab 19.0041.58abc  10.604-0.55ab  5.604-0.55ab  2.284-0.04a
SZW, 150. 20=2. 39abe 21.60-+1. 14ab 18.80+0.84abc  10.6040.55ab  5.804-0.84a  2.214-0.0lab
M 139. 001, 22g 19. 604-0. 55¢ 15.80+0. 45g 9.00+0.71d 4.600.55¢  1.7470.06g
B E K Significant test (F{H F value)

S 98. 44 89. 31+ 120. 59 40. 19 12. 18+ 13. 51+

T ZW 25. 48 40. 94 42, 31+ 22. 23%* 8. 52 50. 03+
WA X ATH S X ZW 2. 06+ 4. 75%% 3. 89+ 2. 11+ 0.92NS 1.9INS

JP/NAEH AR T 45 JE R B RN TR T ORLE  SE R
Fift - 7= e FUBIE Bl 72 B AE 2 7% 7 51 X, 0 JRIG AR
dik St TG ek 44 Ak Ak B DA AR BB AL B L AR R TS
AN ZEMH B R R K A X 25, 1T A A AR AR
KUK RBUE . & T8 45 19 IR R ECH 0. 3809~1. 0000
(£ 6) , M4l 4% $i8 br DG 6 22 BOME 2 A7 55 BOCIE BE R
RO HR BEHE 44 (32 7) , 17 A4 3 A% A G Bk B2 HE 44
S,ZW,>S,Z,W,>S,2,W.,>S,ZW,>S,72W,>S,Z,W,>
S,2,W,>S,2,W,>S,2,W,>S,Z,W,>S,Z,W,>S,Z,W,>
S ZW,>S Z,W,>S Z,W.>S ZW,>M.

3 itig

Hif a2 B A0 M E HBE R
8 L R R S R, R R R B O B Y R ) A
I, HOR R K 43 Gl B AR R R ARkt AR . AR

O SERRFEF 7= Actual seed yield
i 3 #gFl7 /=& Theoretical seed yield
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Fig. 2 Comparison of actual and theoretical seed yields of

alfalfa under different treatments
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WEJE % B0 B A AR R RO R T R RS FRLBXNEWMTFRUM0REERR
Ko e A A R 2 (A Ay T AR AR B R R A R Table 5  Significance test of seed yield under different

e e W e W o treat t

B AE 7 B0 AL T /N AL BORUE S5 R0 T 50 1 2 e T reatments
EES SRR FN TP AT

' ] H R & S. B3 |
}ﬁ F%{EE E/J ﬁ j%m ’ ﬁi{i&zi}é ﬁl HSs Hj‘ﬁ zI:J H}%{E ’ E S Factor Actual seed yield Theoretical seed yield
T By X — 4 S L A 22] e o s =
BRI o i — 4% 5L 5 J8 PRk 45 5 T B 75 4 it . — -
7 R A Y I 9 458 — B Bl A B D R G, G s e i i -
EF R 35 2 SR TR . AR A5 o B 7 s oo e

Foft - TR R A B A B R RS R 2k BT X SR

1.0

RSN 090 090 091 090 0.75 0.85 096 0.89 -0.69 -0.88
~ 0.8

#*  IN/RSN 0.91 092 0.88 059 0.85 0.93 0.90 -0.83 -0:81
~ 0.6

3k **  FN/IN 0.97 094 056 095 097 091 -0.67 -0.79

k|
[
*% * % %% | PN/IN 095 0.60 0.90 098 0.89 -0.73 -0.82 - 0.4 &E
[
<)
#% ) (%% (%% (#%) SN/PN 056 084 0095 0093 -0.72 -0.78 -0~2§
kS
*% * * * * TSW  0.58 | 0.71 | 0.59 -0.83 ~ 0 ©
3
©
*k *ok *k sk ** * SY 091 0.88  -0.52 -0:80 --0.2 =
W&
ok ok ok *k *k ok *% ) PSY 091 -0.72 -0.87 L 04 K
° o
z
*k ko *k ok ok * *k ok PH -0.65 | -0.85 L 0.6
*k *k *k *k *k * sk ok SD 055
--0.8
*% k% *% *% % X % s %% * SWC
-1.0

3 BEMFrFEMTFIEMEERRTEARSHEXES

Fig. 3 Correlation analysis of alfalfa seed yield, seed yield components and soil moisture

RSN B3 ifif BLUAE i A 50 Number of reproductive branches per unit area; IN/RSN: 4 4 5 % £ 7 2 Number of inflorescences per reproductive branch;
FN/IN: %4857 /NEE Number of florets per inflorescence; PN/IN: 4 £ ¥ 45 32 4 Number of pods per inflorescence; SN/PN: % J&F F 44 Number of
seeds per pod; TSW: T i B Thousand-seed weight; SY : 5Z bi fl 7 7= & Actual seed yield; PSY: BEig F F 7= & Theoretical seed yield; PH: ¥k &
Plant height; SD: % ¥ Density; SWC: +HEF /K & Soil water content; *: P<C0.05; **. P<C0.01.

BT A ST D TR B R 0 5 LTS R R G5 IR AEAE 2 S, LR IA T B R R AR O A A MR, R A
4 38 Jin o] BEBICAE T A A KR AR R R R i (S~ S,) I, HEZE 1T BRI I 38 4o W IR AR E A ) AR A AR K
BURE , £ i b7~ 78 52 BE 5 1078 i 4 P ik b BEF (S,) , BOAR A SRR D  (HF A B 7 AT BEARAS SE 2 % 00, R BUT KL
RN

A7 HOTE R D REAOLRE R T LR 5 4 B A GRS TC (Y DG BRI R L sk R 2R AR R ST AT HE X A A
Lo JSCIA 2R B 5 o I e B, TR — S IR R B G AT B A BN, B AR B9 A R BOBOZ Wi R AR 7EAT B R 60 cm
B, B 4G R R Ik B R, O 765. 84 kgrhm Yo ARBIEST Kk B, AT LU BC R S R AR Al R o 2, WL A0 B
% b 3 7 e e JHG T A ol DR 2R (A A A T AR A B 5 A B R A e AR /N AR BRI 1 0 3R B
I, 3% — 4505 WA RTS8 I8 — B0, HOR IS BT R M AT BE A R T S B A IRDE XUE D A fE HE A
ZE AL R AR R . B RO AT BE AT RE IR/ 1R AR 18] X O BEIR Y 3 4, P T S A ARAT B 200 A A AR B, AT
3 o A B AR R IR B B K AL IR TR AR E T AR RE A8 S B AR B T R A i A I, AT R 3 R T AT AR
PERE
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Table 6 Correlation values for each indicator under different treatments

4k 3 AT AR RRAERAEIT AL BAET/NMERC AR WY T TR SR T R T

Treatment Reproductive Number of inflores-  Number of small Number of Seeds per  Thousand FE FE
branches per m” cences per reproduc-  flowers per inflo-  pods per inflo- pod seed Actual seed  Theoretical
tive branch rescence rescence weight yield seed yield
S\Z,W, 0. 8596 0. 8303 0.6759 0. 7554 0.6989 0.7238 0.7238 0.4232
S\ Z,W, 0. 8620 0. 8628 0. 6876 0. 7554 0.6989 0.7892 0. 7509 0.4411
S\Z,W, 0. 9001 0. 8462 0.7254 0.8121 0.7946 0. 8458 0.7641 0. 5046
S\ Z,W, 0. 8845 0. 8462 0.7124 0.7554 0.7437 0.7619 0. 7606 0.4522
S,Z,W, 0.9135 0. 8980 0.7675 0.7827 0. 7946 0. 7596 0.7765 0.4995
S,Z,W, 0. 9245 0.9362 0.7675 0.8121 0. 7946 0.8471 0. 7855 0. 5482
S,Z\W, 0.9563 0.9167 0.8499 0.9153 0.9207 0.9018 0.7972 0.7086
S,2,\W, 0.9445 0. 8980 0.7985 0.8438 0. 8530 0. 8553 0. 7897 0. 5860
S.Z,W, 0. 9330 0. 9565 0. 9520 0. 9558 0.9207 0. 6806 0.8812 0.7078
S.Z,W, 0.9474 0.9778 0.9754 1. 0000 1. 0000 0. 9306 0. 8975 0. 8848
S.Z,\W, 1. 0000 0.9778 1. 0000 1. 0000 0.9207 1. 0348 1. 0000 1. 0000
S.Z,\W, 0. 9839 0.9778 0.9754 1. 0000 1. 0000 0. 8620 0. 9359 0. 9037
S,Z,W, 0. 9301 0. 9565 0. 8320 0.9153 0.9207 0.6704 0. 8059 0.6194
SZ,W, 0.9563 1..0000 0. 8685 0.9558 0.8530 0.9218 0. 8288 0.7619
S,Z,\W, 0. 9967 0. 9565 0. 9083 0. 9558 0.9207 1.0000 0.8434 0.8901
S,Z,\W, 0. 9563 0. 9565 0. 8880 0. 9558 1. 0000 0. 9335 0.8331 0.8428
M 0. 8139 0. 7858 0. 6646 0. 7060 0.6592 0. 6307 0. 7087 0. 3809
J# {H Entropy 0.9272 0.9165 0. 8264 0. 8751 0. 8526 0. 8323 0. 8166 0. 6562
L Weight 0. 1383 0.1367 0.1233 0. 1306 0.1272 0.1242 0.1218 0.0979

KT FRLEBEHXKEREHA

Table 7 Correlation degree and ranking under different treatments

fib B S A1 L SRR JECCHERE AR || Ab R SRR S SRR IMBOCHRRE  InELHE 7
Treat- Equal weight corre- Equal weight  Weighted rele- Weighted || Treat- Equal weight corre- Equal weight  Weighted rele- Weighted
ment lation degree sorting vance degree sorting ment lation degree sorting vance degree sorting
S\ Z,W, 0.7114 16 0.7228 16 S,Z,W, 0.9517 3 0.9543 3
S\ Z,W, 0.7310 15 0.7422 15 S,Z,\W, 0.9917 1 0.9912 1
S\ Z,\W, 0.7741 12 0.7843 13 S,Z,W, 0.9548 2 0.9573 2
S\ Z,W, 0.7396 14 0. 7506 14 S,Z,W, 0.8313 9 0. 8407 9
S,Z,W, 0.7740 13 0.7849 12 S, Z,W, 0.8933 6 0.8994 6
S,Z,W, 0. 8020 11 0.8122 11 S, Z,\W, 0.9339 4 0.9366 4
S,Z,\W, 0.8708 8 0.8775 8 S, Z,\W, 0.9207 5 0.9244 5
S,Z,W, 0.8211 10 0. 8303 10 M 0.6687 17 0.6799 17

S,Z,W, 0.8734 7 0. 8803 7

SR I3 X A T A R A AR TR R o A SR, M KR B e S R A I A 7E S, 1%
RN e S K R B A R A, R A /5 AR AR () A AR G B AR R R A N AR R AL e T
EVR XK BEUR A W ORI FHRE ) o B LB A5 W I A I, 6 A A o v E 1 Y K A N T K AL B T T
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T B T 2 YR 3 R A B A AT E A B K o I i 22 2 0 HORE T 2 A KRR R A I 45 O R
AR FECEMHDH A SRR R AT BRARR T . AP R 50— 80, S, E B b, £ HEE K
SR, B A A BT A e

A AH IR S BT K B TE SEPR R R S A T AR A R A B AR B A AR P B AR T NAE B AR 4
B B SR RO B IR A DG OC R L X S AT B S A R — B UL Y A e b R Gk B A L A
T 7= e e e s R o IR R S A R B UM EOC Rk 5 K NG S W I S AN TR) LD R AT e
Ui =P AER U N o ST £/ N = A Sl 0 e e 1 o 1 S 1 3 2 3 A | = R O S [ L R 194
18R 43 R AT K €8 SC I B 43 BT, P A5 17 A Kb B I AOC IR B HE 44 - S, 2, W, > S, 2, W . > S, Z, W, >S,Z,W,>S,Z, W, >
S Z,W.>S.72,W,>S,72,W,>S,2,W,>S,Z2W,>S,Z,W.,>S,Z,W,>S 72, W,>S,Z,W,>S ZW,>S Z,W,>M, % U {T-
o] ] 1 Ak B 7 T A BT R T E A AR R T i, ARG S, AT L Z,W, Y Ak B v A R A
FRIIEAE, B 7 s B s .

4 @i

ABIESEAE E A BT A 90 2 47 VRS [R] 25 5 B 622 |, LA T O () Ah BGRB9S I, kB 7 ke
A2 W Rk e AT TR R AR B SR B AR T N R B AR Y 2 SRR R IE R R SR BR R T e BB A i Y b
MEZ RN ZSE LIS TR, TR E A AR Inses: B J . ROk S BN a2
BERMKIER(P<0.05) . #EES, AT Z,W, i A0 HL AT P4k B 7 Fh 7 7= A s B R, SE iR e it . il K £
ORI B 6 T A 7 o B R R A AT HE T, AT AT AR AU X A R A R R T A e v A R AR
Ff i 180 kg-hm %, e AT FL L B W FE S AT 46 AT S0 AT 46 Fh 247 .
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