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Table 1 Analysis on yield of fertilizer test

4k B fit /kg-hm? Yield
Treatment %5 —%E First cut 5 — % Second cut 5 =% Third cut AR B P4 Yearly total yield
4 8202.5 9809. 4 4194. 3 22206, 2%
1 8520. 6 7680. 6 3734.6 19935. 8
2 7569.9 9532.8 3943. 2 21045.9*
3 7483.8 7797.6 4153.9 19435. 4
CK 7518.0 7718.3 3872.6 19108. 8

Veoe o RRERBHEEMAT, TR,
Note: * * mean significant difference at 0. 01 level. The same below.
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Table 2 The variance analysis of first cut yield

AR 53k P Source of variation SS df MS F Fo. 05 Fo.o1
AJE N 0. 085 7 0.012 0. 766 1.620 1. 990
AR K, O 0.078 7 0.011 0.695 2.220 3. 060
% # Deviation 3.013 189 0.016
AL 5 Totalvariation 4.992 255

K3 FILRNFEHIREREZESW

Table 3 The analysis on significant difference of yield increase effect for first cut

Ak 7 YR 1% i F K F 4k 3 S/ 1% i FKF
Treatment Average yield increase 1% level Treatment Average yield increase 1% level
N7 0.194 A K1 0.209 A
N6 0.191 A K3 0.184 A
N4 0.186 A K5 0.178 A
CK1 0.174 A K7 0.174 A
N5 0.174 A K2 0.171 A
N1 0.172 A K6 0.159 A
N3 0.158 A K4 0.156 A
N2 0.134 A CK2 0.152 A
2.3 FE1IRNEEHERE,SE 2 XX HE=HR Fr R RIEN A AR R FAERS R R N2
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Table 4 The variance analysis of second cut yield

R L #H % 6 29

AR 553k i Source of variation SS df MS F Fo.os Fo.o
AN N 0.215 7 0.031 1.086 0. 626 2.220
A K. O 1.522 7 0.217 7.673% 1.000 2.220
1% 2% Deviation 5. 356 189 0.028
AR 5 Total variation 13.613 255
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Table 5 The analysis of significant difference of yield increase effect for second cut

4k B YR 1% & 2K 4k 3 SR/ 1% W # KT
Treatment Average yield increase 1% level Treatment Average yield increase 1% level

N2 0. 355 A K6 0.429 A

N4 0. 354 A K7 0.424 A

N3 0. 348 A K5 0. 384 AB

N5 0. 336 A K1 0.317 ABC

N7 0. 332 A K4 0.302 BC
CK1 0. 307 A K2 0.297 BC

N1 0. 286 A K3 0.227 C

N6 0.275 A CK2 0.213 C
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Table 6 The variance analysis of third cut yield

75 k5 Source of variation SS df MS F Fo. 05 Fo.o1
e N 0. 920 7 0.131 5.355% " 2.220 3. 060
AR K, 0 0.734 7 0.105 4.2717* 2.220 3.060
iR 7= Deviation 4.637 189 0.025
MR Total variation 11.582 255
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Table 7 The analysis on significant difference of yield increase effect for third cut

k3 T/ % 1% 8 KT P T Y% 1% 8 %K
Treatment Average yield increase 1% level Treatment Average yield increase 1% level
N7 0.243 A K7 0.133 A
N4 0.208 AB K5 0.120 A
N1 0.174 AB CK2 0. 044 AB
N3 0.162 AB K1 0.039 AB
N5 0. 157 B K6 0.038 AB
N6 0. 146 B K4 0.034 AB
CK1 0.141 B K2 0.025 AB
N2 0.128 B K3 —0.050 B
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Table 8 The variance analysis of crude fiber content

8 S YR Source of variation SS df MS F Fo. 05 Fo. 01
AJE N 15.560 7 2.223 0.909 2. 290 3.220
ARAE K. O 7.063 7 1. 009 0.413 2. 290 3. 220
2% Deviation 153. 994 63 2. 444
MRS Total variation 247.591 127
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Table 9 The analysis on significant difference for crude fiber content

A 3 SR Y 1% 2K T 4k 3 YR/ % 1% . F KT
Treatment Average yield increase 1% level Treatment Average yield increase 1% level
N3 27.482 A K5 27.458 A
N5 27.413 A K4 27.164 A
N1 27.264 A K1 27.117 A
CK1 27.095 A K7 27.061 A
N6 27.049 A K2 27.046 A
N4 26. 813 A K3 26. 863 A
N7 26. 564 A K6 26. 828 A
N2 26.483 A CK2 26.626 A
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Table 10 The variance analysis of crude protein content

AR S5 5k PR Source of variation SS df MS F Fo. 05 Fo.o1
A N 11.824 7 1. 689 0.799 2. 290 3.220
AR K. O 7. 444 7 1. 063 0.503 2. 290 3. 220
=22 Deviation 133.169 63 2.114
AR5 Total variation 231. 248 127
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Table 11 The analysis on significant difference of crude protein content

Ak B SRy Y 1% & K 4k 3 YR/ % 1% W FH KT
Treatment Average yield increase 1% level Treatment Average yield increase 1% level
N7 21. 315 A CK2 21. 228 A
N2 21. 283 A K6 21.083 A
N4 21.030 A K3 21.059 A
CK1 20. 856 A K2 21.033 A
N6 20. 826 A K7 20.723 A
N1 20. 746 A K1 20. 706 A
N5 20. 490 A K4 20. 652 A
N3 20. 442 A K5 20. 504 A
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Effect of Formula Fertilizing on the Yield and Quality of Alfalfa

SHANG Chen, ZHANG Yue-xue, LI Ji-kai, ZHANG Hai-ling, CHEN Jing, ZHANG Qiang,

KANG Xin-tong

(Pratacultural Sciences Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin,

Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract; For the purpose of defining reasonable fertilizer amount and applying time, thus to improve alfalfa

yield, The experiment was carried out at Suihua Comprehensive Experimental Station of China National For-

agegrass Research System to study the effects of fertilizing on the forage yield and quality of alfalfa by using

established three-year-old stand of alfalfa(Medicago sativa L. )and orthogonal experimental design. The result

showed that formula fertilization effect at turning green stage in spring and after the second cut were not good,

formula fertilization after the first cut was the best fertilization period. The best fresh yield was reached by the

application of N 75 kgehm?,K,O 350 kgehm™®. Formula fertilization was irrelevant to alfalfa quality.

Key words: alfalfa(Medicago sativa 1..) ;fertilizing; yield
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