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Abstract

the using efficiency of farmland is conducive to the development of agriculture in Tibet. We adopted the used barley, field corn and vicia sativa

(Institute of Resources and Environment, Tibet Academy of Agricultural and Animal Hus-
Intercropping is the agricultural production mode that makes full use of space and resources. Tibet’ s farmland is limited. Improving

for the research on intercropping. Results showed that interplanting crops with vicia sativa could improve soil nutrient effectively. Barley with
clean culture had the lowest economic benefit. Barley, field corn and vicia sativa with intercropping ratio being 1:1:1 had the highest forage

yield and benefit per unit area. Barley and field corn with intercropping ratio being 1:2 had the highest input-output ratio.
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Table 1 Comparison of different treatments in the test plot
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on the pH of soil sample
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on the organic matter con-

tent of soil sample
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on the available phosphor-

us content of soil sample

214 KMRPER G HE 4w, fE R AL B K A

A RLAFEEAREFLL T WA BN 3T 2 4
A AR i o FR G2 RN A SO0 A PR 2R A ol v 3
IKIRPER SRR N, AN, S E w2 A — 1Y [E A e
i ,y\ﬁﬁﬂﬂiigtplg@?k%’f&"ﬁ[w] i

120

—_
o s O 0 o
o o o o o

'O 000 0000000
23245 Treatment code

E4 FEGERNTEERKFERSENTIT
Fig.4 Effects of different treatments on the hydrolysable nitro-

KRR A
Hydrolysable nitrogen content Il mg/kg

gen content of soil sample
2.2 AEAENSRFEEMEYENZNT
221 HFETE, EVE, BT E R BN EEY M
TR T A — A R R, DR IR R A R
FEARAS, KL, T A E AN R EEERER S AREY
B A AR

F 2 AT, T R RERER i e 15 , 294 926,30 kg/hm”;
HAAL & F R ERLA ™ I THRR X i e R o Bk
SATHR/INT 2R MREIGIL R T HUGZ A BRI X
24 23 B S
222 YRR, MRYE T BRAS AT iR B A ) SR A
it ik, G5 R DR R OK S R e 21 L B )
PR, N 30 765.45 kg/hm® , HON FlRE R R S S B G
$5 LB, 7= ik 29 880.90 kg/hm? ; 1 7 BR 24 11 1l
EPE AL, 1 693.50 kg/hm’,

223 BEARASAR (. ARIE TSSO, F IR B2 Tk,
T B 0.6 JT/ kg THEL, W4 AN [ R0 21 & 0 54 11 AR 45 2R 17
T HER 2 W FE T A B R G b, A L@ Y AL 25 A
I PO A ERAD, T A FROR R85 AR, B FOK E R i
B4 11 1R AR 25 e, 18 936.96 J0/hm’ ; FoK 5
HEBIHE 2 1R LR U, Oy 18 459.27 Ji/hm s # R
PARR IS B, 7 10 868.70 JC/hm’

23 FEGEITFERLLBIRME IR R
MR A T AR 7= B LU HEA T AT (3R 3) , AR 2
PUEA X R,

TE I R RN, R ORI B R, IR oK S
TR ER, P L T 10,005 7745 L s I 14 SR 1 5 9
SR AR PG L A A E AR AR, 2 R E VG LA
O PBUIR AR R S E R EM RECNEHH S
T rsE
3 Zig5itig

(1) B EH T G5 SN R A WS AL TR
SRR i AR R B, R A e R A S W b A

=.[10]
wo

EEES
EH



47 % 12

RAEGF BRRXRFEAFBEXE TR

i5 % 29

K AGWCE], B2 T2 A5 B A KR 25 [0], VR 21 985

WORAME

R2 ARLENEDH 22 SEEMFERE

Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the yield and output value of Ximala 22 kg/hm’
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