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FEITOR B EE S B RMEY) > ERZIRAGEN R O e g - ERREETORZEEM - AT EEHR
s RN - FEIIOREA F 4 5 RS SRR G - AN E SR A R e - DITBlee
KEZ BT REABATINGE D ATEENEE FOKE T —5E (Kenting no.1, KT 1) ~ S ERIZIRE2RM & (A 5T FSH
01 ) BOYERRUBYR m 2 n & (& SR FSM 02) 22 3 (B anfil £ R sl Bt - o0 nl T & F R R EF R E 5
REGERE - 25U EETE IR - BlEsBeies - Bl skiasd  REEF T RS
e R RORME A B TR S A k= 225 S A F 5 - RIEEH - HEEEEGET RE S 2B ERET - Wk—ik
BRSNS TE - EFR0EEH - BIERERERERES - NEET - REMEFES AR A RER
S TREERRIARIFYIsFHIR 8 - TUMEREE R R > BEEERSE SR 865.5 g i HE » IRIEFHI K
Zor BT S 5 363.3 ¢ B o FHEITOREBR SR RIERGY - TORAREARES > B EREETEZHEE
ToRFE  REFHIORZ ST SR AR EE 4273 ¢ - HIFRUERERER - MR SR 5
TORIEAEE & 62.0 mvha - B &I E A S RS H FORRME 41.5 mt/ha (P < 0.05) - figbg i S22 R BN -
{E FH R K AR PR A FIR > SO IRERCRIIR - RIEH  REMEREENY > 8 - REGHSBHESES
E/TH8.53 — 9.81% » B~ JRIEFHHSRNVEE OKEESESE 7.82 — 9.28% > Bla Bk s REEE X
Ky 9.28% firs - HEEE N EEEFEITOK 7.82% (P <0.05) - BIESHHIHE - AawE - REMEEZE > Fraslr
o B RF oI EE R (93.0 — 98.0) - E/ESSR SR E R AR AE REUR - fEMEARIFE -~ S2E - &/ i YE
ELEdEZYPREMIR - bR EE2BEER - EREIRSEER - DURHSEM B SREE 784 mtha i > BES
MHER RIERHEHE (P<0.05) - REFBEERLUREB S TORBIEMISR 52 124.8 mvha s HEERE (F
{EELE (EYLE 5171 62.0 81 62.8 mt/ha) - LREslBRes R - F &I ORISR SR RER RS - "R R EFLRE
BHRH S TR R -

REds « HEITOK - BpkhmsE - RiEE - R - B -
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FHEIFoREEMTEE OMEE - HEZEARLERMEY) - BRG - E RS 58 2 M pk 8K &[4 5 i F
R BEFEFOREEEZEL » R E R & E R &S E FORBIEEME » e Rk 4 Bl tfE
MR 2R E&IVE - B985 (Sorghum bicolor L. Moench) EARAFHEY) » B &RIIE » Bl 5B 55 25 A
A ERE - HEAERET T - IEiREEE FOB & KRS TR - G B 2 250 Rk A 505 56 B SR R 5 LA A
(Getachew et al., 2016) -

FIFHRIRELL_EA R TR BRI < BB = IRREFY A - Wil 8 PR E -~ iR e =384
FA B M2 5 2 f 4 (Malezieux et al., 2009; Gebru, 2015) - N[EPEFAMEYEEA & T - IR ERNEIERSE
FEERENTEYAE B BE R ES (Ndakidemi, 2006; Ayub and Shoaib, 2009; Malezieux et al., 2009) » HAEESERE %
T {EEYfE LM (Loreau and Hectorn, 2001) ~ FE &=fEE (Swift ef al., 2004) ~ {EYIULFE LS {3 (Muschler, 2001) ~ 14
SRR R E AW (Hauggard-Nielsen and Jansen, 2005) ~ & Z=3 555515 (Brussard et al., 2007; Lithourgidis et al., 2011)
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B[R AR A 2 &0 Fll 25 (Perfecto er al., 2003) 5218 %4 o [E B REHEYLEMERETHAERA 5T /D B 35 A IR
(Elemo, 2010) > Bulson et al. (1997) W5E8REGRHEYIE SR IREDRME RS - SRR GRS - NPT RE 5
TR IEFIEL AR - SRR EYIR RS T (EEEBEYNEN P AR e E RS B AH
ZE(E(E (Bulson et al., 1997) -

BihE R B RIS 7 - EEE UG RMEY) R R B - nTBHEESE = e 2 B4E T E (Sankaranarayanan
et al., 2005; Ayub and Shoaib, 2009; Lithourgidis et al., 2011; Kadam et al., 2017) ~ ¥ h1E56EE /& E & BL 3L (Pal et
al., 2014) - ZiRtE L B A H FOR A2 Fh TR AR EE 770 AR ERZ R ER W EB ARG KB EESE
A BRI SR S i E 84 (Elemo, 2010; Samarappuli and Berti, 2018) « BAZEMETHIRIR A A » 25
POER R - HE AN BN SRR E - G - BRI BITE & RoREEkh a5 (Hhe s eid= i
SRIEEY) ) RS T — 8 HREIE Ut RERURENE - N R RS R P T S SR IR A AR R RS
BLIERTRR 8515 (Kihara er al., 1991; Kobayashi et al., 2004; 2008) - [Hif# 7 & £ oK BLER & 22 R AE AR B AT
EENEFRISE -

M A

L sEphR
AMFRLITEI TR T B g & EAR T & TSN E & FORZE T—9% (Kenting no.1, KT 1) ~ mEERIZHK}
SR (M Z 5 FSH 01) BL7r8e I gkl Egim & (A% FSM 02) 55 3 (i £ - HEEER R -
L. 5Eg777%
AORAE SR B A s B P I & 7y Pt FH & 61T o FH I &I 1% i FH S PE - EPE S FoRMEE A &
N-P,05-K,0 % 120 — 80 — 60 kg/ha » 7y EEHEEBLEN A - BREAEHAESRE R 12 HE » BilfeE - S/
& o BRI RN ATEEY 25 — 30 K (4hiE bR ) P #kss + R AR (E S B A - AT E SRR BRI 12
& - NERBRSERE - FTOoRBLSRE  RMEEE T BB BTTIREE 70 x 20 cm » HIEERSETER
# T 2@ EEREET (Randomized complete block design) » 3 &% » 5 fEEZH - R[EpRE A EIEHEEFE TR - B
HEEA e - BN SR  REE S RS AR &R - BEFE TR il akls52
E SR FEEEENE 61T 0 /TR 5 m o (R—ARETESE T UE TR EE > A E M RIECEE  JRHE
TEVIE v e 38 AR B TP PR E AR FEEYIE 2 R B CREERUR - INAEH 40 REFTREMRAIMkS ~ 75 ~ LRe
TR EERE o WX FTHE & LR EY) R B AR A R B (28 - SCBflff e S AR ER ) B2 AR
T HANE A B R B E BBV B A o RS NEAEF IR R th BT E o BB EIEXE
TERETEF SRS R ERE AR - HESEERE KK ERERE o M SRS 2 HEE A& N-P,05-K,0 &
100 — 60 — 50 kg/ha » 7 ELAEEBLEAN G - BIEAEHAERZR 12 AR > BilteE > fifeE - BIEET A
RAEFE) 25 — 30 K (HHEEHA) HR#s T R AR EPS L A - AEAEEE AFER 12 HE - £ 5
SUER RS R ARERESE R aE R A - Wk ER L ERIHR SRR 2 B - XBSGERTHE %
BtE R R EIRE R E - R E -~ &/ ERZYE LY R E B EMEIR o PO B TN I A
HEEBEER I
L HEASH o B AT i A
(i) FHZEEE (crude protein, CP) & & 574T ¢ B Kjeldahl J% (A.O0.A.C., 1995) HIEMEAS =R & EE > TLL6.25 2 H
SERIGHENESE -
(ii) %484 (acid detergent fiber, ADF) ~ H1 /48 4 (neutral detergent fiber, NDF) & & HI| & ¢ I ANKOM 200 %,
HEMTEEHETT (Komarek ef al., 1996; Vogel et al., 1999) » NDF £ a-amylase 22 7572 817E (Van Soest ef al.,
1991) -
(i) FHHFELE ST - P UCREREER (B EHITEBLY 15 — 20 K ) NE] » BRRAAYIAL 2 — 3 cm » FI FHE 29SS IE %
AT/ ST IR MR E A &BHEDIE F i E - 0 AlHE pHE ~ ABE - ZEK T B8 - IEHE
Flieg’s score * 2EER N E (Kim et al., 1992) -
IV. &t &Rt i
SERFTIS BRI SAS (2004) R =TT HET T 018 DL/ NEE 25 B £ (least significance difference
test, LSD) & A 5] R B ] S E PEAR A 22 A -
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FHIER 103 453 H 28 HEMHE > 4 F 40 RiFE KL A B FoRELE R S 52 B ~ JRIE A Mk R B M R 2 2
(F 1) HE1HE  REFS TR EESEIT 402 — 46.7 cm > FEAREEEL 8.2 — 8.5 mm » fEMREEE /A
58.8 — 68.5 g B RIS A LIRS FSH 01 Sh & > RS EN L 66.8 — 68.5 cm » FEMREERR 11.2 — 12.5
mm - FERREEEE /M 98.8 — 112.5 g 5 B ~ JRAE /TR E L FSM 02 fh & @ HEIRSE Y 40.2 — 41.5 cm > 47
BEH 15 — 1.8 fHAREERE 9.2 — 10.8 mm - FHFREEE /MY 95.2 — 105.7 g - slBpss REUR - 45 40 RIEMRSE >
DURE ~ JRM &SR S5 FSH 01 iAo s s @it et BT H R A & - (EAE BV M RN [E RS
FRIMEELEE - FEI TR EERI PR E52 FSM 02 S Ak S I R - LLEREYIRIAE S 40 KIERkE
fEEE > REE RS T RIEF B ORI S &AM E RIS A EE - Sy R gkl S 59 8E
ENEEIFOR o £F 40 REEMRILEGTEER » 2 R EE SN SRR A VIHE SRS S R ER
J ,’E o
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® 1. BEIIOREZRIS RN BIEA FREE T UEER 40 K2 REMEIREEEL
Table 1. Comparison of the agronomic traits of forage corn and forage sorghum with different planting methods 40 days
after planting in spring crop

Crop Variety /line  Planting method Plant height Tiller number  Stem diameter ~ Fresh weight
cm Tiller no./ plant mm g/plant
Forage corn Pure stand 45.5° 0° 8.5" 68.5
KT 1"  Mixed with FSH 01 46.7° 0° 8.2° 60.2°
Mixed with FSM 02 40.2° 0° 8.2 58.8"
Forage sorghum  FSH 01  Pure stand 68.5" 0° 12.5° 112.5°
FSHO01  Mixed with KT 1 66.8" 0° 11.2° 98.8"
FSM02  Pure stand 40.2° 1.5° 10.8° 105.7°
FSM 02  Mixed with KT 1 41.5° 1.8° 9.2° 95.2°

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly, P < 0.05.
¥ KT1: Kenting no.1; FSH 01: high stem type line; FSM 02: tillering type line.

ST B TR LR 55 — 65 RPATE » DAL BRI SR P FERATE  BOIOR T BTk 81 0
RIRIER » WIH A B R —B o MR 75 KT A B TR B S5 R0 AR R 45 B (BT B P Lo
(R2) - SR FREPIRAE SR  DARARREE IR AT - 72 A BRSO B R e B
865.5 ¢ e - BEF NI  RISIER AT (P <005)  SUHHHMEHFR FSH 01 S RIANHE
TOREREFE R 682.8 ¢ 0 BERM A HIN - BRI S REIR FSM 02 S5 RMATRI R E R (P
<0.05) » EAHHTRABRTRRERE T2 2 BRI E AR ST ERIGRPE - i
— ST ~ AL PR 25 R » DR 5 ST R AT 0K » SOE - i B
0 BRI BT SR R B R R TR ITOK AR A S - IR - R BRI
SRR IR  EREHNTREERE - A SEBEITR FSM 02 SR8 SRR
5 HABNHEE NI RPE - A EER I R R R 2 FRITOK 237.6 ¢ R
R R 2322 ¢ M » B EITORRIL Y SRR 1219 ¢ RETEETORRLI 5 SRR
108.3 & B - S EBRBRAE U U HITORRILY TR BB SR B TR LRI -

. HESRE R R A R

BIERERBRIOUBISE - (FERMK - REIERIENE » BT HRRRTERFARE - PRIEEE 82
BT KR AR A RELLR (£3) « B8 3 FRREERET AN RYE BT
LRGSR R SRR - R RIS RS R E R S B
B R - SRR L R D LA ST BRI FSH 01 Sh ARl BRI SRR R
% (P<0.05) « BT A B BRERAAIER - BRI EM RN AR | MRS R &
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SO GBRHER FSH 01 ARl BEERIRIELLE R BRERR A (P < 0.05) - EBoR FAE BB BRI
W SRR BRI R R 2 SR ILL - DA AR 9.9 — 10.5 B - B
RIEL - SRR BRER 3.5 — 37 MUEAIRBEER 35 RIS (Y RLURIEAEIToK 2 8 S
34.6% B - EETINE RHIEHHTOR 2 BT R I SRR (P < 0.05) - HIFHRELERA
R R BT 2 TR R M S AL -

2. HEFORBEER SN B FERGE T 2B R 75 K2 BRI & B A o S BR YRR
Table 2. Comparison of fresh weights and dry matter percentages of forage corn and forage sorghum with different planting
methods 75 days after planting in spring crop

Crop Variety /line Planting Leaf fresh Stem fresh Spike fresh Total fresh Dry matter ~ Dry
method weight weight weight weight percentage weight
g/plant g/plant g/plant g/plant % g/plant
Forage corn Pure stand 83.3¢ 216.7¢ 238.9° 538.9¢ 32.5° 175.1°

KT1®  Mixed with FSH 01 130.6"  291.1° 261.1° 682.8" 34.8° 237.6°
Mixed with FSM 02 88.9° 200.0° 211.9* 500.8° 33.2° 166.3°

Forage sorghum  FSHO1  Pure stand 131.1° 672.2° 62.2° 865.5° 26.8° 232.0°
FSH 01 Mixed with KT 1 72.2° 327.8™ 27.8° 427.8° 28.5 121.9°
FSM 02  Pure stand 100.1°  377.8° 61.1° 540.0° 30.2° 163.1°
FSM 02  Mixed with KT 1 522° 2833 27.8° 363.3° 29.8° 108.3¢

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly, P < 0.05.
¥ As shown in Table 1.

%3, GRERARERE G EAEL AR A 82 REMRAFE Bl B LT
Table 3. Comparison of fresh weights and dry weights of forage sorghum with different planting method reforming 82 days
after cutting

Crop Variety /line Planting method Fresh weight Dry weight Stem/leaf dry weight Dry matter percentage
g/plant g/plant %
Forage sorghum  FSH 01' Pure stand 3,517.3" 949.7* 10.5° 27.0°
FSHO1 MixedwithKT1  2,197.7° 608.0° 9.9 27.7°
FSM 02 Pure stand 1,807.3° 578.3¢ 3.5° 32.0°
FSM 02 Mixed withKT1  1,686.7 583.6" 3.7 34.6'

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly, P < 0.05.
¥ As shown in Table 1.

ML HERE TR B S (F R A A N B e S P

FIERRSEL 82 HETFIWHEHERTAM (R 4) - R 4 ATRIE AL HE B DURE S § TORE 7y BEAY
SRR B RO (62.0 muha) - BUE RS EOR I BRI (55.0 muha) - KRR ELMEE  SRMLR
& (P <0.05) - HHEIOKRIEEERZHRNESHEE - FHHT0K 25.5 miha > SEAEHR 2 16.0 miha » FHEITOR
SRAE BRI Rl m S 2 B E FRHCEULE 37.2 mt/ha o SYEERIESIL =52 24.8 mt/ha > DUEEAE FHE| R oK B
BRAE Sy EERUBT S R e B IR (40.2 £ 39.8 mt/ha) - BAEELEE R - RFEKERR - EEEEFE ok
LB e AUl S R B A BN R > SEMBRERM AL F A ZE 2 - Getachew ef al. (2016)
BHEEERBUR - INERACRIEEE | RIS R B L P 2~ R SRS R T = s
SREZFHYSRA: > B7KELN S 5R Y S SR (E Y E v U8 R IORAVER UIEPEETH - Rt & 2 FYIbR n] e = R 5
BIEIN N EERARENWTER - AplBREEREUR > BRI E RV S T B SURME RS
&SR H Getachew et al. (2016) BH9E—20 > BURAIAEEE & A ME 228 2 MY A IR IEHYA £ M550 m 2 anfd - HI
ARIBHEEAIERTET] - ARESR = SR RE SR F A IR T A - RELAA RV ERHEY) B E20RE
FESH - AR & E = BIE S (Sankaranarayanan et al., 2005; Ayub and Shoaib, 2009; Lithourgidis et al., 2011;
Kadam et al., 2017) FIEAIE5RE A HEBUDFULS (Pal ef al., 2014) S38Es < B RAATRHEYLRIERGE ZAHEISL
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RkEL) © Elemo (2010) BFFEES AT » =52 (ROl ) BLFORIEAE SURERTRSE T30 Ui B IR 2 i A e
FAIREHENRTE > FduEEAFNE i EEE SN E - Wit - AERIL - AU R e 7
H{2% Elemo (2010) 5ERJTA#EST » DR IL R ARG EE B DA RERIEHRE 2 2%  APeaE R
Samarappuli and Berti (2018) W& R—2 - iz (Fof A ) fEPRAY A B NIHEZ faf TR 4 R B IR -

T4 BEIOREBRSRA RS A Z S RIE R EE R

Table 4. The fresh yields of forage corn and forage sorghum with different planting methods for each harvest and total

production
Plant method  Crop Variety/line Main fresh yield First ratoon harvest  Total fresh yield
mt/ha mt/ha mt/ha
Pure stand Forage corn KT 1’ 40.2° — 40.2°
Forage sorghum FSH 01 55.0" 63.1° 118.1°
FSM 02 39.8° 55.8° 95.6"
Mixed plating Forage corn with forage KT 1 and FSH 01 41.5° 78.4° 119.9°
sorghum
Forage corn KT 1 (25.5) — —
Forage sorghum FSH 01 (16.0) 78.4 —
Forage corn with forage KT I and FSM 02 62.0° 62.8" 124.8°
sorghum
Forage corn KT 1 (37.2)
Forage sorghum FSM 02 (24.8) 62.8

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly, P < 0.05.
¥ As shown in Table 1.

Iv.

B ks R E RN ALY 80 HAETT BB UL E TG (£ 4) - BALEBETHM E 2 DURTE & A5k
S BRRIUEAFE (78.4 mtha) > RS S ORI D SIS RLS RAF FAE 2 (62.8 mtha) - Rt& ~ EFSEH R
TERGE A S ERF R - IR B SR SRR 124.8 mtha ~ JRIE S SRR SR EEIE A 1199
mt/ha > FEEERAE = EER BRI SR PO R 2 1181 mt/ha AHYT H MRS 2 8 > BAE TS ] oK 40.2 mt/ha HUELY
BRI - HEHNEFESHSRZEREESHER - RERBGEERES - FERES HAFDE - [Nt > Bk
EPREFERCRFIHEE I > BOSZ8MEH S > BEWNES - (GUERETERE - g - EZEMIRRAEEE
RIBTE SR m AR, - AT e R S R R -

BRI
%5 BBl RIESERF B TORBLER S22 E RS T 2 BB p o TRE - DRI RS Z AR R DU TN B A
FITOREAZG R SRR 1 1 BRI GRGUAUIR - HR BBV - ARE  REZSHNSZHEAES

F5R8.53 B 9.81% « B STLBHERMEE S R 981% - WS TOR Y ST REOES
£ 9.29% I LA EITORR IO R BRERMEA TR 8.53% RS - B - RHBREROH IR
MR CE &R AH 7.82 — 9.28% » BRSSPI I RRALAT BT B 9.28% M - BB A 7 Ok
7.82%  thYEARAETTTE + LUBUIAS R BRI 1 59.16% e + BUEL LB - SRABAT & Skl e R S S - B
LS BB D PR 53.46% RIS - BRI T - a0 RMIEIIOR X BRERG A B
BRI 39.21 — 39.87% i » DA RIS BERLGIRHET 2 A LA A B TR T (IR 29.34 2
29.02% ) BURREE - SRS RITRMIEEE A » BUrH TR VRN - SHTATR
SR > B B R R © AR R SRR RO R R ER -
AT ROV BRI 5 LT -
RIS

B REAREAEIE R TEL NS FTPRREE o TSI HTASRAIR 6 - % 6 41> pH 1
B23.65 — 377 0 DIHLEES TR BENESE pH 3.65 R BLEFFEIOK pH 378 s - BRI S AT RE
pH i &5 RHRE 2 Sk > ZBE R 083 — 137% » BAHFITK 1.37% s » BAH SRR 528
FHRHEA FSM 02 5 LA R Z I 0.83% el  PIBE & RTE 0.01% SRLAT + THRERATHL 0.02 — 0.04%
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M BB RMEMHATZEEAK AW 5.52 — 8.23% 2 [ » DURME Y BERI Sk =57 FSM 02 i/ - sAERs4S
REUR > AmE - RIERSEE G > FrAEIT L E R B R R (93.0 — 98.0)

TS5, BEIIOREZRISEN B FREE = EE &'/ sy

Table 5. Nutrient contents of forage corn and forage sorghum with different planting methods in spring crop (% DM basis)

Crop Variety /line Planting method Cp’ NDF ADF

Forage corn KT 1’ Pure stand 7.82+0.19°  57.93+1.06° 29.34+2.67°
Mixed with FSH 01 928+ 1.57"  58.11%1.26™ 31.41+231°

Mixed with FSM 02 8491083  57.93+1.07°  29.02+0.46°

Forage sorghum FSH 01° Pure stand 8.58 £ 0.42° 59.16 £ 0.77° 39.87+0.41°
FSH 01 Mixed with KT 1 8.53+1.20°  57.17+291°  3921+1.13"

FSM 02 Pure stand 9.81+1.54™  53.46+1.99°  39.84+2.65°

FSM 02 Mixed with KT 1 929+ 1.52®  57.18+291* 39.38+1.69"

Forage corn with KT1 and FSH 01  Mixed with KT I and FSH 01 9.02+1.17° 57.65+3.21" 34241203
forage sorghum 11y 2 1 FSM 02 Mixed with KT 1 and FSM 02 8.85+0.98° 5745+ 1.05°  34.08 + 1.46"

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly, P < 0.05.
¥ As shown in Table 1.
* CP: crude protein, NDF: neutral detergent fiber, ADF: acid detergent fiber.

* 6. FHEITOREFR SRR T2 B S

Table 6. The silage quality of forage corn and forage sorghum with different planting methods

Planting method Variety/line pH Acetic acid Propionic acid Butyric acid  Lactic acid  Flieg’s score
% DW
Pure stand KTI? 3.78" 1.37° 0.01 0.02° 5.09¢ 96.5
FSH 01 3.65° 0.85°¢ 0.01 0.04° 7.81° 96.5
FSM 02 3.69° 1.05° 0.00 0.04° 8.23" 96.5
Mix planting ~ KTIwith FSHO01  3.77° 1.02° 0.01 0.04" 5.52¢ 93.0
KTIwith FSM 02  3.76° 0.83° 0.01 0.02° 6.66° 98.0

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly, P < 0.05.
¥ As shown in Table 1.
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Abstract

Forage corn is an important forage crop in Taiwan. The production of forage corn was short due to climatic factors in
the summer. The objectives of this study were mainly to explore the advantages of mixed planting of forage corn with the
different growth types of forage sorghums, which can improve the forage production and supplement the shortage of forage
corn production in the summer. Forage corn Kenting No.1 (KT 1), forage sorghum (FSH 01) with high stem and forage
sorghum (FSM 02) with tillering type selected by the Hengchun Branch, Livestock Research Institute, Council of Agriculture
were used. There were 5 different treatments, including forage corn with pure stand, high-stem forage sorghum with pure
stand, tillerng type forage sorghum with pure stand, forage corn mixed with high-stem forage sorghum, and forage corn
mixed with tillering type forage sorghum. The field experiment design was a Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD)
with 3 replications per treatment, with the cultivation management in compliance with the general cultivation practice. The
results showed that significant growth differences were observed between crop species and among entry variety and lines
in middle and late growth stage in spring crop. The growth competition was also observed in mixed planting, especially
with the visible fresh weight of the plant. When forage corn was the mixed planting with forage sorghum, forage corn
exhibited better growth and influence on the growth of forage sorghum. The fresh yield of tillering type forge sorghum mixed
planting with forage corn was 62.0 mt/ha, which was significantly higher than that of high-stem forage sorghum mixed
planting with forage corn (41.5 mt/ha) in spring crop. No lodging was observed in mixed planting between forage corn and
forage sorghum. The two crop species could protect each other in mixed planting. In terms of the quality of forage silage
of pure stand and mixed planting in spring crop, all silage quality scores reached the grade of ecellence (93.0-98.0). For the
regrowth of forage sorghum in summer, it showed that both fresh and dry weights per plant, stem/leaf ratio and dry matter
percentage were significantly different between the lines. The fresh weight of forage sorghum with high-stem was 78.4 mt/ha,
significantly higher than those of the others. The total fresh yield combined two harvests for forage corn mixed planting with
tillering type forage sorghum, which was 124.8 mt/ha and the highest among all the treatments. It was suggested that forage
corn mixed planting with tillering type forage sorghum might provide an alternative cultivation system that will increase

forage production and supplement in the summer.
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