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Effect of Density on Yield and Quality of Silage Maize
HU Wen-he, SONG Hong-kai, WU Chun—sheng, et al.
(College of A gronomy, Jilin A gricultural University, Changchun 130118, China)

Abstract: Four kinds of planting densities were designed and studied their effort on biomass yield, dry matter

yield and quality of four silage maize cultivars. The results indicated that there was ultra—significant difference in

biomass and dry matter yield between difference cultivars or different planting densities. Under the condition of inter—

action between cultivars and planting densities. The difference in biomass and dry yield was respectively significant

and ulira—significant. The different densities had a big effect to the different varieties quality. Increases the density is

helpful to the silage maize quality enhancement, the difference of the birth date number, plant high, ear position, stem

diameter, harvesting time and green leal number are not big, the difference mainly decided by variety own character—

istic.
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Table 1  The growing dates and planting characters of silage maize
T AFWI) i (om) FEAV 155 (cm) 25 M (cm) W £ () fHR (%)
Varieties Growing stage Plant height Ear height Stem diameter Fresh leaves numh Fall rate
in harvest period

Wi 8 130 290 110 32 14~15 0~63
412 130 287 121 2.9 10~11
w9 5 130 285 110 2.7 10~12
&H1 50 132 290 125 33 13~ 14 1.0~95
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Fig.1 The comparison of fresh matter yield of

different varieties in different densities
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Table 2 The variance comparison in different

varieties biomass yield

mh il A= 57 4 (kg/hm?) 5% %K
Variety Biomass yield 5% level of significance
4K 50 69 000.0 a

il 8 5 67 858.9 b

4N 12 64294.8 c

i 95 621154 ¢

222 ARE&MAERFZEET THRZZMH£L£7F
30 O#FHESE |42
O&HMOE B 4NIs0
;\ —_—
i E
R
i £
R
H_

%fg(ﬁ**/hmz) Density
B2 AEMMEARBETTYR~ELEK

Fig.2  The comparison of different varieties in

different density with dry matter yield
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Table 3 The variance analysis comparison of dry

matter yield in different varieties

i A T i (keg/hm?) 5% %@ KT

Variety Dry matter yield 5% level of significance
&N 50 21 865.7 a
i 8 20536.2 b
&Nl 12 19314.0 c
ElGERe 177579 ¢
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Fig.3  Effect of Jisi8 nutrition quality under different density
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Fig.4  Effect of Jingangl2 nutrition quality under different density
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Fig.5 Effect of Jisi9 nutrition quality under different density
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