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Table 1 The field characters of GaoyoulO6 under different densities
prg 2 <
LR Trem 6.0 6. s&g/ﬁjﬁ:.}? Demltyl 5 8.0
W HI/A-H Seeding stage 05-19 05-19 05-19 05-19 05-19
Wi/ H-H Tasseling stage 07-31 07-31 07-31 07-31 07-31
223/ A-H Silking stage 08-02 08-02 08-03 08-03 08-04
W3/ A-H Harvest time 09-07 09-07 09-08 09-08 09-10
FH WA EF I /d Silage growth period 111 111 112 112 114
# #5 /cm Plant height 331.2 335.4 341.0 343.1 353. 2
T 5 /cm Ear position high 160. 1 161.2 164.0 166.5 178.8
2L /em Stem diameter 3.32 3.01 2.89 2.77 2.58
B4k %/ % Lodging rate 4.0 4.9 6.5 7.0 9.8
W AR 4% %0/ i+ Number of green leaves at harvest stage 13.7 13.4 13.1 12.7 12.4
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Table 2 Comparison of the dry matter yield of Gaoyou 106 under different densities

% /77 Bk« hm'? AN T R kg P& T i/ kg hm? 25 W Mk Significant difference
Density Dry matter yield per 13 m? Dry matter yield per hm? 5% 1%
6.5 293.5 22980. 0 a A
6.0 288.6 22300. 3 b B
7.0 281.7 21667. 6 c C
7.5 281.1 21620. 0 ¢ C
8.0 253.6 19506. 7 d D
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Table 3 Quality analysis of Gaoyou 106 under different densities

MIE & /% Crude protein content

W/ JT Rk s hm™® 25 W

HLRE Wi & /% Crude fat content

ML 4 & i/ % Crude fiber content
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Density Significant difference Significant difference Significant difference

Mean value 5% 1% Mean value 59 1% Mean value 5 1%

6.0 5.7 a A 2.8 a A 24.7 e E

6.5 5.4 be B 2.6 b B 24.9 d D

7.0 5.4 c B 2.5 c C 26. 1 c C

7.5 4.9 d C 2.5 c C 28.5 b

8.0 4.4 e D 2.1 d D 28.9 a A
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Effects of Different Densities on Yield and
Quality of Silage Maize Gaoyoul06
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Abstract: In order to seek the best planting density of silage maize,the effects of different densities on yield and
quality of silage maize Gaoyoul06 were studied under 60 000,65 000,70 000,75 000,80 000 plants*hm?®. The

results showed that the yield increased first and then decreased with the increasing of the plant density. The

yield reached maxmum 22 980 kgehm? in 65 000 plantsshm™®. Within certain density range,crude protein and

crude fat content were decrease.crude fiber was increased with densities increasing.
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