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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of soil of the experimental field

S Gos S S el ! <l
Soil depth (cm) EC (ds/m) pH Texture
0-30 4.2 7.7 Si-CI-L
30-60 5.1 7.6 Si-Cl-L
60-90 4.1 7.5 Si-CI-L

) L&"“; r}.‘ :Si-Cl-L

Y4 9 \YAQ 69‘)) JL» FEBE r;)}w .,\.5) LguOLAJ.) (ajj\)l.u\ 4\.2.!4.'..&)) 4..:__7‘T ng))u&.{ QLE:.Z»J o&*ﬁi‘ u.wu\}h JLAT—Y d).,b-
Table 2. Climatical data at agricultural research station of Ayeneh in Anbarolum region during the growth period of sorghum in 2009 and

2010 cropping seasons

Sk lo> Lo 2o S (sles Lo e Sl slos Lo e i Ty SoLe
Precipitation Mean temperature Mean of maximum Mean of minimum Mean of relative
(mm) ° temperature ( °C ) temperature ( °C ) humidity (%)
\WAQ ¥4, \YAQ . \YAQ . \YAQ Y4, YYAQ \ya.
Month ol 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010
April Cagssl 330 9.0 20.2 19.7 26.1 254 13.9 13.8 81 78
May als = 0.0 4.1 28.7 26.4 372 325 20.2 19.3 66 70
June S 0.3 12.1 314 304 37.5 36.4 253 24.5 62 67
July 3l 0 0.0 47.8 31.0 30.9 375 36.5 24.3 25.3 60 63
September D5 22 29.9 27.5 26.0 34.8 31.2 21.0 20.7 60 67
October A 251 100.9 24.1 21.1 30.0 27.6 17.8 14.5 81 70
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance for traits of forage sorghum hybrids in different plant desities in 2010 and 2011

WS Lo oY o)l Y=Y il “ 3 § Sl (o810 34 e’

PR gl il ks JREHNEE, 3308 slaw A @ le 5 Slos @ le 5 Slos ale s Slas s s Ses
©sl5T o kol @Bl Bl g oS s S Js oS
Jsl e 0> £33 e
df. Plant Stem Tiller Number Leaf/Stem  Dryforage  Dryforage  Total dry Protein yield
height diameter number of node in yield in the  yield in the forage
per plant the main first second yield
SOV Sl e stem cutting cutting
Year (Y) o1 2972.065" 101.936™ 0.32™ 02" 0.009™ 0.43™ 96.67" 378.848  1921813.66"
Replication (Year) U 6 191.396 4.294 1.052 2.59 0.005 14.17 8.47 12.941 66753.29
Hybrid (H) L 4 2944359 5.446" 5562 4.49™ 0.022™ 21.87" 37.52" 211.055"  1041756.71"
DxH x4 86.349™  0.023™ 0.181™  0.722™ 0.003" 0.03™ 3.57" 4.583" 2354739
Plant Density (D) GxeSly 2 5607.063"  33.802" 13.237" 3.158"™ 0.005™ 2797 2.16" 8.259” 41983.37"
Y xD SuSlpxde 2 35.515™  0.188™ 0.012™  0.059™ 0.004" 0.18™ 0.39™ 0.221" 1083.46
HxD SpSiixums 8 61.491™  0.521™ 0.249™  0.016™ 0.001"™ 347" 222" 1.019 51861.56 "
YxHxD G S dpaxdl 8 6.698™  0.015™ 0.022™  0.005™ 0.003™ 0.002™ 0.182" 0.054™ 247.25™
Error ShbiTes 84 227.368 0.614 0.194 0.355 0.001 0.98 0.65 1.505 7536.42
CV% R 9.1 6.9 18.2 6.6 11.8 13.9 12.2 8.1 8.07

o535 )30 Jlil o 3 I3 gme 5 s ime b o 4 FF 5 s

ns, * and **: Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of different traits in different forage sorghum hybrids, years and plant densities

b ,les AthLL?)I 4l jbos &g 5> dy sl k_g.,aldél.\.«):aJ.f:\.LaJ éu@efjc.,w‘.w);
Treatments Plant height Stem diameter  Tiller number per plant ~ Number of node in Leaf/Stem
(cm) (mm) the main stem (%)
Year Jl
=, 2010 YYAS 158.9b 10.3b 24a 8.9a 0.325a
\72 2011 AAAY 168.9a 12.1a 2.3a 8.8a 0.313a
> Hybrid oy
2 ICRISAT101x R161(H1) 149.9d 11.7a 2.1cd 8.8b 0.346a
‘Jg ICRISAT493xR161 (H2) 157.7cd 10.6¢ 2.2¢ 8.9b 0.308b
‘i ICRISAT520xR161 (H3) 170.8ab 11.7a 1.9d 8.5¢ 0.296b
ICRISAT625xR165 (H4) 162.7bc 11.2b 2.6b 8.5¢ 0.300b
% Speed feed (HS) 178.3a 11.0bc 3.1a 9.6a 0.346a
5 Plant density 4g o571 5
2 D1 b 55 65 5150 V8V 152.9¢ 12.1a 3.0a 8.8a 0.348a
g D2 ,iSa p3 55 5152 Y0A 162.4b 11.3b 2.3b 8.9a 0.313b
9: D3 ,tSs 165 2 WA 176.4a 10.3¢ 1.8¢ 8.9a 0.289¢

D1, D2 and D3: 167000, 208000 and 278000 plants ha’l, repectively.

i 1053 0 Jlaz] peban 53 5l e 3Bt BB O g 2 3 alie O3y o L b Sl
Means with similar letter in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level.
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Table 5. Correlation coefficients between different traits of forege sorghum hybrids

A0 Lo oY ojled Y=Y o “ 5 9 U@ (81554 dlome

5 s bl s o 8 sldws dony Sl & s @ yle 5 Shes
ol Bl 5> il o Js oS
Plant Stem Number of node  Tiller number Leaf/Stem  Dry forage

Traits i height diameter  in the main stem per plant yield
Stem diameter sl ki 030
Number of node in the main stem kol Bl 30 8 sl 0.36" 0.17
Tiller number per plant ol 20,147 0.40" 0.62"
Leaf/Stem SloS o 052 -0.14 0.75" -0.24
Dry forage yield JS S e s S 0.62° -0.08 0.35° 0.70" -0.67"

Protein yield oSsnoSes 058" -0.08 0.42" 0.35 0.66~  0.98
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Table 6. Mean comparison of dry forage yield in different forage sorghum hybrids, years and plant densities

Koz e s S Koo e S s K RO
Jsl e 2 £3° o 23 Js eSCes
Dry forage yield in the Dry forage yield in the Dry forage yield Protein yield
Treatments Loles first cutting (tha™) second cutting (tha™) (tha™) (kgha‘l)
Year Lo Ju
2010 1YA4 7.0a 7.0a 14.0a 1010.0a
2011 AAAY 7.2a 7.3b 14.3b 1040.2b
Hybrid o« yud Plant Density 44 o515
D1) S 53 %55 515515V 6.4e (a) 4.8c (a) 10.6e (b) 788f (b)
ICRISAT101x R161 (H1) (D2) ;8 55 w55 158 YA 6.5de (a) 4.9c (a) 11.0e (a) 814f (ab)
(D3) ,tKa 55 455 158 YA 6.6de (a) 5.0c (a) 11.2¢e (a) 827f (a)
D) s 53 w55 152 V9V 7.0cde (a) 6.1b (a) 13.5d (b) 917e (c)
ICRISAT493xR161 (H2) (D2) ;S 55 55 5158 YA 7.1cde (a) 6.1b (a) 13.8d (b) 933e (b)
D3) St 55 455 i35 YA 7.1cde (a) 6.3b (a) 14.5cd (a) 980e (a)
D), 55 w55 158 V8V 6.7de (b) 5.9b (b) 13.7d (c) 933de (c)
ICRISAT520xR161 (H3) (D2) ;8 55 w55 158 YA 7.2cd (a) 6.4b (a) 14.7¢cd (b) 1010de (b)
D3) ,S 55 455 515 YVA 7.4cde (a) 6.5b (a) 15.1c (a) 1100cd (a)
D1) S 53 %55 515515V 8.4ab (b) 7.8a (a) 17.8ab (b) 1274c¢ (b)
ICRISAT625xR165 (H4) (D2) ;8 55 w55 158 YA 8.7ab (a) 7.9a (a) 18.0ab (a) 1283ab (a)
(D3) a5 455 558 YVA 8.7ab (a) 7.9a (a) 18.0ab (a) 1287ab (a)
DD s 3 w55 15 V9V 7.8bc (b) 7.4a (b) 17.0b (b) 1279b (b)
Speed feed (HS) (D2) ,ta 55 w55 5158 YA 8.8a (a) 8.0a (a) 18.4ab (a) 1313ab (a)
(D3) L 55 455 5158 YVA 8.9a (a) 8.0a (a) 18.5a (a) 1325a (a)
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Means with similar letter in each column are not significantly different at a 5% probability level.

The letters in the parentheses are the mean compassion after slicing interaction. izes Blize 1 a5 5 5l e SOl e lie 551, s (o

D1, D2 and D3: 167000, 208000 and 278000 plants hal, repectively.
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