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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to evaluate the dry matter yield and forage quality of Kenaf in relation to
planting density and growing days in Cheorwon area from 20 May to 12 September in 2005. The
experiment was laid out in a split plot design with three replications. The main plots consisted of planting
density and growing days with three cultivars of Kenaf as sub-plots; Dowling, Everglade and Tainung. The
results obtained were summarized as follows. The dry matter yield increased until 92 days after planting at
10x10cm’ planting density, but decreased after the day. The dry matter yield increased with maturity in all
three cultivars, especially Dowling showed the highest dry matter yield at each harvest time. The Crude
Protein (CP) contents of all three cultivars decreased with maturity. Especially, the decrease in the CP
contents was greater in the early stage than in the late stage. The planting density did not affect the CP
contents, even though they are little higher in 10x20cm” planting density. The higher CP contents were
observed in Dowling, which is not significant. No difference in the Neutral detergent fiber (NDF) and Acid
detergent fiber (ADF) contents was observed in the planting density and cultivar, although the increasing
tendency was found with maturity. These results suggest that Kenaf can be a good potential forage crop in
the northern area of Korea, especially Dowling showed the great dry matter yield and forage quality when
harvested on Day 104 at 10x20cm? planting density.
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Table 1. Dry matter contents(%) of three Kenaf cultivars with two planting density at

different growing days

Growing 10x10cm’ 10x20cm’

Days Dowling ~Everglade Tainung  Average Dowling Everglade Tainung  Average
53 11.88 12.31 13.46 12.55 15.48 11.88 11.34 12.90
62 15.44 14.29 16.05 15.26 11.78 15.30 14.89 13.99
73 13.96 13.39 10.76 12.70 13.59 12.90 11.27 12.59
84 10.19 12.49 15t 1153 11.22 14.60 11.61 12.48
93 15.69 16.11 15.65 15.82 16.39 15.48 17.66 16.51
104 14.94 13.55 13.73 14.07 14.27 15.58 24.88 16.51
115 19.60 15.49 17.17 17.42 18.43 19.43 16.89 18.25

Average 14.53 13.95 14.10 14.45 15.02 15.51
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Fig. 1. Average dry matter yield of Kenaf
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Fig. 2. Average dry matter yield of three

Kenaf cultivars over two planting
density at different growing days.
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Table 2. The CP contents(%) of three Kenaf cultivars with two planting density at different
growing days

Growing 10x10cm’ 10x20cm’

Days Dowling Everglade Tainung Average Dowling Everglade Tainung Average

53 11.59* 8.58° 10.59° 10.26* 11.06* 9.92° 1076  10.58*

62 6.40° 6.25° 9.34° 7.33¢ 7.87° 8.59 9.26* 8.57°

73 761° 656"  10.00° 8.06° 9.52 8.01° 8.91° 8.81°

84 797 6.31° 6.33° 6.87° 8.87° 7.12° 8.23° 8.07°

93 6.26" 741 678"  6.82° 8.54° 632 6.19° 7.02F

104 6.51* 6.0{‘ 483 5.79° 4.65° 6.93° 6.03° 587

115 5.81° 543® 5.40° 5.55° 531° 6.89° 4.93° 571F
Average  745° 6.65° 7.64° 797 7.68° 7.76°

*¢ Means in the same row with different letters were significantly different(p<0.05).
AF Means in the same column with different letters were significantly different(p<0.05).

Table 3. The NDF contents(%) of three Kenaf cultivars with two planting density at different
growing days

Growing 10x10cm’ 10x20cm’

Days Dowling Everglade Tainung Average Dowling Everglade Tainung  Average

53 49.85® 4442 51877  4871F 54130 41.99° 4569 4727
62 5792°  5871*  5851°  5838° 5897  53.68° 5946 57370
73 7057°  6340° 7291°  68.96" 68.50° 58.87° 58.35° 61.91°€
84 6528" 5852 6656  63.45° 69.64° 6829  64.15° 67.36"°
93 68.18  66.14° 6322°  6585°C  66.24° 64.53* 66.25° 65.68"
104 7268°  70.19° 5745  66.77"® 6719 7234  6882™ 6945
115 59.11°  6036° 7645  6531%°  64.18°  5499° 5596 5838

Average 6337 6025  63.85° 64.12° 5924  59.81°

* Means in the same row with different letters were significantly different(p<0.05).
AE Means in the same column with different letters were significantly different(p<0.05).
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Table 4. The ADF contents(%) of three Kenaf cultivars with two planting density at different

growing days

Growing 10x10cm’ 10x20cm’
days Dowling Everglade Tainung Average Dowling Everglade Tainung Average
53 3622° 2631°  3124° 31265 3439 3119 3583  33.80°
62 4259 38.11° 4326°  4132° 4224° 4190 4392  42.68°
73 5249 5389 4177 4938  55.11° 4828  5551° 5297
84 5553 5355 5033  53.13*® 5125 4507 5297°  49.76°
93 5191° 4988  5132°  51.04% 5328  50.55° 4843  50.76"°
104 5257° 5743 5435® 5478 5580  55.53°  4225°  51.20%°
115 4697 39.83°  3491°  40.57°  4339°  4580°  6027°  49.82°
Average 48.33*  4557°  43.88° 4792°  4547°  4845°

*%¢ Means in the same row with different letters were significantly different(p<0.05).
A% Means in the same column with different letters were significantly different(p<0.05).
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Fig. 3. Average CP yield of three Kenaf
cultivars over two planting density at

different growing days.
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