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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of the soil at the experimental site
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Table 2. Mean comparison of total dry forage yield (kg.hat) in sorghum and berseem clover intercropping treatments

L los slaioms
Intercropping ratios (%)
05 o5 BES £ o BES 5 o dole ds Uslee
Sorghum Clover Sorghum  Clover EYs EYc
100 0 24023a - 24023d 11449d
0 100 - 10708a 22476d 10708d
100 100 22485ab 7204c 37598a 17915a
100 50 21383b 6237d 34476b 16431b
50 100 14489d 9790b 35038ab 16693ab
75 25 18407c 3112e 24938d 11891d
50 50 15779d 6470cd 29354c 13988c
25 75 9429e 9012b 28344c 13501c
LSD (0.05) 1580 816 2874 1371

(LSD) jls gne OBt [l 0 g 3T ol colizean 57 2n g (sl 47 gla 5, Kols O 2 2

L, g ls gre Dogles Aoy Jlez-| c}d.u)b

Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different
at 5% probability level, using LSD test
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EYs: Equivalent yield of sorghum and EYc: Equivalent yield of clover
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Table 3. Mean comparison of forage quality in sorghum and berseem clover intercropping treatments
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LSD (0.05) 1.08 1.48 307 3.14 1.98 1474
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Effect of additive and replacement intercropping ratios of forage sorghum
(Sorghum bicolor L. Moench) and berseem clover (Trifolium alexandrinum L.) on
forage production

Ashoori, N.}, M. Abdi?, F. Golzardi®, J. Ajalli*, M.N. llkaee®

ABSTRACT

Ashoori, N., M. Abdi, F. Golzardi, J. Ajalli, M.N. llkaee. 2020. Effect of additive and replacement intercropping ratios of
forage sorghum (Sorghum bicolor L. Moench) and berseem clover (Trifolium alexandrinum L.) on forage production. Iranian
Journal of Crop Sciences. 22(3): 239-251. (In Persian).

To evaluate forage production and land equivalent ratio (LER) in additive and replacement intercropping
systems of forage sorghum and berseem clover, a field experiment was conducted using randomized complete
block design with eight treatments and three replications at the research field station of Seed and Plant
Improvement Institute, Karaj, Iran, in 2016-17 and 2017-18 growing seasons. The experimental treatments
consisted of eight intercropping ratios: 75% sorghum + 25% clover (S7sCzs), 50% sorghum + 50% clover
(S50Cs0), 25% sorghum + 75% clover (S25Crs), as replacement intercropping systems and100% sorghum + 50%
clover (S100Cs0), 50% sorghum + 100% clover (Ss0Ci00), 100% sorghum + 100% clover (S100Ci00), as additive
intercropping systems, as well as sorghum monoculture (S100Co) and clover monoculture (SeCigo). In this
experiment, dry forage yield of sorghum and clover, equivalent yield of sorghum and clover, crude protein
content, dry matter digestibility, crude protein yield, digestible dry matter yield and LER for dry forage and
protein production were evaluated. The results showed that the highest equivalent yield of sorghum, equivalent
yield of clover, crude protein, and digestible dry matter yield were obtained from S100Ci0o treatment with 37598,
17915, 3163, and 17754 kg.ha'l, respectively. Si00Cso also ranked in the superior group with 16455 kg.ha* of
digestible dry matter. The highest land equivalent ratios for dry forage and protein production (1.61 and 1.71,
respectively) were calculated for S100Ci00. S100Cs0 and SsoCi00. According to the results of this study, additive
intercropping of 100% sorghum + 100% clover can be recommended as the superior intercropping system to

meet sustainable agricultural goals in production of these two forage crops.

Keywords: Berseem clover, Crude protein, Dry matter digestibility, Equivalent yield and Land equivalent

ratio.
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