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H3& (Morus alba) BEARLERBEN - BRIEENER KN AEIERE - bk 7@ EARELAVRE: - HEE R B
W CEEE O SR EES - BEERZELTERIER - APFELL40 ~ 60 f 80 K =T [FHHETH
PRI - slBaiRoc Gt - EREEE = EE - R O S EN EIE A T 35k E B B B B IETY -
SERGTIREUR - A5DL 80 RESHER FYEAIPRS (168.7cm) ~ 3 (4.1 tha) ~ZE (5.1 tha) REHEZVER (9.2
tha) ~ WE/CEAR R4S E (BE27.2 81 40.9% ~ %2 52.3 811 68.7% - 1% 41.7 81 56.9% ) fxis  {HEE / L (0.7)
BHEAESE (H21.0% ~ ¥ 5.6% » £k 12.1%) &K BL40 REFHELFURERIMRE (58.1 em) ~ B (1.2 ¢/
ha) ~ % (0.5 tha) RatrizJER (1.7 tha) ~ BRIEBIT RS E (35 20.5 81 30.5% ~ £ 37.3 B2 47.8% ~ &1k
25.0 B4 35.1%) meff > {HE /&L (2.8) BHELHEEE (3 26.9% » F 13.0% ~ 28 23.2%) e o LRk
ZEFHRHERHER ¥R ZEBEEEIEREE AR . 2R ZEED 80 REME S (2.7 tha) - 60 8140
REFIESRK (25824 tha) -~ WEFEEEEZR - SWEREHE - BETINEER el EERS
B3/ ZEEEB R mE R - MR T - theEazVEE U ERREMATR(E > ¥/ ZEEgitamE A
DAFREMETRE - HEE/ ZEHEBHmE ZRG - ER Btk 2FHESEEE - 05501 40 KEHIE
BB ELEAIGH AR B8HEE -

BedtEaa « EIH ~ EARAUEDRL - SOERET ~ B3 -

i

ZIRPN AR BVEHE 2 DIRARMER. - BRIEY IR AV TSR B B E R gt 281 » il g ar
HEAESRE AREHEER S HERRNE » TFEINMIZ R R A 85 & S 8B aOR E HIvFE K (Vu
etal,2011) - [4h  (EER ERMEAE R HIIE R Z) A B p0E RAFHVERE » B IREER H i s kA L R -
AL R EEERA  SF2 A HEE R E & s R ARAEYE 5%k (Kabi and Bareeba, 2008;
Delgado et al., 2012) > HA ¥R EEM:E HEEEE SR (Moraceae ) THYIE Ry 85k i B 0y EE AR EE {5

(Saddul et al., 2004; Salinas-Chavira et al., 2011 ) -

HZ& (mulberry; Morus alba) &7 A4~ R EIILESVERHEY) » B2 0 il EV fean#4a (Salinas-Chavira et al.,
2011) - BRT SEABECAVRE: - R REEIV SRS A S EAVHERE (crude protein, CP) ~ iiZK(EEY) (water
soluble carbohydrates, WSC) ~ B&E¥)/E K IRAEAYEVERZYE JH/E2 (in vitro dry matter digestibility, IVDMD) - &%
SR E N S BN SRR B BEY A BAFHYE 4 (Sanchez, 2000; Han ef al., 2022) - E4h > HEIR
HAEES ERAEERAMAEIRVRRE - 3 E DOEARTIZCRES - (F1 S B3I S MESE R38R (Benavides,
2002; Gonzalez-Garcia and Martin-Martin, 2016 ) ° Z &R (FEHIIBEH S A= Bt EAEEH AN SEES
FARHEENELRE YN - #5555 (2010) DUATRSRE ANV SSEperan (I > SEE RE ARSI E OMEE - BEEE BN
EREARRLEIEE SR

EAOXRERGREE  HESEHLEGZERHE T - JFE - WERAEREESEREZZE > HphRe
EAL U FEE B 3R G i W R ST Y B 22 [ T ( Gonzalez-Garcia and Martin-Martin, 2016; Eshetu et al., 2018 ) < Assen et
al. (2016) WZEE0R > HHIRNZE - ORTERFEMHEAESER S ML (acid detergent fiber, ADF ) Eil a4

il

(1) el & s BB T I T i 5 55 2762 5k -
(2) R A s BB PR 3 T -

(3) BN RPH KR R B R A A

(4) #EN/EE > E-mail: mmchu@mail.tlri.gov.tw



FIHHBUSTEZR AT O S5 F R AR R 28

(neutral detergent fiber, NDF ) & &K - ZR1f * Gonzalez-Garcia and Martin-Martin (2016 ) if5ef5H - HEFERZER
Z CP & &E# 5 H ADF Bi NDF 2 28K - ZR B ERRZE - fEUERAVE T > FEZRAVERS - ORAVEY
EERAS 0 (HEE / EEhEAERM R E AR - HERAERIVATRE (L% A7 (Kabi and Bareeba, 2008; Eshetu et
al., 2018) - HERBINCAH RS ARIEAFR 2 ER - B RFAEMTTEE R B SER R R EN AR
HREEEE RS FEETR 2 EEE G EEEFEP A EE -

EEZRRIEE A HEEEBBNERIER » SRR Rz S N IR S B 2E A AR RR ) B G (it g
FHEENE - AENEERSEE - BMOMERFERAEE - HEREEAENEEEEEER/ D HEYRe s8R0 K
BENY) (UFEBREE) 2k - AR LUEARRI SRS EN AR 25 2 5% SREMEREEH T AFE IS R
SR ~ BV B AR M LERAH R R » SR R R A SRR AV T T -

M T A

| RS U ST Sm =
DR O S EESE 2 9/ E Raliihkt - BUERLY 1.0 — 1.5 cm ~ £ELJ20 — 25 cm 7 4 — 5 2 &% >
42020 4 9 H 22 HifdiE & e E o ratba HIE - B 2T A 60 cm > FREE Ry 40 em - GESER5E 2
FEf&%Et (completely randomized design, CRD) - L 40 ~ 60 f 80 K =fEEIHA(F Fekbppz B - SR =84
sAERIE IS By O (EV/IN&E - /NEAITE Ay 2.4 m x 1.6 m « 2 F(EY)aE BN E R T (TEfiREZEgREFEA
EBFr > 1999) AURHERE £ > &/ N&E DL ZAER B RER 1 958 ARERE S0 (NP0, K,0=20:5:10> f
(18 ) 555 0792075 5% ) 300 kg/ha 1 RBAAE - (&8GR 240 RLVEZAEHHBEERIERT | S5EAREESADE 150 ke/
ha {E Ry iBHE - sBR AR GRAEARAE AR R » B8 A\ T XE K rh s - TR E B -
1L RV RELE kY B A
EITEAEMEEE 1.5m DL % (2021 F£2 H22 H) - BHE L5420 em BEXIE] > (F R AR [EIBIHEA 2 XS
46 H > RELL 40 ~ 60 K 80 K =TEE(HAMELT A 2 4F 2 UNHE - UTHERTE/ NGRS 5 #RE 5 > B E &S
IR AR IR R TR gk - ETEAREENA 77 20 cm R XIEIAE E AR Y N& 2 FrA A Sth B3 > FFE
RS AHEEESE - HHFER RGP XE 2 3 SZEEREUEE 10 #f > 2EER EERK 60 C iz 2 R E -
FREGHEIER EERS S RRZELG] - T/ I - 2% > hifEES - R RERES SRz EL) -
SRR E B A O RE - KRR ZZYER (tha) -
L kM EELH R
W1 kEZ > H SRR 2 ThRE M (HD — MI> A RAE > Z8) PHER (%L 1 mm) > 53
PrEE e E M LERAH R 2 M EEHE (crude protein, CP ) ~ & 484E (acid detergent fiber, ADF ) Kz 7E4H4E (neutral
detergent fiber, NDF ) & & © S35 /540 T : CP EE& 2 AO.AC. (2019) 2 J5% » ADF Bl NDF {0 E &%
Vogel et al. (1999) 2 JELSEDL ANKOM™ 4845 FT LT -
IV. g &ET 34
S EREIE DL SAS 45 sT#kfS (Statistical Analysis System, SAS 9.4) #{T4F &5 7737 (combined analysis of
variance, CANOVA ) > & E BB > T &0 B2 JAiE » Hh RES S B EER - FEHHE 3 — 5 Bl
EEKEE -6 -8 AREZE 9 — 11 HRKZE - 12 — 2 ARLE - K&GEE e WSEBNESREZEFT
Il BB S P E P DA NS 72 2 (least significance difference, LSD ) #E/THRE » LhER & R A9(H ~ R B S =

L BSHSE R R M IR Y e B 2
HEERIRS ~ B/ &L BR - EAR etk oY E B RREERE Z FIE BB 6 2 TRGUE & S
SMEIRELEZ Y B 2 IR B R 2 B R ERAERE (R 1) - SIHEE R RSB R 2
MEIRELEZ Y B B 2 SERBUR (22) - HEELL 80 REHIEE B Z PR i) » AJ%E 168.7 cm 2 165.8 cm
40 RESHEL T 2 RS RI% > £ 58.1 cm - FE5E / ZELETTIH - DL 40 REPERBEA T 2 AR S » 77 h A2 2.5
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B12.8 3 80 KEIHATEE Bk~ B ALK - 735 0.7 B2 0.8 - TRV R JTH @ B~ R EHIFLL 80 REHAEE
T EER S > 57AIaZE 4.1 t/ha ~ 5.1 t/ha J2 9.2 t/ha ; 40 REHAIEAT 2 EER(K > 43 7fE 1.2 tha ~ 0.5 tha K 1.7

t/ha -

® L AEFIHBEYERERE T O RS R Y E S

GBI
d

Table 1. Combined analysis of variance of agronomic traits and dry matter yield of mulberry among different cutting interval

and harvest seasons.

Mean square

Source DF PH' L/S LDMY SDMY DMY
Cutting interval (C) 2 51918.0%* 10.3** 51.3%* 102.0%* 107.3%*
Harvest season (H) 3 7864.7%* 7.0%* 0.9%** 11.7%* 6.7%*
CxH 6 437.4%* 0.6%* 0.5%* 1.5%* 0.8%*
rep (C x H) 8 80.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Error 97 65.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

" PH, plant height; L/S, leaf to stem ratio; LDMY, leaf dry matter yield; SDMY, stem dry matter yield; DMY, whole plant dry

matter yield.

* **: significant at 5% and 1% levels, respectively.

2. FIHIET B SRR e R 2 BB Ry E R

Table 2. Effect of cutting interval on agronomic traits and dry matter yield of mulberry among different harvest seasons

Trait Cutting interval Spring Summer Fall Winter
40d 64.7+ 1.8 849+ 1.6 78.1+2.4%® 58.1+1.3
PH' (cm) 60 d 100.0 £ 2.4 123.4 +2.4™ 1202 +2.3" 89.7+ 1.7
80d 1252 £ 6.0™ 168.7 + 5.4 165.8 3.9 121.5+£2.4%
40d 25102 1.3+0.0 1.7+£0.1* 2.8+0.1*
L/S 60d 1.7+0.1" 1.1+0.0™ 0.9%0.0™ 1.7+0.1°
80 d 1.2+0.1 0.7%0.0" 0.8%0.1"™ 13401
40d 1.4+0.1°® 1.6+0.0% 1.5 0.0c*® 1.240.0¢
LDMY (t/ha) 60d 24101 2.8+0.0" 2.1+0.1° 2.0%0.1°
80 d 3.7102% 4.1%0.1* 37401 3.84+0.2%
40d 0.6%0.1¢ 1.2+0.0" 0.9%0.1®" 0.5%0.0"
SDMY (t/ha) 60 d 1.5£0.1° 2.6%0.1" 23£0.1" 12£0.1°¢
80d 32+03% 51+0.3% 51+02" 3.1+0.2%"
40d 2.0%0.1€ 2.8+0.1" 24101 1.7+0.1°°
DMY (t/ha) 60 d 3.9+0.1°® 54+0.1" 44+0.1" 3.1+0.2
80 d 6.9 0.4¢ 9.2+0.4* 8.810.2" 6.9%0.1°

" PH, plant height; L/S, leaf to stem ratio; LDMY, leaf dry matter yield; SDMY, stem dry matter yield; DMY, whole plant dry

matter yield.

% Values are means * standard error. Values within each column (in lowercase letter) and within each row (in uppercase letter)

with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).
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F B HA B FEZRE 2 & il F e 1T O SRR B MR Bz BRIt (R 3) » ZFEAFEEIHAZE > DL80 K
EHAZ MRS ~ R - SRR EHREZYIERRS 0 770k 147.6 cm ~ 3.8 t/ha ~ 4.2 t/ha [z 8.0 t/ha » (HHIE / ELLEIK -
# 1.0 ; 40 REBAZ PR ~ B/ ~ SRR BREZYIE S &(K » 72505 72.9 cm ~ 1.4 t/ha ~ 0.9 t/ha J% 2.3 t/ha » {HH
T/ Kb S 0 AT 2.0 - AEWFEREI 2 HIE R MRS ~ R - SRR e YEER S 7Rl R 1154 cm ~2.4
t/ha ~ 2.5 t/ha J% 5.0 tha - (HEZE / LR (£ 1.1 0 KFE S ~ BH - EEREHRCYE SR 55775 83.4
cm ~ 2.0 t/ha ~ 1.3 t/ha % 3.3 t/ha » (HE > H¥E / SR E » m]E 2.1 o

R 3. O SEFEA FIBSHEIRE 6 RS R Blaz ) S PR

Table 3. Comparisons of agronomic traits and dry matter yield of mulberry among different cutting intervals and harvest

seasons.

PH' (cm) L/S LDMY (tha) ~ SDMY (tha)  DMY (t/ha)
' 40d 729+ 1.7¢ 2.0+0.1° 1.4£0.0° 0.9+0.1° 23+0.1°
i‘tt:lagl 60 d 107.7+2.8° 14104° 2310.1° 1.9+0.1° 42+0.2°
80d 147.6£4.8° 1.0£0.1° 3.8+0.1° 42+402° 8.0+0.2°
Spring 88.6 £5.6° 1.9%0.2° 22+02° 1.54£02° 3.7+0.4°
Harvest Summer 1154+ 5.4° 1.1£0.0° 24+0.1° 2.5%0.3° 5.0+0.4°
season Fall 111.3+8.0° 13+0.1° 23+02° 23+04° 4.6%0.6°
Winter 83.4t45° 2.1+0.1° 2.010.2° 1.3+0.2° 33104

" PH, plant height; L/S, leaf to stem ratio; LDMY, leaf dry matter yield; SDMY, stem dry matter yield; DMY, whole plant dry

matter yield.

# Values are means T standard error. Values in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05)..

1. EHABLERE SR LR

BT EEMY ADF 2 4h » (REE ~ K@ik CP ~ ADF Jz NDF 1F 5 BB e ZR 67 Ui {7 (R B 2 SRR » &%
BB E 2 RS A ERET SR EXERE (£ 4) - SN EIHEBUHE TR EC RRUE S 0 =83k
(BB 2 8 (R 5) - HE -~ ER AR CP DL 40 REMIEATNE &R > 70155 26.9 ~ 13.0 ] 23.2% ;
80 REHATEEZE CP ik > 5775 21.0 ~ 5.6 F 12.1% - ZEEIL % ADF L) 80 REHIFEEFENEER S © 4
Ry 52.3 B 41.7% ; 40 REHIEHBILZE ADF 52K > 43715 38.3 81 26.4% (&) ~3738125.0% (&) - -
# Ry 4 ik 2 NDF #9080 KEIHIEE B EN S B 5 > 47718 40.9 81 40.1% ~ 68.7 81 67.4% ~ 56.9 i 55.3% ;
40 REIHA{ELZE > NDF 5% » 43315 30.5 ~ 47.8 2 35.1% ©

Erim B HH B FE R G 2 & I FAUE S A kM B 2 52 (R 6) » &A@ - B~ EREMITLL 40
FEHI CP S » 47 Al 55252 ~10.4 % 19.8% » ADF Bl NDF 515 > 435Il 55 22.7 B 33.4% (£E) ~40.28152.7% (%) ~
29.0 B140.4% (£8F) + B« 2R 80 RE(HA> CP 2K > 437k 22.1 ~ 6.7 7 14.1% > ADF Eil NDF %5
Sy Al By 25.3 Bi138.4% (HE) ~48.9EH164.5% (%) ~37.58152.0% (&) - fEUERETTH > CP LIFHEAT RS
SyRIE 248 B125.3% (HE) ~9.9E110.8% (%) ~19.4E120.3% (24k) »EE CPEAK » 47 BI1E22.7% (E£) ~7.1%
(%) R 152% (k) B~ SRk ADF LIE R » 5701 5 25.5 ~46.2 F2 35.6% » HHLI4ZEZ ADF fiK »
A3RE 221 8121.4% (EE) ~41.28140.7% (%) ~29.1 B128.2% (4#k) ; B - K%Mk NDF /MU EERES
53R B 37.8 ~ 60.7 K 49.1% » HEIRKZE > NDF 1K > 43R5 33.5 B132.8% (HE) ~54.1 B151.7% (%) -~ 41.1 81
39.4% (k) -

1. REEIHA > S FazyE & S E A EE S LhE

PLi A SRR SRR ARSI 2 FEZYEERMHEREEE (R7) » R ESE 2FEY
Ve =LA 80 REMAR = » 770Ky 9.1 B2 19.7 tha 5 40 REHARAK » 53515 7.7 B1 12.3 tha - fE2FHHELRE
EREH > ER ZMEAGEET - EEHMEEEZE > /M 1.94 — 1.99 tha s 2 ZHEAEERDL 80 XE|
HAERS > Al 2.65 t/ha v 60 B 40 KEHARYE SHK > RIS SEEEE > 777 fy 2.49 B4 2.38 t/ha -
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5. FIIETY 0 SSAEA R R 2 Sk LB R &

Table 5. Effect of cutting interval on forage chemical components of mulberry among different harvest seasons.

. Cutting . .
Trait ot 1 Spring Summer Fall Winter
mterva
40d 25.5+0.2% 23.840.2% 25.140.2% 26.9+ 0.2
Leaf CP' (%) 60 d 249+ 0.2 22.410.2% 22.7+0.1°" 25.0%0.3"
80 d 23340.3" 21.0+0.3%® 21.6+0.2%® 22.9+0.3%
40d 11.6 £0.3* 7.9+0.2%" 10.3 +0.3* 13.0+0.2*
Stem CP (%) 60 d 8.610.2% 6.910.2% 6.110.1" 10.1+0.2"
80d 77402 56+0.2% 6.0+0.1°" 7.8+0.2%
40d 21.3+0.5% 16.8+0.3* 19.6 +0.3* 232+0.2%
Total CP (%) 60d 18.8+0.2™ 14.9+0.3" 14.1+ 0.4 19.4 +0.4*
80 d 16.1 £0.4* 12.1 £0.4® 13.0£0.3® 162+0.5%
40 d 38.3+0.4€ 43.0 £ 0.3 40.7 £0.4® 37.3+£0.2°¢
Stem ADF (%) 60d 42.740.3" 46.310.3" 46.3£0.4" 417105
80d 45.710.7¢ 52.3+0.7* 50.4+0.7°" 45.5+0.4¢
40d 26.4 0.6 32.6+ 0.4 30.0 0.4 25.0 0.4
Total ADF (%) 60d 29.840.3" 35.610.3™ 36.3+0.3™ 29.0+0.6"
80 d 33.9+0.9¢ 41.7+0.8% 39.6 £0.9" 32.9+0.9¢
40d 32.140.3% 36.0+ 0.2 33.940.3® 30.5+0.3"
Leaf NDF (%) 60d 34.8+0.2 38.3£0.4" 37.1£0.3" 33.2+0.3%
80d 35.0%0.4" 40.9+0.6* 40.1+0.3* 36.41 0.5
40d 51.3+0.3 56.6 0.3 53.110.6" 47.8+0.3°
Stem NDF (%) 60 d 532102 60.8 £ 0.6™ 59.0+0.2" 51.6+0.6™
80d 60.4 1.0 68.7 0.8 67.4 % 1.0" 59.6£0.3"
40d 37.94 0.5 45.0+ 0.4 41.1+0.5® 35.1+0.3°
Total NDF (%) 60 d 41.7+0.1° 492+ 0.6" 48.5%0.1" 40.1+0.5"®
80d 46.7+1.0" 56.9%1.0" 55.310.9" 46.6+1.0"

" CP: crude protein, ADF: acid detergent fiber, NDF: neutral detergent fiber; total: leaf and stem included.
* Values are means * standard error. Values within each column (in lowercase letter) and within row (in uppercase letter) with

different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).

¥

Boschini (2002) £ Saddul er al. (2004) W7E980R » FEEHILE » O SREASARNRZYESEE 27 > H
R DL SARAY RS TG 0 R - TS R etk 2 iV E B E B R M 0 - (H3E /PR E R - R 7R4ER (R3)
B SEEESEIE o 28000 0 7E 60 RENH T » A2l 02 eitkazY)E S5 A7 AH5E (Boschini, 2002; Saddul er
al., 2004; Kabi and Bareeba, 2008 ) {5 » ¥ &/ ¥€FL{H (1.4 ) #% Boschini (2002 ) (1.6 ) EiKabi and Bareeba (2008) (2.3)

{E& > {H & Saddul et al. (2004) (0.88) = - Boschini (2002) Ei Gonzalez-Garcia and Martin-Martin (2016) 5 H °
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RIFHE ~ MBS ~FEACE RS RS SR T B B O SRV E B B FELEE 2 N - S - A RIS (Morus
spp.) anfELEMHEEHA T BA R ERYEIRZY)E B BITE / &EL{E (Hutasoit er al., 2017) - AWIFE2 2 5% 2 SR
HZ (Morus alba) B RyEREERSEN RGEESRIF REERE G EMME (5 > 2006) » #EHISHHFRAY 2K
WY R BT | FELLE AT A Z 2 R B 7 st ~ AR E B R R B 2 R ] -

* 7. HEEER HeREAREIH . & FE2YE B BAUHE R HE EILEL
Table 7. Comparisons of annual total dry matter yield and crude protein yield of mulberry leaf and whole plant in different
cutting intervals.

Cutting interval LDMY' DMY LCPY CPY
t/ha year:

40d 7.7%£0.1¢ 12.3£0.3¢ 1.94 £0.04" 2.38%0.07°

60d 8.410.1° 152£0.3° 1.98 £ 0.04° 2.4910.05°

80d 9.1%0.1° 19.7+0.2° 1.99 +0.02° 2.65+0.03"

" CP: LDMY, leaf dry matter yield; DMY, whole plant dry matter yield; LCPY, leaf crude protein yield; CPY, whole plant
crude protein yield.
“ Values are means * standard error. Values in the same column with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).

HEREY S - EIHARRARATE Z RV A - 85/ K ILERE > B 5 8 eV AR 2 YEbE T -
N B R R ERE Z L ER T SR EI AR SN A E AR AR (Buxton, 1996) - [EEFIIAMER » HERIE -
R ik CP Mg K > ADF B NDF g2 8410 (F£6) - £EEEE T ZARE NS/ ZEELE 2 FFK (£3) »
NERREREEERNER (R 6) - HEEFRBIET AITAHET (Saddul er al., 2004; Kabi and Bareeba, 2008 ) < 145}
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Abstract

Mulberry (Morus alba) is characterized by fast growth, strong environmental adaptability and mowing resistance.
Except for its highly lignified trunk, leaves and tender branches of mulberry are well-palatable and highly-nutritive to
herbivore, which is suitable as perennial shrub forage. To determine the fluctuation of forage yield and quality of mulberry in
different harvest seasons and cutting intervals, this study was conducted to harvest mulberry at 40, 60 and 80 days of cutting
intervals annually. The experimental design was a completely randomized with three replications. By 80 days cutting interval
in summer, plant height (PH, 168.7 cm), dry matter yield (DMY) of leaf (4.1 t/ha), stem (5.1 t/ha), and whole plant (9.2 t/ha),
ADF and NDF (leaf, 27.2 and 40.9%; stem, 52.3 and 68.7%; whole plant, 41.7 and 56.9%) were all the highest, but leaf to
stem ratio (L/S, 0.7) and CP (leaf, 21.0%; stem, 5.6%; whole plant, 12.1%) were both the lowest. By 40 days cutting interval
in winter, PH (58.1 cm), DMY of leaf (1.2 t/ha), stem (0.5 t/ha), and whole plant (1.7 t/ha), ADF and NDF (leaf, 20.5 and
30.5%; stem, 37.3 and 47.8%; whole plant, 25.0 and 35.1%) were all the lowest, but L/S (2.8) and CP (leaf, 26.9%; stem,
13.0%; whole plant, 23.2%) were both the highest. Comparing the annual total CP yield of leaf and whole plant, there was
no significant difference in the yield of leaf among the three cutting intervals. The annual total CP yield of whole plant was
higher under 80 days of cutting interval (2.7 t/ha), but were lower under 40 and 60 days of cutting intervals (2.5 and 2.4 t/
ha ) , which there was no significant difference between each other. In the same harvest season, the longer the cutting interval,
the higher the PH and DMY, the worse the L/S and forage quality. Under the same cutting interval, PH and DMY were
both highest in summer and lowest in winter, but L/S and forage quality were both highest in winter and lowest in summer.
Considering the relationship between L/S and forage quality, and the annual total CP yield of leaf and whole plant, mulberry

has higher nutritional value as a perennial shrub forage under 40 days of cutting interval.
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