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JAPANESE HONEYDRIP SORGHUM 
SILAGE VERSUS JUNE CORN SILAGE 

FOR MILK PRODUCTION 

By 

W. S. CUNNINGHAM AND J. R. REED 

INTRODUCTION 

Indian corn is the most widely used crop for silage. In cer­
tain sections of the country, however, its yield does not compare 
with some of the sorghums. Sweet sorghum silage is con­
sidered to be less valuable than corn silage for milk production. 
The South Carolina Station! estimates its value for milk pro­
duction to be 94.5 percent of that of corn silage. The Kansas 
Station~ reports its value for dairy cows below that of corn 
silage or Kafir corn silage. It is also said to produce a sour 
!:-ilage not relished by cows, particularly if cut before it is suf­
ficiently mature.! Preliminary plantings of Japanese Honey­
drip sorghum at the University of Arizona farm gave yields 
of silage approximately double those of corn, and the silage 
was much relished by the cows. In fact, the herdsman observed 
that sorghum silage was eaten more readily and cleaned up 
more quickly than was the corn silage. The purpose of the 
feeding tests reported in this bulletin is to compare June corn 
silage and Honeydrip sorghum silage for milk production. 

METHOD OF EXPERIMENT 

Two separate feeding tests were conducted, one in the winter 
of 1925-1926 and the other in the winter of 1926-1927. In e:tch 
case the silage crops had been grown the previous summer. The 
feeding tests were divided into two periods each. The length 
of each period was 28 days. There was a 7-day preliminar:v 
ieeding period jt'st preceding the feeding test and a 7-day in­
terval between the first and second periods for the changing of 
rations. The cows, in each test, were divided into two groups. 
designated as A and B. Both groups were fed a basal grai11 
ration and alfalfa hay. The silage part of the ration was alter­
nated so that in each feeding test, Group A re(:eived the sor­
ghum silage during the first and third periods and corn flilaa:f1 
during the second and fourth periods while Group B ,vas fei 
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corn silage during the first and third periods and sorghum silage 
during the second and fourth periods. The method of alternating 
the rations is shown in Table 1. The cows were fed the grain 
mixture and silage individually but the hay was fed to each 
group collectively. 

The cows were milked twice daily and the milk was weighed 
at each milking. A 2~day composite sample of each cow's milk 
was tested for percentage of butterfat at about the middle of 
E'ach period. 

COWS USED IN FIRST TEST 

Eight cows were used in the first feeding test. These were 
divided into two groups of two Jerseys and two Holsteins in 
each group. The groups were well balanced in regard to breed, 
age of cows, period of lactation, and amount of milk flow. The 
reversal method of feeding was used to counterac1. any differ~ 
ences. 

DISCUSSION OF FEEDS USED IN FIRST TEST 

The alfalfa hay fed was of the Hairy Peruvian variety and 
of the grade locally known as No. 1 dairy hay. The same grade 
of hay was fed throughout the test. 

The grain mixture was made up as follows: Wheat bran, 
210 pouni!s; rolled barley, 210 pounds; cottonseed meal, 100 
pounds. The grain ration was apportioned at the beginning of 
the experiment to each cow on the basis of 1 pound of the grain 
mixture to 5 pounds of milk produced by Holstein cows, and 4 
pounds of milk produced by Jersey cows. The ration was not 
changed during the feeding test in order that no disturbing 
factor .affecting production enter into the test. The decrease 
i:'1 milk production, part of which was due to naiural cause", 
automatically changed the proporti.on of grain to milk, so that 
the cows, taken collectively, were actually fed an average of 
~ bout 1 pound of grain to 3.8 to 3.9 pounds of milk. 

The June corn and Jau8nese Honeydrip sorghum crons for 
silage were grown on the same field in alternate irrigation 
borders. The areas were measured carefully and the silage 
crop was weighed just before being put into the silos. The 
yield of the corn was 10.1 tons and of the sorghum 21.6 tons 
per acre. This differet>ce in yield compares favorably with rE'o 

~ults reported by the Missouri, ~ South Carolina, t and Kentucky I 
stations. 

In feeding the silage, each cow was given all she would e'J.t 
twice daily and all that was refused was weighed back. ThE' 
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net amount er.ten "vas used in t~~e cOmpo.lbtlOns for this bulletin, 
The amounts of silage eaten \lUied fwm about 24 pounds daily 
for ODe of the Jersey cows to about 4:' pounds daily for one ot 
1 he Holsteins, 

TABLE I.-METHOD OF ALTEUi\:\'TING nATIONS FlR3T TEST 

Group A 

GIOUp B 

---~-

Fa'st period Second perIod 

n'\tlOn 1 
Alfalfa hay 

Gram mixture 
SOl'ghum silage 

Rabon :! 
Alhlfa hay 

Gr~Jl'l mn:tuH' 
Corn silage 

RatlOn 2 
Alfalfa hay 

Gr<lm mncture 
COin silage 

Ration 1 
Alfalfa hay 

Grain mixture 
Sorghum sIlage 

Table II shows the average amounts of feed consumed daily 
l,y the groups in the two periods when fed the l'es,ectiYe 
rations, The amounts of silage consumed by Group B in the 
first period was only 28,3 pounds per head a'3 co.npareu with 
34.5 pounds of silage consumed by the same group in the sec­
ond period when fed Ration 1 containing sorghum silage. ThiR 
may have been due to the quality of the silage, as the corn Silage 
had occasional streaks of mold in it. Group A was fed 9.3 
pounds and Group B 8.6 pounds of the grain mixture in ea(,ll 
period, while the alfalfa hay was fed at the rate of 15 pound" 
per cow daily throughout the experiment. 

TABLE II-AVERAGE DAILY RATION PER COW FIRST TEST 

RatIOns C,rn I Sorghum I Grain Alfalfa 
~Ilage <l1lage l'1Dc:ture hay 

Pounds 

I 

Pounds Pounds Pounds 
Ration 1 

Group A, first period 33.~ 93 15.0 
Group B, second period ~I 34.5 86 150 

Ration2 I 
Group B, first pel iod 2" 86 150 

_ Group A, second perlOd , 341 93 150 

Table III shows the total amounts of feed fed. A total of 
7,002 pounds of corn silage was consumed as compared \vith 
7.614 pounds of sorghum silage, indicating that the sorghum 
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silage was relished better than the com dlagc, which agrees 
with the observations of the pel'sons feeiing the cows. It Wola 

observed that sorghum silag-e VlaS eaten more l'eutli1y than \Va; 
corn silage. The total amounts of grain and hay co::u>.1 ned 
were the same for each ration. 

TABLE III.-TOTAL Ar,'IQUNTS OF FEED FED. FIRST TEST 

Corn Sor,;h4rn 
R~tions !IiI 'Vii' slhu;w I 
.'O:"""-'--------+-""~p~"u::,~.dCo-' Pound~ j 
~ation 1 

tJroup A, first period 3.73:! ! 
3,Sj~ 

7,614 I 
J~ 

Group~ec~n~_p~l:!.od : ____ -'-
Total for Ration 1 

I!a.L:on 2 , 
Group B, first period I 3 175 
Group A, second peljo~~S27 ____ _ 

Total for Ration 2 7,002 I 

Gr:~;n 
mix,l'l"c 

POUlld3 , 

,\ 1:~1f:l 
hay 

Pounds 

l,rso! IG.~ 
uw ~ __ l.6~0 

2.0lfi 

fG') 
1050 

::!,GIG 

3.!'lGO 

1 GSO 
16S0 

:;/'GO 

DISCUSSION OF EXPERH.1EN'j','-L I~EBULTS 

Table IV shows the amounts of milk and butt:'rfat proJJcej 
hy each cow of groups A and D and ah;o the peJce'liage of de­
crease. 

Group A, in changing from sorghum silage to COl'll sibge, 
decreased an average cf 9.17 percent in milk production. while 
Group B gave 12.71 percent less milk in the second p:;riod when 
fed sorghum silage than during the fil':-lt pC'riod when fed CO:,1 

silage. In the production of butterfat, Group A showed aCe­
crease of 11.9 percent for the second periol fW C'lmiXtred \vit 1 
the first period, while Group B prodl.'ced 19.8 p'Jl'ccmt le3'::; 
butterfat during the second period than during t!l~ li\';;t p<.'ri{lo 

In both milk and butterfat production the pcrcenit:,ge of d;! 
crease was gl'eater when the change Wrl,S frvm COl'n L'ili.lge t) 
sorghum silage. As will be shown later by the gl'aph, hm.."-er. 
the decrease in production within the pC;'iod Ht'c.nod to be 
greater in case of the corn silage. 

Table V shows the summary of prcducti:'ln (,f milk an:l but­
terfat according to the rations fed. The two groups of COWl 

when fed Ration 1 gave a combined prodllctiO::l of 7,::;03.8 
pounds of milk and 307.97 pounds of buttcrf:lt :1.;'; c.o:npar~i 
with 7,619.1 pounds of milk and 321.25 pound3 d b11ltE'rfnt 
when fed Ration 2, a difference of 1153 pounds of milk an1 
13.29 pounds of butterfat in favor of Ration 2 CO:l abing CO,.·l 
silage. Thus the corn silage produced 1.5 percent more milk 
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and 4.3 r:ercent more butterfat than did the sorghum silage. It 
should be remembered, however, that the cows of the two groups 
8te 612 pounds more of sorghum silage than of corn silage. 

TABLE IV.-MILK AND BUTTERFAT PRODUCTION 
SHOWING DECREASE. FIRST TEST. 

No of cow 
I First 

period , , Ipercent I Butteriul I Percent 
of First I Second of 

d p . I • d -l ecrease eric( peno ~crea!e I Pounds Potll'ds 
-- -

Percent Pounds .->ounds Percent 
12 828.2 7895 <" 45.88 41.44 9.67 

8 I 628.8 60~.5 ,1.16 3'1.83 31.75 6.14 
121 998.0 953.7 :J $I'> 35.33 37.64 6.53 
119 11.663.9 ! 1 ,:1£'0 ';" IG 41 56 !'~ 40.33 28.66 

Total for --~I -- ---- ---- ----
Group A 4118.9 . 3.7'11 $1.17 171.5!J 1 -,1 '" 11.90 

:P("'''''ds I Founds Percent Pounds Pourals I Percent 13 I 572': ' llO)i~ 10' 2 D7.T 29.11 22.92 
11 882.8 GIll 0 21.38 31 :n 2532 31.13 127 11,14:).0 1,059.9 7.75 37 92 :'529 I 6," 12G 12-" \) "'" 2 lUS 43.12 36 C6 14.98 I ,'0, """" Total [-)r 

't 1'>78 0- g,384T I ---
S;nt..l B 12.71 170.10 136.39 19.81 -
Note: Group A was fed sorghum silage during the first period and corn 
silag-e durin~ the sccond reric-d. Grolip B was fed corn silage during the 
first period and sorghum silage during the second pt.-dod. 

TABLE V.-SU1!MARY OF PRODUCTION OF MILK AND 
BUTTERFA'i'. FIRST TEST. 

RatlOnS 

Rution 1 
Group A, first period 
Group B, second per.od 
Total for Ration 1 

'Ra""tioli2 
('roup B, first peri.od 
Group A, second period 
Total for Rvtion 2 

Diffrl'once in favor of 
Ration 2 

Percentage difference 

Milk Yield 

Pounds 

4,118.9 
3,384.9 

7,5()3.8 

POU~{l~ 
3,878.0 
3,741.1 

7,619-:-1-

115.3 
1.5 

Butterfat yield 

Pounds 

171.58 
136.39 
307.97 
.r;,.oun~ 
151.16 
170.10 
321.26 

13.29 
4.3 

If we give corn silage an arbitrary value of $8.00 per ton, 
the sorghum silage used in this feeding test would be worth 
$7.28 per ton, or in other words the sorghum silage was about 
91 percent as efficient as corn silage for milk production. This 
difference in value would not compensate for the difference in 
the yields of the two crops. 
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rIg. I-G1J.phll jlH'Bcnt.'\lOll ot ,1\ ll.lo(, d llly nul\ lHodu{ tlUn Ill'l gl "up 
m ~ev('n-t!rl\ ]l~"om, In'-.t t~, 

Figure 1 shovl's in a graphlC ,~ay the mill.. prm\uet.iU!l U\ 
"eeks, The figllres l'epretleut the .neraQc (hdly tWO ldc:ion ot 
each group during 7 da:.s, The jluint of <;hrting r(> )\'( .,ent, 
the average daily productiol1 during the 7_d~':,r pl'dimin.l.ry 
feeding period and the gpace hetwecn tht> period hmci{('t.... Ill­

eludes the 7-day intenal bct\\een the pel'ioJ\;; for tl,c ch,Il1g1l1!!: 
of rations, Group A <;ho'\\'s a \'ery erratic production, h.l\'llllZ 
first d&creased during the fird 2 '\\'eek~ of ill(' I:r)'1 l'cl'io(l, jlle ' 
<;tarted a gradual increase during the 1;1<;t 2 wccb; of i hat pC'l'lod 
which continued dm'jng the 7 -day interval of c:hnng-imr to corl l 

dlage. After the fil'st \\eek of the ;,('(ond Iwriod, thi.., 'P'OU)) 

~tarted a rapid decrease which was mainLai'led ul1~il the end 
of the feeding test. On the other h'1.na, ,dth the e",ception of 
the second week of the tir<;t W'l·lOd, Gnup n ..,how,' I 't \ Pl \ 

~'Tadtlal and consistent decl'eu"IP ill each IH"riorl. whetlH'r feo 
~orgnum or corn silage. The wainr portion of thi-' \fl.riation 
was caused by cow No, 119 which had iJpen fl'c~h nho"t 1 month 
at the beginning of thl} first period, ~ltho\1qh nil of tllf' cow'" ot 
Group A increased in lll'oduction during llh' 7-day int(,l'Yul be­
tween the periods, 

As indicated by Table VI, the cow;, Jwpt liP lJetkr in hod\' 
,,'eight when fed sorghum sila~e than when f('d corn silage 

cows USED IN SECOND TEST 

Ten cows ,vere u!:'ed in the ::;econd f('('flinA' tc<,i 
divided into two group" of three Jer~er'" alHI t"o 

TIlt'<;(' wen' 
lIolstrin<; III 



SORGHeJ1 SiLAGE VERses GORN SILAGE H9 

each group. The same precautions were used as in the first 
feeding test to secure well balanced lots and to offset any differ­
c-nces, as far as possible. 

TABLE VI-BODY WEIGHTS OF COWS. FIRST TEST 

WeIghmg dates 
Group A 

I luv. .,umber 
I 'i\ f) 12 _ l-Io_ 8_ Nc 121 No. 1191

1 

- -Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds I 
960 830 II 1,070 1,150, 
970 830 I,O~5 1,335 I 

_--,,10~ __ ~ 25 -15 

.970 b45 1,115 1,360 1 
9~3 )",,0 1,115 1,345 , 

Group 
Total 

founds 
4,210 
4,250 

" 4,290 
4,325 

Feb. 3 
March 3 
Gain durmg 
iirs~ P~~2od 

Mr<l"Ch 10 
AprIl 7 
Cam tluring 

setond period 35 00 -15 I 35 

I GroUI' 
GlOUp B I ~o 13! No 11 INa. 127:No 126 Total - ---- -I Pound" I' Pounds I Pounds

l 
Pounds Pounds 

Feb. 3 1,085 955 1,165 1,120 4,325 
March 3 1,105 9;)5, 1,150 I 1,125 4,385 
Gain dUlmg I 
~~~~~P{~iOd - -1--'-,1-:~-li_,_.~~ -1-'-;;~~~~-~1'714~:'-+----O4'~4~!~O-
AprIl 7 1.14.0 080 1.151) 1.180 4,455 
Gain during I I 
second perlOd _1.---.!..0_ I 15 -35 35 35 

DISCUSSION OF FEEDS USED IN SECOND TEST 

The alfalfa hay used in this feeding test \vas of the Hairr 
Peruvian variety. It was somewhat coarse-stemmed but leafy 
~nd of green color. 

The grain mixture allowed was made up as follows: Wheat 
uran, 240 pounds; rolled barley, 210 pounds; cottonseed meal, 
100 pounds. The grain and hay were apportioned at the be~ 
ginning of the feeding test on the same basis as in t11e first test 
and the amounts were not changed during the period of the 
experiment. This caused the grain ration to be rather heayy 
toward the end of the test, but this was considered preferable 
to changing the ration constantly with fiuctuations in produc­
tion. 

The June corn and Japanese Honeydrip sorghum used fOl" 
f>ilage "vere grown in alternate irrigation borders similar to the 
plan used in the first test. The plots were measured carefulh 
and tile crors were weighed before being put into the si10<.l. Thp 
\ ields of both corn and sorghum were especially heaYL the {'or'] 
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.delding 21 tons per D.Cl'e and the sOl'glmm 33.6 1.0:1', :X',' :J.l're. 
[he croys wece grown on well-Immured <loU ~-;'1l'~ lhe ~,l'. t; 11 \\',1,> 

very favorable. 

The cows of each group were given all the silage they \yo;1'd 
dean Ut) a.t the time of milking, aad vbout 1100.1 uf eue;l day 
they were g'Ivcn silar;e in the feed manger in the con'a!' Tht> 
Lll'Ol'nts no~ eden were weighed back .m,l dC'.L1C1.ed fnm ~hc 
total amount fed. 

T.\BLE VII.-METHOD OF ALTERNATING RATIONS. SE"'OND TEST 

Fir~ L PC'rio( I lice! nd-PC;J lQd-
I,~tloll ] Ratwn 2 
Alfalfa. hay A],.'" f..1 hfl)' Group A 
Gl".~in m;xtllre I Gr.'in ll,lxture 

__ -7_~Sorll;'~um ::11 \ge_ COIn ~llll!:C 

I
I Ration 2 n.li ion 1 

Alfuira hpr Alfllifa hay 
Cr,lin mlx'ure (;rnin mh.tur(' 

.:i-roup I) 

________ Corn ~ilnge _____ So!p,lll!.nJ silage 

Table VIn shows the average d.:lil:v ratiom'; in the Re:'-o!Hl 
feeding test. Group A consumed 33.9 pounds (1f ~ml':?hum 
l:.i1age r:er hesd daily duriTtg the Grst period Hnd 10.2 pmmd'-l of 
corn silage during the second period, while GrollI> nate 33.7 
pounds of corn silage in the first period a:1d -13.0 ponnds of 
forghvm silaJ'c per head daily in thE' s('cond period. Group A 
"'as fed 7.0 pounds of the grain mixture and 15 nOlmds of al­
falfa hay, \vhile CrOl"p n was given 7.2 pounds ('(grain and 15 
pcunds of alfalfa hay per head daily, throughout the experi­
ment. There wa::; a small amount of \veir,:h-bllck of hay for 
Group A in the first period; ('therwi::oe the hay was clC1Uled up 
well each day. 

In Table IX are shown the amOllllts of feed usei. There were 
278 pounds more of sOr.'~hum dlage consumed than of corn 
~ilage. This excess of sorghum silage consumed i~ somewhat 
less than in the first feeding test. 

TABLE VIII-AVERAGE DAILY RATIONS PER COW. SE('O:-':D TE:;'!' 

('orn I Sorghum \ Grain I Alfulfa 
Rations sllage Sli:l.g(l mlxture hay 
Ration 1 . I Pounds --1-- Pounds-

I -Pounds 
-

1>"lInds~ 
Group A, first penod I I 35.9 7.0 I 15.0 
Group B, second period' 43.0 7.2 1M 

Ration 2 I -- . --~ 

I I 
I Group B, first neriod 367 7.2 I 15.0 

GrouT> A. second l)€'rird 40.2 7.0 14.9 
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T~'_:::;L:2 !X.-TOT.':.L AMOm~7S 0:;;' FEED FED. SECOXD TEST. 

-
Corn ; Sor~l:um Cl'ain _';'1;a1f<l 

Fabons Slbgo _'_srl-.:g] m').t'..<le i>"r 
Ration 1 Pounds 

I 
Pounds Pounds ::'ounds 

Grcup A, first period 5025 fSO 2,100 
Group B, second period 6,020 1.008 2,100 

Total ior Ration 1 -.!,1,O:l5 1,!?8S- 4,20B 
--

Rr.tic.n 2 I Group B, first period 5139 1,008 2,~O() 

Group A, ~econd period 5.628 980 205:25 
Total for Ration 2 10,76-' -I 1,988 4,182.5 

DISCUSSION OF EXPERH1ENTAL RESULTS 

Table X shows the milk and butterfat production by the 
individual cows of each group by periods, together with the 
group to~als vnd percentage of decrease in the second period 
as cemp&red with the first period. Group A gave 5.17 percent 
less milk and 3.39 percent less butterfat in the second period 
than in the first pel·ied. while Group B gave 8.54 'Percent Ie,s 
milk and 9.57 percent lesR butterfat in tha second period than 
in the first period. The decrease was greater in the ca5e of both 
milk and butterfat when the change in ration was from corn 
eilage to sorghum silage than when the change was fro~ sor~ 
ghtlm sEnge to corn silage. This compares favorably with the 
results i.n the first test. 

The summary of the producti(ln of milk and butterfat a'.!corj· 
mg to raticns fed is shown in Table XI. The co:nbinej produc· 
tion of milk and butterfat by the two groups when given RatifJn 
1 are 8.103.7 pounds and 338.72 pounds res"lective1v, while the 
same gronps when fed Ration 2 gave a yield of 8,239.9 pounds 
()f milk and 34.8.68 pounds cf butterfat. This represents a dif· 
ference of 136.2 pounds of milk and 9.96 rounds of butterfat in 
favor of Ration 2 containing the corn sila~e. Expressed in 
terms of percentage, the corn silage ration produced 1.68 pe"'· 
cent more milk and 2.94 percent more butterfat than did the 
sor$!'hum dla["e ratic.n. These results are Quite silJlilar to those 
of the first feeding test. It is also noted that in the se~ond test 
the cows ate 278 pounds less of corn silage than of sorghum 
silage. 

If we value the corn silage at $8 00 per ton. the sorghum 
SIlage used in the second feeding test world be worth $7.66 per 
ton. The sorghum silage produced 95.8 percent as much milk 
per ton as did the corn sEage. 



TABLE X._::HILK f.ND n[,TT£:r.?i\.T PHO'JUCTION S~:O\YI::-1C 
DECP.EAf.E. SECOND TE')T. 

Noble E, 
Topsy 
Myrtle 
Moensje 
Belle L. 
Total for 

Group B 

Note; Group A was fed sorghum silage during the hl'SL period and COri. 
silage during the second period, while Group E '\I.'as fed corn sna~e during­
the first period and sorghum silago during the s('(:ond period. 

TABLE XL-SUMMARY OF PRODUCTION OF lIrILK AND 
BUTTERFAT. SECOND TEST. 

Rations Mflk yield Eut1erfat yield :c:==-___ ----- ----I>;)in,!;;- ---' ----Pound~ ---

Ration 1 
Group A, first period 
Group B, second period 
Total f01' Ration 1 

Ration 2 
Group B, first period i 
Grouf A, seeond period, 
Tota for Ration 2 I 

Difference in favor of I 
Ration 2 

Percentage diffel'enrE's 

4,277.4 172.28 
3,R26.3 166.44 
8,103.7 338.72 

--Poundi---~' -- -Pounds---
4.183.8 184.06 
4.0!'i6.1 164.62 
8,239.9 :148.68 

136.2 9.96 

_--,1.~6~8 ________ 2 __ 9_' ___ _ 

Figure 2 shows the milk production by the week. It indicates 
that both groups dec.reased more rapidly in milk production 
during the first period, the decrease being more marked in the 
rase of Group A fed sorghum silage. In the second period the 
curve shows a similar trend in prodnction for the two groupt'!o 
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Fig. 2.-Cl'nphk presentation of a,erage daily milk production pel.' group 
in ~even-day pel'iods. Second test. 

TArLE xa.-BODY WEIGHTS OF COWS. SECOND TEST . 

. -~~ 
Croup A 
Yl eighing dates 

Name of Cow 
) 

Group 
Alden I No. 20 I Lass Roxana Pell total 
Pounds ----;onnds I Pounds- Pounds Pounds I Pounds 

_'~~U _ ~ m ~ ~ ~ 

Feb. 8, 9 867 902 872 1,222 1,270 5,133 
Gain during , 

Fe~~'S15,P1~od g~~ 9i6~~~ 1,2~~ 1,3:$ I 5,2:~ 
March 15, 16 902 917 912 1,272 1,325' 5,328 
Cain during 

se<,;ond_period -3 7 25",~;:~3=5==:;:;-:2~'l~62 
rroup B. Name o~ Cow Group 
_'_V_'_i. __ h_i_ncg_d_a_'_'_'_cl"·'i5'b::'c'~E. Topsy I Myrtle I M{,ens.,j""lcB~"""",'L,._' "'0'='" 

Jan. 11, 12, 13 
Feb. 8, 9 
Gain dUring 

Pounds ----POunds -Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds 
910 1,122 1,015 1.155 1.403 5.605 
915 1,117 1,032 1,182 1,450 5,696 

first period 5 -5 17 27 47 91 
Feb. 15, 16 920 1,132 10M 1.177 1.457 5.716 
March 15, 16 925 1,137 1.065 1,192 1.480 5.799 
Gain during 
_~~nd perio."d~ __ ---,5,-__ ---,5,--,_-,3e5,-__ ,15,,-,--_"2"' __ --,8"3_ 

Table XII giYes the body weights of th~ cows on the differ­
ent \veighing dates. On the average, the cows gained more in 
... "eight when fed corn silage. This is opposite to the result of 
the first feeding test. The difference, however, is not marked 
in either case. 
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COMPARATIVE EFFECT OF CORN AND SORGHUM 
ON THE FOLLOWING CROP 

The Arizona Experiment StatIOn' haR found that crop~ fol~ 
lowing sorghum yield conslderably le8'\ than crops following 
corn. This is particularly true on heayy, tight soils. In the 
case of sandy soils or where the land lieH fallow for Heyeral 
months before the next crop iR planted, sorghum affects th!:' 
following crop~yield very little more than does corn. A good 
application of manure to the soil offsets the effects of either 
Rorghum or corn. 

SUMMARY 

1. The yield of Japanese Honeydrip ;;orghnm is approx~ 
imately double that of June corn. In the first test the yiC'ld of 
the sweet sorghum was 21.6 tons per acre, while the yield of 
June corn grown on adjacent irrigatIOn borders was 10.1 tons 
per acre, In the second test the yield of sorghum wai;\ 35.6 ton" 
per acre, and the yield of corn was 21 tons. 

2. In each feeding test, more sorghum silage was eaten than 
corn silage. The cows relished the sorghum silage more than 
corn silage. 

3. More milk and butterfat were produced with corn silage. 
In the first test corn silage produced 1.)) percent more milk and 
4.3 percent more butterfat, while in the second feeding test 
corn silage produced 1.68 percent more- milk and 2.94 percent 
more butterfat than did sweet sorghum Rilage. 

4. On the basis of quantity of silage conRumed, each ton of 
sorghum silage produced about 91 percent as much milk in the 
tirst test and 95.8 percent as much milk in the second te~t a<:; WaR 

produced by the same amount of corn silage. 

5. If we consider corn silage worth $8.00 per ton, the sor­
ghum silage used in the first feeding test would have been worth 
$7.28 per ton and that in the second test $7.66 per ton. 

6. There was very little difference in the effects of COl'll 

silage and sorghum silage on the weight of the cOWt'!o In the 
first feeding test the cows gained more in weight. ,,-hen fed 
sorghum silage, while in the second test they gained more on 
corn silage. The difference was slight in either case. 
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