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THE CANADA TARMER.

JuLy |,

The Field,

“ﬁight Dollars an Acre.”

— m . —eemem

A wRITER in the June number of the American
Journal of Horticulture,—a periodical, by the way, of
great excellence,—mentions the case of a Vermonter
wwho, reporting his management of bis farm of 125
acres, finds a balance for profit of $732.658 on e
year's operations, and xecms quite countente 1in view
of the result, complacently remarking: * This, 1
think, is Detter than moncy at six per cent., and
answers the question as to whether farming is profit-
able.” Allowing for the woodland, this is about
eight dollars an acre. This case is used to point a
contrast between the said Vermont farmer and the
New Jersey market gardeners, one of whom, a fair
average specimen, is reported to have wade $711.50
from less than four acres of extremely light land, or
within a trifle of the gain npon thirty times the same
number of acres devoted to grass and grain, in the
case first instanced.  Of course, near access to a
market like New York or Philadelphia goes far to
explain the differeace, for the four acres of “truck ”’
side by side with tho farm crops on some White
Mountain slope, would have been worth little more
than the average profit per acre of the farm., Our
object in referring to the Vermozt example is o
make it the occasion of putting three questions,
which we beg our readers attentively and serionsly
to poender.

1 Iow many farmers know what they make per
acre annually *  In other words, bow many fa:mers
are there who keep o set of accounts? We fesr
there ave very fow who fiave data on which to frame
ananswer to the enquiry, * what are your profits per
acre®” Beyond vague general impressions on the
subject suarcely any can ge. When the crops aro
short they Lave an indefinite idea that they are not
Jdoing much and when there is an abundant harvest
they Liave a ~imilarly indefinite idea that they are
not doing so very badly; but, generally speaking,
farmers “ shoot in the dark.”™ and ““go it blind.”
Now. surely. this is discreditable and undesirable.
Why should a large farm be carried on ina way
that would be dizgiaceful in connection with a little
huckster’s husiness *  No commercial concern could
Lie reasonably expected to prosper, if carred on after
the fashion on which too many farma are conducted
Confusion andloss wonld be the sure result. Wo
conjure wil wad sundiy to heep note of expenditure
and incuae. 50 as to hnow how much per acre they
are making year by year.

2. Is there good reason to think that farmers gener-
ally, take one year with anotber. clear ¢ cight dol-
lars per acre?”  We apprehend that a negative
reply must he given to this question. There are,
doubtless, those who are making far more than the
figure wbuve mentioned, assuredly there ure those
who tabe ziach dess, while we fear the majority can-
not flatter thumscelves that they reach the average
named  We haow i better-than.ordinary farmer,
cultisating vver o hundred acres, who stoutly main-
tains that, tahing one jear with anotber, be is not
sowull uft us a ook hevper or salesman who hasa
salary of ~ix handred dollars o y car, and who would
be glad to 11 Lis farm, and tuhe a situation of the
hind just named. We have no objection to be con-

tradict.l. and to stand cerrected by * stubborn
facts,”— indeed, we should ratber like it than other-
wise—~Dbut our present couviction is, that it is by no
meany the majority of our farmners who make a
yearly profit of * eight dollars an acre.”

3. We have yet another cuquuiry to put, and it is
this, oughta n¥netoenlh century farmer to be con-
tented 1o make only “ eight dollars an acre 1 We
answer, decoidedly, very decidedly,no! That sum
implics less than twenty bushels of wheat peracre;
less than three hundred bushels of turnips per acre;
not much more than a ton of hay peracre. A good
system of rotation, o well-balanced quentity of stock
and produce, liberal manuring, good tillage, a wise

mixed busbandry, ought to accomplish more than
this. Capital wisely invested, and labour well di-
rected, shonld assuredly yield o better refurn, Such
abaluncoshieet can hardly be said to exhibit snccess-
ful farming. It does mot wsatisfactorily mect the
question, ** Is farming profitable 2" Contentment i3
a virtuoc only when wo are doing our best. let
cvery cffort be made to bring out the innate capa-
bilities of the soil, and the recompense is certain.
To till a smaller quantity of land, and do it better,
would be the part of wigdom with many. Our conn
sel to every Canadian farmer is this: Keep exact
accounts, work up your land to the highest point of
fertility practicable, and set for yourzelf a bigher
mark than * Eight dollars an acre.”

Clover versus Fallow.

To the Editor of Tur Caxaps Fanuer -

SiR,- More than four months baving passed away
since you publi:hed my remarks on the subject of
the Canada Thistle, and of an inexpensive way of
getting rid of thewn, I had concluded that the
thistle-growers of Cannda saw no reason to trouble
themselves further about it, but your number for
May 15th has agreeably disuppointed me. My ont-
spoken, but friendly opponent, Peter Shisler, has
done his best, in reviewing my letter, pnblished in
the first two numbers of this year's issue, to support
a plan which I think thoroughly detrimental to the
farmers’ interest, and as such seriously affecting the
welfare of the whole Province. We, as a family, are
constantly in the habit of reading your paper. which
has become quite a household necessity, and some-
times there is a hittle grumbling that the tro weeks
seem a long time, and sometimes I have heard ge-
marks as follows: “Well, now. that s well worth
knowing,” * Yos. that is worth the year’s subscrip-
tion.” But there arearticles now and thea make
their appearance which cannot fail to puazle, the
opinions cxpressed being nearly as opposute usthe
poles. Last year a writer appeared on the stage,
recommending his eighfy bushels of potatocs to the
acre, fir reed, and this curiosity cacited no reply.
In your April number you quote from a States paper
a plan requiring (as I understand jt) about cight
bushels an acre, which is a considerable difference.
These extremes, while they puzzle, set wen thinking,
and from thinkins {0 experimenting for themselves,
and then they are on the right track, and will not
fail in the end to benefit thomselves  The yuestivn
as 1p which i3 the best mode of subjugating the
thistle (as subjugated they must be) is a subjeet fit for
the philanthropist, ag we'l as the philosupher, and
whoever shall accomplish the tash will be entuled
to the grateful acknowledgments of the people of
the Province. In submitting this for your considera-
tion, {as a rejoinder to Peter Shisler's last letter,
published in the Caxava Faryer, 15th May) you will
please remember that my remarks applied to the two
writers, (and the only two of the year) namely, the
steam-plough advocale and to .8 The first hus
remained silent, and the second lias come out square
on {he mystic fallow as the great remedy for the
great evil

I quite agree with the substance of the first para-
graph of the letter of P 8., namely, * The theory or
practice that caunnot stand a scrutinizing investiga-
tion shonld go down.” e also informs us that * too
many false systems and Inmubugs have been imposed
on the farmer causing him to spend time and moncy
to no purpose.’”” and yet hc only mentions one,
namely, ¢ catling (thistles) in the moon.”” In this
paragraph P S has dipped Lis pen in vinegar, and
approved of a mild mixture of invective, in de
fenre of the misguided and abused farmer.

In tho second place, he becomes jubilant, if not
cloquent, in declaring “that iy arguments show most
conclusively, and ought to convinee the most scepti-
cal, that his method is the right one ™" T have hieard
tbat Irishmen are allowed to speak three tunes,
Scotchmen twice, but an Englishman is expected to
say what he means. I bad no idea that bis ¢ method

as st fyrth ia Lis November letter,” and whatI sug.
gesed, were the rame. 1§ < method made snmmer-
fallowing superior £y everything else. I entire-
ly repudiate the utility  of the plan, while neither
himsets, northe advocate of'steam ploughs, even <o
muchashintedat the smothering-outsystem. Therefors
I must contend there is as muech difference between
the tno methods as there i between the two methods
wsed by the dog and eat in catching & mounse. The
canine goes to work in a most resolute and laborious
mannet aud sometinies will continue for days sucees-
sively, using the different toolsat hiscommand, such as
teeth and claws, but more {requently gives up the
hard job as # bad ca~e, and so fails in his nudertak
ing. The felino goes about the businass just the
very opposite of the canine, and, by waiting only a
short time, the prey comes out from shecr necessity,
and the feline pounces on it withont spending any
labouratall. I Lope. by being sllowed to speak
twice, I shall be hetter understood.

I think my system might commend itself to all, on
the score of cconomy at least, so far as to induce a
trial, because_no one can fose by it; and, permit me
to say, po one will fail in accomplishing the object
sought by the trial. But I fail to see anytbing new
in P. 8.73 “method”™ of fallowing, asset forthin his
November letter ; and why s it now put forth asa
panacea for the ovil ?  The simple routine of farmers
in tbis locality for the past thirty or forty years (as I
learn) is tosow peas, wheat, oats, (and of late years)
barley, sced with timothy ora mixture of clover and
grass; and every year it is held essential to good
farming to cultivate a fallow. This routine does not
differ, as I can sce, from the “method” set forth by
P. 5. in the November letter. Then in favour of the
plan recommended by myaself are the aged and grey-
Leaded, while the disastrous consequences of eare-
less or bad farming would afford additional evidence
on my side. I have seen the seed grair that wasto
precede the timothy crop mixed with not less than
from twenty-five to oue hundred thistle-heads, and
plenty there are who seem 8o thoroughly ignorant
about thistle-seeds growing, and consequently give
themselves no concern about the mixture of thistle-
heads withsuchsced grain.  Such parties may, per-
haps, fortify themselves in this careless practice by
quoting our friend’s dictum, that ** not one in a mil-
lion of thistle sceds ever grows™” This class of
farmers are - neither few nor far between.” They

have long since cut down their last stick of timber,
and have nnt another fresh field to break up; their
whole farms are being run out,” and the “plaguey’
thistles are overrnoning cverything. As a very
general rule, we see such tarmers’ stocks thrust out
onthe highways, “topickabout andgeta little” ofwhat
they canfind even betore the snow is gone, because,wo
are told, * hay runs short, siraw igrun out (too much
has been sold, perhaps), and roots dida’t grow an
la~t year, or it pays hetter to sell than to feed them.”
Yet, talk to these men about doing away with the
fallow system, and you touch them in a tender place.
If any were to ash me, what they could do with
their land without fallowing, my answer would be,
give it to some one (and four dollars per acre with
ity to tahe it off your hands for the year, who would
use it properly, rather than abuse” it yourself by
cultivating afallow  Or, secondly, why not have a
field of a clover lay to plough down ufter the first or
second crop ? or, thirdly, as a last and desperato ve-
course, why not have ten acres of roots? 1f it pro-
duced only two Imndred tons it would pay better
than cultivating a fallow 5 it wonld furnish abun
dance of food for their half-starved cows in the
spring, and do away with the necessity of sclling
their baby calves at from twelve to twenty days old.
They might then feed and fatten them to™ the age of
cight or ten weeks, when tho meat would have
passed a transition stato to something wholesome
and nutritious. Then one-ourth of the ecalves
that aro now slaughtered wounldsuffice,and the farmer
might raise not less than four times the stock that he
nowdoes, and the Province of Ontario might becom.
a great cinporium eitber for live or dead stock; its
s0il and sunny scasons being so pre-eminently suited
for the gruwth of all the 100 5, a8 well as cereals, that
any farining communily caie need or wish for,  The
ractice of growing reo!s instead of cultivating fl-
ows would cnable the farmer of one hundred acres
10 keep an extra man and boy, and (in many cases



