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Plot No. 1.—500 pound! »ulph«te of ammonia, 300 pound* aniphate of potwh

and 900 pounda of luperphofplute.

Plot No. 2,-600 pounda of aulphata of ammonia, aoo pounda aulphate of potuh

and SOO pounda aupen^ioaphate.

Plot No. 3.-4J0O pounda aulphate of ammonia, 300 pounda sulphate of potuh

and 100 pounda of aup«n>hoaph»te.

Farmyard manure, at the rate ot 12 tona per arpent had been applied during the

praceding winter.

The yielda were u foUowa:—

Plot No. 1.-1,423 pounds per arpent.

" 2.-1,808

« 8.-1,848

Aa the figure* ahow, plot No. 1 gave the beet reeulU, oorreaponding very do*ely

to the roeulU obtained during the two preceding yeara. Thia waa to be expected, but

the teat doea not leave any doubt aa to thia point

In preaenting the reau'^a of the teat made in 1909 it waa concluded that nitrogen

aeemed to be the moat important element. Thia fact ia confirmed by thia year'* teat,

whilst the rather important part played by phoaphoric acid is clearly brought into

light. Comparing plots No. 1 and No. 2 it is seen that the addition of 100 pounda of

superphoaphate increaaed the yield by 121 pounda. A comparison between plot No. 8

and plot No. 1 brings further evidence as to the value of phosphoric acid. Although

plot No. 3 haa received 100 pounds more of sulphate of ammonia than plot No. 1, yet,

compared to the ^atter, it shows a decrease in yield of 76 pounds, which can be

attributed to the fact that it had received 200 Iba. of superphosphate leas than No. 1.

It would thus seem that the mixture of fertilizers eaaigned for plot No. 1 ia the beet

all around.
. . • -j

It waa ahown in chemical analysis that the aoU contained 0-71 in phoaphoric acid.

It may be a cause for surprise that this insignificant quantity of auperphoaphate (200

pcunda) should have such a marked efiect on the yield when there is already auch a

larta proportion of phosphoric acid in the soil. It cannot be admitted that the addi-

tion of thia quantity of superphosphate has made good a lack of phoaphoric acid in the

soil, even considering the rather high yield in grain and the fairly large production of

tobacco seed. One may, at thia stage, recall a auggeation of Mr. E. Gauthier, who

wonders if the action of chemical fertUitera ia really a nutritive action, or if it is not

rather of a 'dynamic, exciting, anti-toxical nature'! Do not chemical fertilizer,

rather act aa
' a stimulant, a diastase or of an anti-toxin.' Thia hypothesis is perhaps

not very far from becoming a law. In fact it has been practically proved to be true so

far as manganese ia concerned. An interesting experiment would be to act upon thie

soggeation and see if those soils of Ontario, '^hich absolutely refuse t. grow some

varietiea of tobacco, could not be made to grow theae varieties with the help of

chemical fertiliaera.

No doubt the continuous growing of tobacco on the same field produces a sort ot

infection and such infected soils are said to be ' tobacco sick.' The question is to find

a means to avoid this infection or to correct it.


