few, even of our best farme
ve appreciated the amount of

S YET
ers ha . n ‘of
humus forming material whiclr must

to our soils: to' supply the

{ded
i f large and profitable crop

demands 0 . . .
production. It 18 this almost com-
plete absence of anything like & trie

‘dea of the amount of f.eeding- our
coils require that is- our’ Ju’t'ﬁf’“}_‘”?
for eternally and' everywhere: insist=
ing on a more liberal treatment of

our soils.

What About a 10-4-4 Fertilizer?

GEORGIA reader asks if a 10-4-4
A fertilizer, using 1,000 pounds per
acre, will be good to use on cottom
and corn, ,

On the same sort of soil we thiwk
a fertilizer for corn. sheuld: contaim
rather more nitrogen or a larger pro~
portion of nitrogen: than one for cet~
ton, Unless the land is: veny thin we:
think 4 per cent of nituogem rather
large in proportion to the ather plant
foods in this fertilizer and if the: land
is thin 1,000 pounds is very heavy fer-
tilization, possibly toe- heawy to- be
the most profitable on: such:& thim
soil. :

On a fairly good soil 1,080 pounds

of fertilizer containing, 10 pen cent. of

phosphoric acid and 4 per cent of pot~
ash may prove profitable, but we
doubt if for cotton it will pay best to:
use 40 pounds of nitrogen, which is
the amount of nitrogen in 1,000
pounds of a fertilizer cemtaining 4

per cent of this plant feod, ‘

For corn, we think the plant foeds
in a 10-4-4 fertilizer bettér propon-
tioned, but if the season. is not ideal
as regards moisture supply we doubt
if 1t will be most profitable to use
1000 pounds of such @ fertilizer on
corn. The cost of the 100 pounds of
phosphoric acid at 434" cents, 40
pounds of nitrogen at 20 cents, and, 40;
pounds of potash at 5 cents (last
year's prices), amounts. to $14.50. At
60 cents a bushel, the inenease in:
yield will have to be 24%% bushels to
pay for the fertilizer alome: On fairly
good land and a faverahle season:
such an increase in yield might be:
obtained, but the rigk is too: great. tor
qustlfy such expensive fertilization of
orn on average soil an:erdinary year..
Ve would advise the uge: ofn::g :]::ore;
than 400 or 500 pounds of such of a
Mixture, If, however, increase  im
yield, regardiess of cost, is the object,
}t 'S probable that 1,000 pounds. of the
ertilizer will produce. a larger yield.

Where Nitrogen Is. Not Needed for
Cottowr >
AIfOLTI-SI‘{\.NA reader writes as fol-
thatOIWS- | _ha.ve- a four-acre plat
o alm going. to plant in. staple
follonsd -ast year the land grew oats
o ste(| by peas, peas were removed:
ber \]L;J'hle turr!ed'. under in. Novem-
nlarlnf 1ave applied five tons. of stable.
dtcp‘aedpf{r acre, broken. -10. inches
l’t‘cemlnr disked and harrowed. I have
A, fm}l_come to the place and there
knon, 1l_hizc:- on I3and, but T do not
5 ¢ analysis, T am instrueted
Cial fe on 900 pounds of this comsrer=
- tertilizer per acpe, Tha land. looks:

'ich and I .
mrercial[ : believe 900 poands. of coma

ertilizer toa
hat do you thinies»

(mand which “looks rich,” grew a
ﬁ‘_-tpt?)f Peas last summer and has had.
ns of stable manure applied to

the acr
acre certaj -
Ny nitrogen oly should not_need-

Orm for cot
oks t .
tilizer o haOTé- This commercial fer-

Complete fertilizm dosumed to he &

much to apply.

er, and therefore, it gmm

seems praobable that if 900 pounds is
ied per acre, somewhere between:
15 pounds and 25 pounds of nitrogen.
will be added in: this fertilizer at a
cost of from $2.50 to $5 per acre,

‘We waould save this fertilizer for
some crop on land that had not re-
cently grown a crop of cowpeas and
had an application of stable manure,
‘and apply to this plat. of cotton 500

“to-680 peunds of acid phasghate per

aere in the drill before planting, Tf
there is any tendency for the eotton:
on: this: land to suffer from: rust we
would add 100 pounds of kainit per
acre..

This advice is given with the idea
that the land in guestion responds to
the: use of commercial fertilizers:,
There are stiff buckshot lands in
Louisiana: which: ‘may give ne. profit-
able increase im yield from commer~
cial fertilizers,, but will be benefited
‘wery much- by the peas and stable
manure,

Another Fertilizer Problem
AMISSISSIPPI reader says he has
A the following fertilizer, hut thinks
100 pounds. of kainit should' be added
to 200 pounds. of the fertilizer, and
when thus mixed he proposes to use
400 pounds to 450; ppunds per acre:

‘Water soluble phosphoric acid.... 8 per cent
Cltrate soluble phosphoric. aecid. .. 2 per cent
WItroZeN .. . tive e cas sninss ssvesn LD DEr cont
Potash ........ w i aine e saesh +». LBO" per cent

He also: asks if “we get any good

from the citrate soluble-phosphoric -
acid.”

The land on: which this fertilizer is
to be used grows sufficient stalk and
our opinion is asked of the whole
prohlem;

In the first place, all experiments, at.

the experiment stations. of Mississippt
indicate that’ a fertilizer for cotton
needs- no potash. at all, unless it is
used on.land. where. the. cotton suffers
from. rust. We, therefare, think that
the 1.5 per cent of potash. already ins
the fertilizer will be wasted. and the
-addition. of kainit will simply increase
the waste, unless the cotton on. this

land. suffers from. rust.. Even if the:

cottonms. likely to. suffer from. rust,
the.amount. of kainit suggested, added

to the petash already in.the fertilizer,,

-is: more potash than. is. prabably nec-
essarys, :

If the bottom lands make sufficient

growth of. stalk without fertilizer the

nitrogen applied will also.probably be:

wasted, for it will serve to increase
the growth of stalk. QOn such land
phospharie acid alone is probably all
the fertilizer needed except when.
the cotton rusts and then, as stated,
about 100 pounds of kainit per acre
should” proBably be used. On, lands
that usually make sufficient growth
of stalk we advise using no nitrogen

in“the fertilizer before planting, but if

wherr the cotton is about to begin
blooming, it shows it is not making a
sufficient growth of stalk a side dress-
ing of . from. 50 to 100 pounds of ni-
‘trate of soda per acre may be given.
THe citrate-soluble phosphoric acid
Js probably as valuable as the water-
solubfe and is always included in the
“available” phosphoric acid in a fer-
_tilizer. The guarantee on this fertil-
izer might as well have been:

Avaflable phosphoric: acid..... 10.00 per cent
NI OREE v v s saosssonst #.., 1.65 per cent
Hm A N A e ds e e R R ] 1.'0 Wcm

If 100 pounds of kainit is a_d’dgc.f to
200 pounds of this mixed fertilizer

applied in comme_.rei_a.l;'tht' 300-pound mixture will have the

following amalysis :

Available phosphoric acid ..... 6,07 percent
o ah e R A T 1.10 per cent

cewiis TP pcr‘o_ent

AR e e EE R

A FERTILIZER

ANALYSIS THAT

—————

Confusing’ Fertilizer Feormulas Ave

Sometinmres Made So Intentionally—
Misleading Statements Should Be
Prokibited by Law

READER sends the following
guaranteed analysis of a fertilizer
and asks for information regard-
ing it:
T PER CENT POTATO GUANO

Guaranteed Analysis
..... vaen sesainssass e D8 percent
..................... 7.00 per cent
Soluble phosploric acld , ...+ 3.00 per cent

Revertad phosphorie acld ,.... 3.00 per cent
Avallable phospHoric acid ..... 6.00 per cent
Insoluble pHosphoric aoid ..... LO0 per cent
Equal 1o bone phosphate of

e TS R S S S R 17.00 per cent
Potash (actusl) .......00 0000 00 per cent

Equal to sulphate of potash . 9.26 per cent
I. “The analysis states:

5.76 per cent of nitrogen;
7.00 per cent of ammonid,

“Am I getting 12.76 per cent of plant.
food or 5.76 per cent as I understand
it? From what source is the am-
monia and is it soluble or insoluble?

“2. The analysis gives -

Potash (actual), 6 per cent;
Equal to sulphate of potash, 9.26 per
cent, '

“Am I getting 14.25 per cent of plant
food or 5 per cent, as L understand it?

“What is meant by ‘equal to sulphate of

potash. 9.25 per cent?’”

This is rather am extreme case of a
“guarantee;” stated in. such 3. manner
as to mislead the average farmer, If

“there is any good purpose-in- stating

a guarantee of this fertilizer it is to
give the farmer or buyer information
regarding its compositiom or the plant
foods it° contains. This. guarantée
gives a part oft the information re-
quired, but adds other useless state-
ments which, while adding nothing to
the information conveyed to the man
familiar with such matters, mislead
and confuse those less familiar, such
as the average users of commercial
fertilizers, :

All that this guarantee tells about
the nitrogen it contains is included in,
“nitrogen 5.76 per cent.”

The addition of “ammonia 7 per
cent” tells nothing that is not told in
the statement of the-‘ nitrogen. In
fact, there is really nmo “ammonia” in
the: fertilizem. The nitrogen in: this
fertilizer: (5.76: per cent) if combined
with hydrogen to form ammonia
would form: @ certain amountl of am-
monia. In other words 576 paunds of
nitrogen if combined with hydrogen to
form ammonia (which is not the case:
in the fertilizer) would form about
seven pounds of ammonia.

In short, the addition of “ammonia
7 per cent” furnishes absolutely no
information of value not furnished by
“nitrogen. 576 per cent,” and since if
serves no' purpose except to confuse
and: mislead the uneducated (unedu-
cated in this particular line), it should
be prohibited by law.

There is nothing in this guarantee
to indicate the source ar availability
of the nitrogen in: the fertilizer. Some
of our readers have indicated that
they think the nitrogen: in a fertilizer
should be soluble in water. This is
not necessary nor would it be desir-
able in all cases. It is sufficient if it
becomes soluble in the soil water rap-
idly enough to feed the plants as they
need it during the period of their
growth. The nitrogen in materials
like nitrate of soda is freely soluble
in water, while that in many other
valuable materials, like cottonseed
meal; blood, tankage, ete., becomes so
by decay in: the soil. That is, it be-
comes available more sloewly in these
materials, but if it becomes available
as the plants need it this is sufficient,
and with crops having a long growing
seasen it may actually be an advant-
age, especially on light soils during
very wet seasoms. In this fertilizer

our reader will only get 576 per ceng
of nitrogen and net 12.76 per cent,

2. The guarantee regarding the
potash. may cause somewhat similag
confusion,

In reality there is no “actual’
potash (potassium oxide) in the
fertilizer, while there may be sulphate
of potassiumi The more accurate
method would be to state the pes
cent of “potassium” in the fertilizen,
but the custom of stating the potase
sium in terms of “potash” is so genw
eral that there is less objection to ik
than in the case of “ammonia” used:
as' a means of the nitrogen. Potash;
actually contains only a little over 83
per cent of potassium (the balance:
being axygen which is not a so-called:
plant food); but as stated the ternv
“potash” is used by practically all in
stating the amount of this plant food
in fertilizer guarantees.

In view of this well established:
practice other statements regarding
the amount: of potassium in the fere
tilizer should be prohibited by law,
because they serve no purpose éxcepi
to confuse and mislead. But: if the
gsource of the potassium; that is,,
whether in the form of kainit, so-calll
ed muriate of potash, or sulphate of
potash, were stated it would: be oft
value i some cases..

But in this particular guarantee the
additiom of “equal to sulphate of pots
ash, 925 per cent” tells nothing not
told by “patash (actual) 5 per cent,”
and simply serves to confuse.. It does
not even. mean. that the potassium-im
this fertilizer is im the formy of sud-
phate. If it means anything it means:
that the potassiumy in: 925 pounds of
potassium. sulphate is equal to the
amount of potassium in five pounds of
potash. It is probably used: because
it is likely to mislead the buyer into
believing that" he i8 getting more
plant food : he would in @ fertibw
izer im which the guarantee simply ins=
cated § per cent of patash; and for
this reason should be prohibited in &
fertilizer guarantee: Qur reader is
only getting 5 per cent of potash, not
14.25 per cent.

The same is true of the statement,
“equal to bone phosphate of lime 1%
per cent.,” This merely means that
the phosphorus in this: fertilizer, if
combined with the materials to form
“bone phosphate of lime,” would forng
17 pounds of this material for every
seven pounds of phosphoric acid im
the fertilizer.

This guarantee would have told .

every bit as much of value to the
farmer and have been less misleading
if it had been stated as follows:

NItrogen ....ovvvees susesasese DuT6 percenth
Availgble phosphoric acid ..... 6,00 percent
Pot“h Ve s s s Er e TR R S L . Kiom Dﬁr cm

In stating the phosphoric acid; aifl
the facts necessary from any stand-
point-would have been contained in
the following, and could not have
been misleading: Phoesphoric acid, 7
per cent, of which 6 per cent is availw
able and 1 per cent insoluble. Or #
further informjation is desired it
might have been added that. of the:6
per cent regarded as “available,”’ 3 per.
cent is: “soluble” and. 3 per cent “re«
verted.” :

But when stated as in this guarane
tee the farmer sometimes thinks: he is.
getting more tham 7 per cent of phos~
phoric acid, 6 per cent of which is
available, and this is the reason for
using the confusing method and alsa
the reasen why it should be prohibit=
ed by law. '

Enclosed find check for §1 to renew our
subgcription for @& year. We think The Pro-
gresgive Farmer the best farm paper to be
had, We call' it the farmer's friend, and
this friend has been a weekly visitor to our
home for more than 20 years, and we want
it to continue as long as we live., We would'
be delighted to know that every farmer in
the South got & copy of this most valuable
:IBnd interesting paper every weel.—Story

ros.




