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Table 1. General properties of experimental composts.

HERRIFE pH EC N P K Ca Mg Cu Zn
Compost variety (dS/m) g/kg ---mg/kg----
4 g

. 7.7 5.2 30.0 30.0 15.0 80.0 18.0 81 223
Raw chicken manure
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Table 2. Effect of application of different organic matter fertilizer on soil fertility.
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R pH EC OM P K Ca Mg Cu Zn
Treatment dSm (%) mg/kg

N

Gl 45 010 22 69 214 687 45 52 15

Before experiment

%+ Topsoil
{*4°1 Chemical fertilizer 4.6* 0.10* 2.1° 70*  254* 789  52° 54 7.0°
4 BEE St/ha
Raw chicken manure
FHEET Sthha
Hog compost
ﬁfﬁ‘ 1921 10t/ha
Hog compost

46" 010" 22° 65% 221" 766"  35° 52% 7.5°
47*  011* 22° 91* 241" 848" 51° 54%  7.7°

47*  0.11* 24° 85% 228" 691"  54° 56 83"

T+ Subsoil
{*5°I Chemical fertilizer 4.5 0.14* 2.0° 62%  274% 634  47° 53%  6.5°
2 St/ha
Raw chicken manure
FHEHEPT Sthha
Hog compost
fﬁi‘ Y21 10t/ha
Hog compost

44*  0.14* 2.1° 79*  227°  606°  37° 52%  74°
45* 016" 2.1° 72%  239® 790 55° 52% 68"

44*  0.15* 22° 93 223°  673% 41° 56 79°
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Means followed by the same letter are not significantly (p=0.05) different by the Duncan’s multiple
range test.
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Table 3. Effect of application different organic fertilizers on the nutrients contents of yam.

L N P K Ca Mg Cu Zn
Treatment g/kg _____ mg/kg _____

e
Chemical fertilizer
k5435 St/ha
Raw chicken manure
ﬁ‘fﬁff@’ig' 5t/ha
Hog compost
ff,ii‘ HEFI 10t/ha
Hog compost
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Means followed by the same letter are not significantly (p=0.05) different by Duncan’s multiple range

test.

18.2° 1.1° 36.7° 12.0° 1.6° 80 105°
19.5% 1.2 36.7% 1132 1.6% 54° 83"
20.0° 1.2° 34.2° 13.9° 1.9° 61° 106°

20.1° 1.2° 33.0° 13.4° 1.5° 67° 110*
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Table 4. Effect of application different organic fertilizers on the growth and yield of Yam.

A H o 4% (cm) % 5
Treatment Germination Tuber Yield
(plant) R(length)  Pr(width)  'Fi(thickness) (t/ha)
lm’qgl b b b b c
. . 2 1.1°(100.
Chemical fertilizer 85 >8 6.7 5 3 (100.0)
& B St/ha ’
— F== c a b a ab
Raw chicken manure 63 63 6.9 5.8 37.37(119.9)
2K R
FRET SUha 8.75" 64° 68" 5.8° 383%(123.1)
Hog compost
3 frel , ( |
BB 10vha 10.5° 52 7.5° 5.7 36.0° (115.8)

0g compost

730 I <7 R ] ¢ SRR o 5 % Ve % B B, -
Means followed by the same letter are not significantly (p=0.05) different by Duncan's multiple range
test.

&Yy

L2 1989 « B R P €K AN - E R B R p217-227 ¢

2[R+ 1981 « TUHE] o BEH P o BT | (BB - p.627-635 ¢

3R 0 1982 o o HRLE P ARE < { L R © 70 £ 5 45 7274 ¢

4%@?owmcﬂﬁ%E%W4@Wﬁ £H1 S B  BIRR VFE  4 STE
ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂ#V@ﬂowwﬁ%ﬁMW%%np6Mo

5@v$‘2f$°w%°E%WﬂrF S 817 Py Y o 84 % BT (el 4 1

(IEANRTEETS S Ittt “%%W’?‘/FM%@BF[ p.77-87 ¢
6.31K 3? ECH 0 1994 « FRFEVPIRLY LS S R DIRIRAS YT R, o 3 BRI R
%AF:FQ & p.158-173 -

7. amj%, - 1988 - I ]% - FEYMEPIE o ERE T p.44-49 -

BIREH o [EPIGIBEENT < 1991 « £ YLK BRI 13: 9-26 -

IR o [HPIGIILEHL 5 e 1991 o 7 [?ﬁmﬁ& &Amﬂjﬁru 13: 53-59 -

0.F1 B8k~ Q?—‘“’: - 1994 « ik |18k I/ SR B IR TR VA < W L R L
Pk R T AR J’Itzjgﬁ i) p.345-358 -
ULFRERS kvt - 1991 o [ 2B 40 (ISR SR VP - 79 4 PRI NGRS
p.128-135 -

12,5 F | - 1988 < 77| ?ﬁfﬁﬁ?ﬁ‘}iﬁﬁ%wm% o EF 38(40): 49-52 -

13. ﬁ/rilfi ° 1995 o FESETPLR T | ﬂ g EHd E‘fﬁﬁ#m’%fé?J/?L%f?g 84 1 4 BRI EA ALY
137 p.36-52 ¢



(28) Ao S i LR 5Y 42 B

L4.BIFHE ~ = E] - K ~ (RTFLF 1 1994 « Tl BEIE D 5 BN ETL Y - £ L SRR
AL (Pt e i T R ﬁjfﬁrﬁru p.283-297

ISBHTHE « 2 BEL BN  RRUT < 1994 - (B IS < ¢ B SRR [ i et
KT ﬁjfﬂiﬂp 71-86 ©

T.BIFrHe ~ i S HiH ]~ A fl - 1990 « BURINS S St S22 RIVRYRRY o (I RS 39:
287-296 -

V7.7 I R PR < 1997 » SR8 - [RpPo I p] pa2l -

18.7 WISy BRI © 1998 » B AV o (LK F i p 322 -

Effect of Application Different Orgaic Fertilizers
on the Growth and Yield of Yam

Chun-Chao Chuang and Chien-Hua Liao

Summary

The experiment was conducted at Shin-Lin district of Taipei City to evaluate the effect
of applying different organic fertilizers vs. chemical fertilizers on the growth and yield of
yam plants (Dioscorea spp.) The results of our experiments indicated that application of
hog compost could raise the soil pH value from 0.1 to 0.2 units as well as the EC value by
0.01 to 0.02 dS/m. The organic matter content of soil that received 10 t/ha of hog compost
was the highest among the treatments, which was 0.2-0.3 % higher than that of chemical
fertilizer treatment (N-P,0s5-K,0 = 90-60-120 kg/ha). The nutrients content of yam leaves
that sampled from hog compost treatment was higher than those of raw chicken manure
and chemical fertilizer treatments. The germination rate and the growth of the yam tubers
was better in the hog compost treatment. In terms of the tuber production, the hog compost
treatment (5 t/ha) gave the highest yield at 38.3 t/ha, which was 7.2 t/ha (23.1 %) higher
than that of chemical fertilizer treatment. The yield of raw chicken manure and hog
compost (10 t/ha) treatments were 19.9 % and 15.8 % higher than that of chemical
fertilizer treatment.

Key words: Yam, Organic fertilizer.



