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Table 1. Effects of cattle, pig and chicken composts on the vine growth and tuber yield of sweet potato.

Application Length Yield of fresh Tuber yield Chip Dry matter
Site rate of vine vines and leaves  Large Small Total ratio yield
(Wha)  (em)  (kgha) e (kg/ha) - %) (kgha)
Summer crop (1995)
TY CWC 5 103.9 26,0002 30,0000 9,500 39,8002 28.6° 11,383
PGC 5 104.7° 29,0002 27,700  8,750° 36,450  28.0® 10,206
CHC 1 113.18 31,3002 25,450  8,1000  33,550>  28.8° 9,662
CK 113.9a 31,9002 27,350  7,650° 35,000  27.5° 9,625
Mean 108.9 29,625 27,700 8,500 36,200 28.2 10,219
HL CWC 5 92.5¢ 23,2000 40,0002 4,650° 44,6500  29.3° 13,082
PGC 5§ 105.6> 25,2002 35,6002  7,5502 43,1502  29.4° 12,686
CHC 1 107.9b 27,0002 27,300 7,7502 35,050 29.2° 10,236
CK 112.92 31,4002 29,250bc 8,450  37,700%®  28.9*° 10,895
Mean 104.2 26,700 33,038 7,100 40,138 29.2 11,725
Fall crop (1995)

TY CWC 5 109.4b 25,2002 29,150® 11,340* 40,4902 32.52 13,159
PGC 5 113.12 26,6002 28,3002  11,200* 39,5002 32.72 12,917
CHC 1 109.7° 28,4502 25,650 11,8502 37,5002  32.32 12,113
CK 115.92 285502 25,050¢ 11,800 36,850° 31.32 11,534
Mean 112.0 27,200 27,038 12,810 38,585 322 12,431

HL CWC 5 109.3b 21,1502 29,6502 9,1502 388002 32.62 12,649
PGC 5 1134 22,900 28,050 9,700 377502 32.82 12,382
CHC 1 113.2% 25,0502 27,900% 10,3502 382502 32.72 12,508
CK 116.42 25,7502 26,750  10,750*0 375002 31.8° 11,925
Mean 113.1 23,713 28,088 9,988 38,075 325 12,366

Means with the same letter within a column are not significantly different at 5%level according to
Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2. Sensory evaluation of sweet potato tuber from different compost treatments

Treatment Surface Internal Flavor Sweetness Eating Total score
color color quality
CWC 0.15 0.21 0.14 0.25 0.28 1.03
PGC 0.11 0.12 0.18 0.25 0.23 0.89
CHC 0.11 0.18 0.14 0.15 0.23 0.81
R34 GG NN H W e
Table 3. Effects of cattle, pig and chicken composts on quality of sweet potato tuber
Treatment = Moisture content Lipid Protein Color
(%) (%) (%) L a b
CWC 65.48 0.99 0.60 774 3.1 27.9
PGC 65.59 0.74 0.59 76.6 2.0 26.2
CHC 65.70 0.87 0.36 774 5.7 253
CK 65.53 0.92 0.43 73.1 6.7 17.1

% DHERER LARRE afARILAE bARFOE

HEREHECBE

HEAES TR DM A B IR B - R 4 A0 > pH EBGUBRATIRS @ fEFHEERER
0.4-0.6 - FREER 0.6-1.0 Bf - FRESE - ARFFOENTEEENN 0.52% > FEFEFHENTRRH %
1K 0.03-0.54% - TREEIETN 0.03-0.38% XM - (EA-FOHETEEEHN - BN 25 ke/ha » £8
REITN 27 kg/ha - HAMBRIHIGNRD - RS - A FOENTEE Rt —B0 0 > AREEHN 2 keg/ha »
TREEMENN 30 keg/ha - FEFEFEHEACERIR SRR - BRLMESS » FIHEICRREIRIERA - REBE/N 1094
kg/ha - ZREEIETN 220 kg/ha - HRFRFEEHENTER I R EIENN 222 kg/ha - FREEMNN 451 kg/ha - HRY
PSR > AFEOELREEIEIRERA - KRB 94 kg/ha - TREEMTN 245 ke/ha - FEZOMEACERE ARG
i 9 kg/ha - EREEMENN 213 keg/ha ; HEFEHEACRRE ABHMENN 36 ke/ha » FRAEIQNN 187 kg/ha © £
B DMFEIE S MR I - HRRFEIHEN - — RS - AREIDKA - BNt
HIES - EEIEARE  ERNESERETRS BN - RZEERNZE - A > L+
BHEIRZERCEREILF SRR Pt ESHFEREMRWEEIIRS - Hit -
TEER ST MR RS o AU RS SR - ATEEMA - EEREA LEEE
HFLIER -
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Table 4. Effect of cattle, pig and chicken composts on soil properties.

Tayuan Houlung
Treatment  Property  Preplanting After Difference Preplanting After Difference

harvest harvest
CWC 5t pH 44 4.8 0.4 52 5.8 0.6
PGC 5t 44 4.8 0.4 52 6.0 0.8
CHC 1t 44 5.0 0.6 52 6.2 1.0
CK 44 4.5 0.1 52 5.1 0.1
CWC 5t oM 3.11 3.63 0.52 1.17 1.55 0.38
PGC 5t (%) 3.11 3.08 -0.03 1.17 1.52 0.35
CHC 1t 3.11 2.57 -0.54 1.17 1.20 0.03
CK 3.11 3.0 -0.11 1.17 1.38 0.21
CWC 5t P,0; 102 127 25 91 118 27
PGC 5t (kg/ha) 102 100 -2 91 62 -29
CHC 1t 102 113 11 91 84 -7
CK 102 98 -4 91 81 -10
CWC 5t K,0 98 100 2 92 122 30
PGC 5t (kg/ha) 98 67 -31 92 83 -9
CHC 1t 98 74 -24 92 82 -10
CK 98 106 8 92 87 -5
CWC 5t CaO 2,058 3,154 1,094 2,417 2,637 220
PGC 5t (kg/ha) 2,058 2,280 222 2,417 2,868 451
CHC 1t 2,058 1,951 -107 2,417 2,994 577
CK 2,058 1,979 -79 2,417 2,559 142
CWC 5t MgO 213 307 94 235 480 245
PGC 5t (kg/ha) 213 232 9 235 448 213
CHC 1t 213 249 36 235 422 187
CK 213 206 -7 235 332 97

e

FHFRETHOREZ RS 84 RHL-2.19-44-14(6)7 1 E B » HMHBR K HRATASRER
Fedk ~ ZFH T INAGBIHEEIE o
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Effects of Cattle, Pig and Chicken Composts on the
Growth, Yield and Quality of Sweet Potato

Tsung-wen Hsin, Yih-tyang Huang and Tsan-ru Chang

Summary

Field trials were conducted in Tayuan and Houlung to determine the effect of chicken, cattle
and pig composts on the growth, quality and yield of sweet potato tuber and vine and soil fertility.
The total yield of sweet potato tuber was significantly affected by cattle and pig compost
treatments. Tuber yield increased about 11.4 % by cattle compost treatment at rate of 5 t/ha and
increased 6.6 % by pig compost treatment, but as reduced 1.8 % by chicken compost treatment.
The use of composts tended to reduce the length of vines and yield of vines and leaves, as
compared to the check treatment. After harvest, the soil pH value in all treatments increased by
0.4-1.0 pH unit. The organic content of the soil increased by 0.38-0.52 % by cattle compost
treatment. Available P and K in the soil increased by 25-27 kg/ha and 2-30 kg/ha, respectively for
the cattle compost treatment. However, decreased in the available K and increased in the available
Mg were also noted in the plot received livestock composts. In general, eating quality components,
including flavor, sweetness and mouthfeel of compost treatments were better than that of the check
treatment.

Key words: Livestock compost, Sweet potato, Growth, Quality, Yield.



