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Table 1 Nutrient contents of composted cow dung in different
/' N
e d S v Total N Total P Total Nutrient
The St -t /acdnati otal
¢ dune A PIOPOrBOn -y ¢ lation/ min Maisture/ %4 acanaton pal K /mg ° kg1 /mg ° kg1 /mg ° kg1
composting process /% baderium agent /mg ° kg1 i
2.5 10 50 CK 14.00 17. 36 5.00 36.36
2 2.5 20 55 14.00 17. 05 5.11 36.16
3 2.5 30 60 ™ 12.00 17. 40 4.98 34.38
4 5 10 55 ™M 14.00 16. 00 5.08 35.07
5 5 20 60 CK 11.50 15. 13 4.37 31.00
6 5 30 50 11.50 17. 23 5.26 33.9
7 7.5 10 60 12.50 17. 81 4.64 34.95
8 7.5 20 50 ™M 11.00 16. 92 4.94 32.86
9 7.5 30 55 CK 14.00 17. 11 4.87 35.97
Average nutrient cartent 12.72 16. 89 4.92 34.53
1 2
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o0 Table 2 Varance analyss of plants height of
3 @arH20H
g 07 07A2H omamental sunflow er
3 0.9 B 8A3H
5 0.5 @810l Plant height/ an
g 04 osHITH
&4 0.3 OsA2uE Dispose 8 10 8 24
= 0.2
0.1 1 14.4 & AB 26.4 ab AB
O hmi bane hams y W 2 14.1 &b ABC 26.2 ab AB
MR Treatment 3 14.1 b ABC 26.8 ab AB
1 4 12.5 be BCD 23.6 b BC
. L 5 15.3 & AB 28.4 ab AB
Fig. 1 Basal Stem of Ornamental Sunflower in Different Treat ments
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Fig.2 Plants height of omamental sunflower
in different treatments
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Table 3 Varance analysis of leaf area and chlorophyll

content of ornamental sunflower

0. 05 0.01
leaf area Chlorophy I
Treatment Level 0.05  Level 0.01 Level 0.05
/ an? /mg ° L
7 36.6 a A 3.713 &
9 34.2 ab AB 4.207 &
8 33.2 ab ABC 3.593 &
6 32.8 ab ABCD 5.300 &
3 30.2 abe ABCDE 2.647 b
5 27.4 be BCDE 3.783 &
1 25.4 c CDE 4.207 b
2 24.8 c DE 2.723 b
4 23.4 c E 2.533 b
14.8 d F 3.970 &
13.6 d F 5.803 a
2.4
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Fig.3 Influence of different treatments on inflrescene

diameter and dry height of omamental sunflow er
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Table 4 Influence of different treatments on dry
white of ornamental sunflower
Ovel d dry derg rand
Dispose ergrand dry underg ran Dry weight/ &
weigh g dy weight/ g
1 2.900 a 3.317 ab 6.217 &
2 1.970 abe 2.530 abe 4. 500 abe
3 2. 6063 a 3.700 a 6.363 a
4 1.813 abe 2.220 bed 4.033 bed
5 2.267 & 2.473 abe 4. 740 abc
6 2.703 a 3.277 ab 5.980 &b
7 2. 560 a 3.087 ab 5.647 &b
8 2.720a 2.953 ab 5.673 &
9 2.763 a 3.173 ab 5.937 &
1.303 be 1.403 ol 2.707 o
0.863 ¢ 1.073 d 1.937d
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Effects of Different Cow Dung Composts on Development of Ornamental Sunflower

JINZ Zhw I day WANG Shurr %, LIU Ke-feng WANG Hong li', YANG Dong', SUN Junrli!
(1. College of Landscape A rchitecture, Beijing University of Agriculture, Beijing 102206; 2. College of Urban and Rural Development, Beijing
University of Agriculture, Beijing 102206)

Abstract; This thesis mainly studied the effects of cow dung composts as base fertilizers used in ornamental sunflower.
A ccording to measuring growth and development indexes of omamental sunflower, such as plant height, basal stem,
leaf area, chlorophyll content, flow er stalk, dry weight of inflorescence, shoot and root, fertilizer effidency of cow dung
composting on omamental sunflower was detected. The results showed: compared with the chemical fertilizer, the fertil-
izer efficiency of cow dung composting fertilizers w as better on ornamental sunflower at the same nutrient content levels;
the technology of cow dung composting influenced efficiency of organic fertilizer to play. The optimum conditions of cow
dung composting were that straw addition was 7.5%; ventilation time wasl0 min; water content was 60 %; self-prepared
microbial agent or straw addition was 5%¢; ventilation time was 30 min; water content was 50 %0; self-prepared microbial
agent, in which way not only the contaminations of the cow dung composting could be reduced, but also the cow dung
composting could be turned to high-quality fertilizers.
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