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Abstract

Different doses of silica slag conditioner were conducted to study the yield, plant biomass and P
absorption of tomato. Different treatments of silica slag application levels are as follows: 0, 10, 20,
30 and 50 kg (Si02)/667m?2. The results showed that the yield of tomato increased firstly and then
decreased with the increase of Si slag. The highest yield was 8181.72 (kg/667m?2) treated with Si1,
that is, 10 kg pure SiO; was applied to each 667 m2. There was no significant difference among
treatments in the dry biomass of tomato. Compared with the control without silicon slag, both the
total P uptake of tomato fruit and the one of tomato plant were higher in the treatments of adding
silicon slag, but there was no significant difference between the treatments and the control. Com-
pared with the control, the treatments of Si3 and Si4 had significant difference in P uptake of to-
mato plant (P < 0.05). The best treatment was Si4, i.e. 50 kg pure Si02/667m?2. The conclusion was
that the application of silicon slag conditioner had a certain positive effect on tomato growth and
the P absorption, and at last has an effect on tomato production.
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Table 1. Basic physical and chemical properties of the test site
= 1. i BRIt R

27D A5 g/kg BHHUR ghkg HAEmgke MHAE mgkg pH EihE ghkg  ARUEmgkg
LI 1.51 23.00 163.90 50.11 7.77 4.42 453.46
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Figure 1. Tomato yield status with different treatments
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Figure 2. Biomass of tomato plants under different treatments
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Table 2. Phosphorus uptake status of tomato under different treatments at harvest time
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Ak e i SR S B (kg T AR AR B 2 (ke ) 2 ik B (kg )
CK 4.23+0.27ab 2.98 +0.26b 7.22+0.32a

Sil 4.63+031a 3.28£0.26b 7.90 £0.57a

Si2 4.46+0.25a 3.39+0.22b 7.85+0.65a

Si3 4.22 +0.35ab 3.92+02la 8.15+0.95a

Si4 3.69 £0.35b 4.09 £ 0.34a 7.79 £0.65a
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