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Fig. 1 Effect of different treatments on height and

crown breadth of tomato at full flowering stage
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Fig. 2 Effect of different treatments on stem

diameter of tomato at full flowering stage
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Table 1 Effect of different treatments on photosynthetic characteristics of tomato
Jfi ] CO, o ) AALRE/ Jef R/
MR/ MR/

kb ¥ e /ppmolem®

molem?es! pmol COz s m?es’!

SPAD mmolem?es!
Treatments Intercellular CO, Stomatal Net photosynthetic
Chlorophyll Transpiration rate
concentration conductance rate
1(CK) 43.5 bAB 240. 67 bB 4.22 bB 0.24 bB 11.32 ¢B
2 46.7 abA 236.00 cBC 3.95 cC 0.24 bB 11. 67 bB
3 56.5 aA 255.20 aA 4.62 aA 0.30 aA 10. 96 dC
4 49. 6 abA 225.20 dC 4.09 bBC 0.23 bB 12.37 aA
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Table 2 The soil physicochemical properties of harvest

N o / R/ AR/ AR O

4k ¥ AE/geem®  MALEE/ % L4h/g-ke!
pH g-kg! mg-kg! mg-kg! mgekg!

Treatments Soil density Total porosity Total salt

Organic mater Available N Available P Available K

) / / 8.77 aA 2.53 aA 18.49 aA 28.7 abA 15.97 ¢C 126. 25 cC

Before planting

1(CK) 1.37 aA 48.2 8.64 bAB 2.36 bB 16.37 dD 22.4 dB 22.62 bB 122.50 dD

2 1.27 bB 52.1 8.53 cdC 1.51 eD 17. 80 bB 28.0 bA 25.33 aA 182.50 aA

3 1.28 bB 51.7 8. 54 ¢BC 1. 68 cC 16.97 ¢C 23.8 cB 11.41 eE 145. 00 bB

4 1.19 cB 55.3 8.44 dC 1.84 dD 18.47 aA 29.4 aA 13.94 dD 145. 00 bB
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Table 3 Effect of different treatments on yield and other related indicators of tomato

il 7= [X. Measured region(4. 56 m?) it JE 71 / ke - ’ L
i3 ‘ /v ,
LR /A FihE kg HAR/ A FihE kg W /A di /4~ Compression . tehm
Treatments ) Maturity )
Red fruit Quailty Green fruit Quality Bad fruit ~ Wormy fruit  resistance Yield
1(CK) 296 20.0 312 17. 8 16 12 7.95 48.5 82.80 bB
2 407 24.9 205 11.3 12 12 10. 05 66. 5 79. 35 dD
3 397 27.1 266 15.2 21 9 10. 10 59.7 92.70 aA
4 333 21.8 259 15.4 25 10 8.85 56.2 81. 60 cC
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Table 4 Effect of different treatments on quality of tomato
A 3 A B/ Y SRR/ % AV PERE/ Vo #i % C/kgemg! BER L
Treatments Soluble solid Total acid Soluble sugar vC Sugar-acid ratio

1(CK) 4.83 bB 0.53 b 4.46 bB 260.79 bB 8. 43

2 4.56 cC 0.61 a 4.03 cC 199. 14 dD 6. 64

3 5.10 aA 0.55 ab 6.20 aA 244,08 cC 11.17

4 4.90 bAB 0.59 ab 3.83dD 279.60 aA 6.51
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Effect of Calcium Silicon Fertilizer on Processed Tomatoes

JIANG Ya-giong,YU Jing, DING Jin-ying
(Agriculture School of Ningxia, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract; In order to improve the yield and quality of processed tomato, through field and indoor experiments,
the effect of irrigated saline soil in northern Yinchuan area after applying silicon osteocalcin organic fertilizer on
soil physical and chemical properties was studied, the effect on tomato growth, development and yield, quality
and economic benefit was analyzed. The results showed that the application of calcium silicon fertilizer
3 000 kgehm™® mixed 50% chemical fertilizer compared than covention fertilizing could effectively promote the
tomato growth and development,increased chlorophyll synthesis,improved the blade intercellular CO, concen-
tration, transpiration rate and stomatal conductance, growth were 29. 88%,6. 04%,9. 48% and 25. 00% re-
spectively, while it promoted physiological metabolism, reduced 28. 81% soil total salt,and was helpful for in-
hibiting soil evapo-salinization hazards. In addition,it reduced soil bulk density by 6.57 % ;tomatoes total solu-
ble solids grew 5. 59% ; the sugar content increased by 39. 01% , sugar-acid increased by 32. 50% , production
yield increased by 11. 96 % ,the application of calcium silicon fertilizer could improve the quality and yield,and
the effect was significant. Only calcium silicon fertilizer than coventional fertilizing. could reduce soil total salt
by 36.02% ,and was helpful for desalination and restraining salt of saline alkali soil; soil available phosphorus
and available potassium increased by 58. 61% and 44. 55% than before planting, showed that the calcium silicon
fertilizer has significant effect for solubilizing phosphate and releasing potassium.

Key words: calcium silicom fertilizer;fertilizer efficiency;processed tomato



