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Abstract: Sugarcane planting area is wide in Guangxi, but long-term unscientific fertilization leads to serious

soil acidification. The application effect of silicon calcium magnesium soil conditioner is explored for acid

sugarcane land in Guangxi. The results show that the application of silicon calcium magnesium soil conditioner

can significantly increase the yield of sugarcane, effectively promote plant growth, so that plant height, stem

diameter,

soil pH and reduce exchangeable acid content. It is found that when the soil pH < 3.5,

effective stems were significantly increased; at the same time, it can improve soil acidity, increase

the optimum application

amount of soil conditioner was 375 kg/mu. In summary, the silicon calcium magnesium soil conditioner has a

significant effect on the improvement of acid sugarcane land and the increase of sugarcane yield, and can be

widely used in areas with similar soil conditions.
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Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of

experimental field
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Fig. 1  Effect of soil conditioner dosage on sugarcane yield of

Guitang 44
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Fig. 3 Effects of soil conditioner dosage on sugar content of

sugarcane
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Fig. 5 Effects of soil conditioner dosage on stem diameter of

sugarcane
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Fig. 6  Effects of soil conditioner dosage on effective stalk of

sugarcane
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Fig. 8 Improvement effect of soil conditioner dosage on soil

exchangeable acid content
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