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Hil

o ER A 2 IR A ] R HORHE ¢ SE— B4l s IR (B 1. (red-yellow podzolic soils) » [LE
TS EBEN LS > HEEANWR 2 REHEERE > h—EmkiE g REREEgSs
— BRI 7 S ARIEAR o BB T By ﬁfi(dlluwal soils) » F B M fEFE AT I 2 B fEHTT » 2
MAIIE AN 2 kR ARE > sBTEaEMmE > REEEFAREEEHFA =
fEAR > DHEAKRE Z R L3 B - R4 SEIEE ERAFICER - E=BAVHES
J41#& + (sandstone and shale alluvial soils) » F i fF RIS E B> SE i > HEE R B

SEUHMEER BN Rk 2k % RERst s Es - (bEIR - BN
Fy AR 5 H R 1 (slate alluvial soils) » EZ i fE EALRR > 258 1388 7 B RLRIAY e & 24
e R ebEEiutE 3 RISEEE XL SEANEZ #ILER - FABE R
D B R A A5 1 (mixed slate sandstone shale alluvial soils) » £ B4 i A 2 th B4 58 G
o —REYE A EER - PSRBT EP RS S HEENREUPHERZE -
AKFEEZHWN » A LS EREB =2 TEFRZ—IMER » DUERA ST
EAENEREKSERERL 2% -

AT

AR EZ LIRAEYEG AL TR EFE ARG R S—®a iR REd - itz
FIANTZIRG > H 2RI ERAAE - DREMELL T AT - TR (pH)Z L 1K
ttllzﬁ*ﬁ/&/ﬂm BEE(ECRILL /KL 1L Z ZZEURAE 5 A #HE Bl Walkly-Blacki% M
JE 5 H R LA Bray No. A ZEHU& DUOCER LR EtITE © SSHATERS B DL o MRS I #% 25 B DA
JR T EEAE F5 ISR - 1 DOKESE ST IE $PATSR 5 AT ZEEUHE SR 7T 2 AITBL0. INER ik 25 HY
& AR T e E -

YR 2 bh > B2 R DURREE A B FAb SOHERMAE ; E TR A DLINE B 2K H &
AE o Afds EEEFER 75T PG E] 78 TS i R E I Z &k -
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— ~ MRS (Citrus) 2 S IRE R A
(—)E$% (Magnesium deficiency)
1ER ¢ SR ERER AR I B EERIAG B 7 B3 4F - PRDAIDIBEE 2 E R i E - A EEZ
TR IR ATES - T BB R AR IE R B - EIRBHG S AR E 2 E G NI E
Fioob EEDEEAR I BEAG A AR s PR - AR IR M NSRRI BE AR U [ HE e - B R 5
MEEN Z BB ORFF VIR Z &k B8 7y - MER B BN S R 1B MR AL - MRS R
ZWRMZ B E - B AV - TSRS 2 &8 R14~T78ppm ¢ BALER 28
& 8 500~ 800ppm °
2. B A& ¢ FEEEHN G AL - Freb Al (0D~ FPAREE A A R A L & R R
VeI A D B TR I o ATHEBREE TIRAEER 2 o R R IR -
3"5]55@;‘2 : (3,4,5,9,10,12,22)
(1) B3pEE © 2 LA - S8 - bBREE (W -8R 3Rz ) >
RERE RS 280 ~ 85~ $% - TREREE SR - 5 20 A 09 I 63t I ARt R ]
B $E 2 L -
(2) FEEE N EE 1~ 2% L $E2~ 4K (3HJ0Fe, Zn, Mn F{EITTREBIREL
0.5%PRZE WA E D - ERRMAE) 5 Bl ~2%Z & AR AER %ﬁ%
HE =75 2 I I it 1 Yol B %t 0] AP (k- ®h$% -

1. BREHASEUREZ LT

Table 1. Analysis for the soils where citrus showed the symptom of magnesium deficiency.

+ EC ﬁ%m A R bk A B AIEEHMEME TR
H#hBE L EH# pH mmhos/ Bray-1 §5 § g & & #
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- ppm---------=  —--mm-- ppm----------

¥rtt 0-15 CL 420 0.51 2.48 202 305 14 20 142 85 8§ 44 32
P F+ L 457 0.19 5.41 610 698 78 24 356 184 55 3.6 2.7
g £+ SL 412 0.30 1.27 45 345 32 38 54 147 15 43 48

®2. BREEMREEZIER AT

Table 2. Analysis for the citurs leaves with the symptom of magnesium deficiency.

E! i Fill #5 22 1 i s 60l

t E

t . Qommmmmmmmmmeee s e ppm-----------------
(R ) 2.42 0.14 1.62 3.26 0.08 110 164 30 6.8
EE (M) 2.03 0.12 1.79 4.02 0.06 94 72 23 7.0

g (MIkE) 225 0.1 244  3.60  0.05 156 125 28 19.0
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(Z)#$E(Zinc deficiency)

LEAR © B AR TN BB ER o N EER ZEAI AR IES © EAREE
B A EEARR R BT > b — S PEBLAR i oy 2 SR IR EHE - A BB BE R S AR
B ORBRBEERMENES  FEZEUGEE > HEisr 2 R S8as/ N b
S & & 550.6~3.9ppm > =(LIER 2 $FFEE 10~ 14ppm ©

2. BAME  FEEANEE - Frh I E 2 SBREE AL TS - S pREE
LT B P 388 ke —pk ~ S50 S A 8E 2 M B i D S 4 o ARTHGREE HIEMITEER 2
IMTEE R MEI R4 -

3. Bﬁ}éﬂi : (3,4,5,8,10,12,13,17)

(1) HEEpEH ¢ DLO.2%M B Sy FE T 1> 138 - B MR 2 v S T i BR #E A5
T8 LSRG 1B —/ N E—/ NI > DU & 8% 2 e » MR R 2 A
DLt - B pHER 2 K5 « HETT 18808 55 50 25 i A 1 A B0 fE A 4k A AR 0 8 T k2D
PrEG -

(2) BEHEENE - 1] N E TR ECE Y E 0.2 %0 g $E110.2%0 8 A K 2 KA o b il SE |
FTIEAN0.5% 2 bR 22 1 EC At 5F 26 M8 B Rl — E M i - (HR BT DA A IR s i B 2R
SHICRIEN - R AEHESINMERE ZEE SRt & 25 2 UL - i 290%
it B B3 10% S8 A L 2 My 7w DA R B 5576 85 Ak $ 2 Sl 5 2 A e

3. BREFHAREUREZ LT

Table 3. Analysis for the soils where citrus showed the symptom of zinc deficiency.

50 BC ppp PR REHBET  IEREMELA
W RIE B pH mmhos/ U Brayl #5 g g 8 M &
cm cm ’ ppm  --eeeeeee- ppm---------=  —--mm-- ppm----------

i £+ SL 47  0.16 0.8 30 171 92 34 48 283 39 0.6 3.2
—Hk FL+ SL 8.0 045 0.5 37 620 94 95 100 188 81 2.4 42
% F+ LS 7.8 028 0.6 27 703 78 48 53 266 83 3.9 5.0

F 4. BEFHREHERZ R 1

Table 4. Analysis for the citurs leaves with the symptom of zinc deficiency.

i A gl # 5 22 21 $if ¥ ]

-------------- 0= B eeEEEEEEEE] 0]0)1| EEREEEEE R PR
=5 B 2.36 0.24 1.51 3.48 0.23 110 32 11 15
_ R 2.13 0.19 2.20 3.56 0.33 98 47 14 12

i 5 2.40 0.26 1.86 2.00 0.31 118 39 10 16
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(=)#1$% (Manganese deficiency)

LAEIR ¢ @R RN E e R E M2 E L ERIFIEE - TEEREER 2 EHRHAS
FEAE &= mEEGEE T 2 RGN EEE > AL ER bRk E - 18
AR SE Z & & T~ 114ppm » ={LER &% 7~ 15ppm o

2. BRI ¢ FESBNEACRAT K ~ W0 B - T FFE S RS ZkiRE
L& - ATHGAEE TR R 2 S SRR S R K6 -

3. B)‘j;\é?ji (3,4,5,10,11,12,16)

(1) T3pERE  DLO. 1% 0.2%07 B% sf i 113 5 BB MB % 2 Ak - 80X R k1%
BOTEZRE N Ry LI pHAE 6.5 LU 1% SREZ RIS A W 2 —E i S 5 S bR = (E P
bR - BEHKN BRI SRR 2 H5F -

(2) TN HHE0.1~0.2%i iz 8h 2 KAK - e —HBBETH  EE _E=X -

(3) 1BI5R I B 5k B B0+ (H SO A i B 1 M e A -

S, BAEATHAEEREZ LT

Table 5. Analysis for the soils where citrus showed the symptom of manganese deficiency.

+ 1% EC sy R AR B AU E TR
#hBE ZEE EH, pH mmhos/ o © Bray-1 §5  $ 8y g #E #F  iW
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- ppm---------=  —--mm-- ppm----------
#FsK 0-15 SiCL 5.4  2.05 3.2 98 1900 376 100 330 1028 77 7 13
15-30 SiCL 6.6  2.37 2.4 47 2145 382 94 291 1137 106 8 11
#F/K 0-15 SiCL 7.4 1.74 2.7 26 4565 340 106 50 530 114 9 8
15-30 SiCL 7.7 1.80 1.9 22 4616 369 80 30 765 102 7 9
6. BRERHEEZER
Table 6. Analysis for the citurs leaves with the symptom of manganese deficiency.
S . E i i 5 Fo2 # $if 2t oG]
-------------- Yom=mm i me e B e EEEEEEE] 0]0)1| EEREEEEE R PR
FK (FdE) 298 0.12 2.70 1.89 0.27 48 7 30 7

FHK (fiF) 2.66 0.17 2.58 1.13 0.21 61 15 36 8
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(M) §% (Iron deficiency)

LEAR © (R ER G AL > T T EELSHRFEE > ERNEESLERTE2HE
HENEAL  HAEIRE T PrFFsk e » T ZEHUME R 2 & 8 fy56~ 121ppm » &#{LIE
2885 & F523~36ppm -

2. A 7 SEANR AR SE T HE KRR A 2 e M Gl 1 D TR - AN TH GRS LI
MR Z o iréE RaRT RS -

3. Bﬁjéji (3,4,5,10,11,12,13,15,21)

(1) TR 3 2 e DB ashss - (HRIAHEKR RATE 5 [REER - 5D 1%
o HL B e L PT DAR B G EE o 8~ 87 - 8 - SEHEE BB [ B R
it A b A 1 pHE = 26.0L00 o« — AR EETEWDE + 2GR A Al i Fe-EDTA 5 {4
PLE > 1R A BT i Fe-DTPA » 5 JK’E 1 HI 5] i Fe-EDDHA ©

(2) RHERIEHE + — AR ] R L S8 £ B AR e 2 L s BRI RS A 50~ 1002
b Z o BE S 1~ 2/ @ /K - 2R1% PL50~ 100psifER J70E Afetis -

R 7. HEIHREERE 2 LT

Table 7. Analysis for the soils where citrus showed the symptom of iron deficiency.

j:i%é EC ng H Rk ARG BT AR METR
#hEs PR E#r pH mmhos/ Bray-1 §5 § 9y #f  #& # & i
cm cm ppm e ppm---------=  —--mm-- ppm----------

%5 0-15 LS 7.7  0.30 0.39 36 1276 95 45 44 56 101 16 7.0
15-30 SL 7.8 0.28 0.33 28 1457 110 52 55 67 116 12 9.0
—#fk 0-15 SL 8.0 0.57 0.44 25 720 109 87 53 121 72 14 44
15-30 SL 8.1 048 0.36 21 650 91 83 48 97 68 11 4.0

* 8. BREMHAESEZIER ohr

Table 8. Analysis for the citurs leaves with the symptom of iron deficiency.

& 24 ) 2 24 27 £ 2
i . A it i 5 B i i 22 i

-------------- %ommmmmmmm e e GDEEEE] o)0) 1 (CEEEE R R R
i %5 2.40 0.16 1.7 1.9 0.21 23 45 20 14

o 2.37 0.19 1.4 2.2 0.24 36 61 24 17

|l
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(F1) %% FF [E] B &t = (Manganese and zinc deficiencies)

LOEAR © S [FIRF R = ZIEAR PARORT B 7 e B2 > A I 1 2 3 EAR A
R emsfbm 2AERCRR AR E - M EIE R - B R =
Ty —hRak -

- EFIER By
i EE T

wALE > 2 B R &R LB A 218 T DLSE B g % & BAARAK -

TR REAUME SR B 2 & B S566~ 144ppm K2 2.6~ 6.4ppm (i BEF SR EF & B /520

~22ppm 28~ 15ppm °
2. #AEE - FEEHN A RE R 2R CE TR & Ak I

ARIAGRSE $F TIRANE R Z & RAMFIR K10 -
3. W5a%  DiaiEAE S Rk eI oy -

* 9. BRERFHHEEREZ L8

Table 9. Analysis for the soils where citrus showed the symptom of manganese and zinc deficiency.

ZMRITT S ARH

+ EC e A B AlEEEMEME TR
H#hBE L EH pH mmhos/ o © Bray-1 §5  $F $%  $F & # & i
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- ppm---------=  —--mmo- ppm----------
JkIE F+ SICL 7.6 210  2.67 34 2876 260 140 164 645 122 2.6 12.0
kg F+ SICL 7.7 2.21 2.75 28 2789 254 110 175 689 144 3.5 14.0
5% 0-15 LS 7.8  0.71 0.78 41 1372 115 58 65 107 78 6.4 4.6
15-30 LS 79 056 0.84 35 1426 99 62 71 120 66 42 5.1
%10 BRERFFHASEIZ B/ i
Table 10. Analysis for the citurs leaves with the symptom of manganese and zinc deficiency.
i . E Bk i 5 Fos i $il 22 ]
-------------- Qo==mmmmmm oo R GeCEE L EEEEE] 0]0))) EEEREEEEEE R
AuE (&&EM) 238 018 1.65 1.02  0.15 115 20 9 6
kIE(FEECH) 2.27 0.22 1.71 1.05 0.10 55 20 15 7
(R ) 2.48 0.12 1.60 1.70 0.21 78 22 8 11
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— ~ B%(Grape) 2 £IR[E g K hA
(—)fER$¥ (Potassium deficiency)

LEAR © SREEIRTE AL IR 46 B B B EAR B e RN BT FAGIG BEAR B pOR 5
LRt o BER M A N SRR B 0 R B EEE R el L FEARAGSE - RAE
BARE > AR R E G - TESTHREI 2 &8 K40~ 160ppm > MEH Z #HE
= /50.6~0.8% °

2. BAEMIE  KEWE TE S EE 0 REEEREIERE RERE - AL 58 EE
WHE 1 BG4l L3 A i Ry R B - ATHER S LIEFER 2 e RO RFEL2 -

3. BB;é)éi‘ - (3.4,5,6,10,20,22)

(1) MU S TRA MAATEES « 2918« FoRIR - HEEl - SRHKIS SR - 238 -
ERE -
(2) B —KEFIA S 2 HAEE ~ BRI -

(3) EEHHAC © — M & T EEERAE R4S NEEFIREY 1SN 2K BRI T4
0.5 T Z R EESE  6h = B 2 VB T & » SiR&UNE 1.5 Bl L > BREE &
£ AR EE W R R T IR  RELERZERFAFEEZER S - ERE T

(4) BYHERR ~ 8 - A5E S T H Bh H U -

11 SR EEZ RO

Table 11. Analysis for the soils where grape showed the symptom of potassium deficiency.

L BC g A CBMBRET  TEAUERETE
s R EM pH mmhos/ T Bray-l §5 8 4 & &
cm cm ’ ppm e ppm---------=  —m-mmm-- ppm----------

(%% %1 SiCL 5.5 2.8 232 126 1284 151 30 160 722 170 28 13
Wik %L L 49 039 218 110 978 57 25 121 92 7 5 4
8 %1 SL 80 034 121 66 950 57 16 40 755 272 11 9

® 12, SFEWEEZER I

Table 12. Analysis for the grape leaves with the symptom of potasium deficiency.

& iy 2 & 7 ]
" g BB W B g @ E # W

-------------- Qo=mmmmmmm oo B GGCEE L EEEEE] 0]0))) EEEREEEEEEEE e

e

2.12 0.48 0.80 2.24 0.15 165 310 240 19

% #
e 1 231 0.12 0.64 1.94 0.27 48 32 38 6
& #£ 256 0.15 0.71 1.96 0.25 52 205 50 10
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(=) $E(Magnesium deficiency)

%= 13.

1EAR @ SREEEAR e H IR A BE > Py DAAY B30 2 B8 5 IR A T TH R 2 8 R 1R /DE
iR o FIHAEAR R AE S 2T T B 2 ZERRRS - AR MK - (HEEGRIR AL E & A IR EF
SRt o TIR MRS B R 13~40ppmiE R ZHEE & £50.07~0.09% ©
2. BAEMIE C DURBEMEZ AL T @B A RS BN E LRSS E o RIHGEE T8
FIEER ZothaE RnF13KFEK4 -
3. Bﬁfébi : (2,3,4,5,9,10,12,22)
(1) ;iR -
(a) FREFEFE 2N TIR B > 4VHEGE = USSR Ay & -
(b) o —RAEHRZ Z S ~ A s RE E AR - 1T 6l & 50 FH A% RE R gk i 7 A
(2) HEHIE -
(a) & HAR GRS 1 ~ 2% 2 Bt e 8% - FEIRs— (8 5 Z & A e —
(b) ME i AL 88 B e 85 2 R MR R £ - IRIEEE - WREREE Pﬁaﬂiﬁ%’ . %’A'rii;f‘iz
R R tE o BAREE 2 R E4Y0.5~1% > (EWIHAR 46 E 14 RE— K - DUEEE
77 I 1~ 2% B B B -

R A A [ LI

Table 13. Analysis for the soils where grape showed the symptom of magnesium deficiency.

ﬁx&ﬁw AR BT AR R IT R

j:i%é EC
#hBE AL E# pH mmhos/ ﬁ%g ray-1 - §5 B 9 #f #&K  # #F i
cm cm ppm  --eeeeee- pPpM----mmmmmm e ppm----------
et 0-15 CL 4.3 045 2.22 204 362 15 25 172 72

IEE:
SR

=+ L 44 032 1.60 136 115 20 18 50 79

8
15-30 CL 42 0.50 1.95 32 289 13 22 210 48 7
5
=+ SL 40 1.3 1.40 54 166 40 35 92 290 5

%= 14.

R R R HER T

Table 14. Analysis for the grape leaves with the symptom of magnesium deficiency.

E Bk i 5 ## i b 23 i

it A Qe s 117001 | —
o 7t 241 0.29 1.48 1.10 0.09 114 1095 286 4.5
= H 240 0.21 1.46 1.20 0.07 132 450 135 6.5
w ] 227 1.80 1.70 1.47 0.09 168 311 89 7.4




B P S R A R IR 111

(=)f5H (Manganese deficiency)
1SESR A BR R B E IR ED L R A8 3 - M B EEANRFF IR » £ 2 N2 1E TE AR 7 4
wLPERL - HE( LB OE o 2 FRRAEERE - WHAFEF R KGELZE - 7] LIEE
HEMER =LA o TR AU 2 &8 568~ 102ppm » MIER 2 & & K24~
29ppm °
2. A& B~ HOFEIER S Z PR M R RS R R LR 4 HA R ER
PEWDE 1 B B A 8 2 2 B 1 S8t vl RE 48 A - ARTHBRER TIRAIEER 2 o ihéE R
TS5 316 -
3. BB;‘L\:%:‘ . (3,4,5,10,11,12,13,16)
(1) BBEMHHBEZS AR RK L3 pHI R F 6.5 b > DB b 2 —(Eii 8k =
DA b7 50 sh - Rl b8 L IER Rl
(2) Piik T B EaE - DB T ESE R = E DL B2 FERE M HE KR
REMHPK R ZHE - sE SRR EMEEGHRZ -
(3) BEK RiF 2 58 EE DS i Zy kR T dhd - FEE B 7 -
(4) TR ¢ A D R B 80 B A B R ME AR RDR S R R 0 MU R A S AL 0 &
R (EHAMEDTARIE AR RAE -
(5) TE M ¢ U S I T O B S I A s 0 DA B B 2 R A A 0 —
R FH R 1490.05~0.1% » {EAEBRAE AT — {8 H Z A fE AR fE & e (E F DA K| &
I 380 8 v T s B R AC S 5 BRI SR B 6 K03k - RII AT R0 B 3 LR & M8 i
WA 45 5 HAEE €6 3% T it S A R 28 26 7 BRI > W DB AR B 6 -

* 15, G EEZ TR

Table 15. Analysis for the soils where grape showed the symptom of manganese deficiency.

Brks RS EET AR R IT R

i% EC ﬁf}%ﬁﬁ‘
% % EH# pH mmhos/ Bray-1 §5  § #v & & #
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- ppm---------=  —--mmm-- ppm----------

B #FA+ SICL 7.3 1.98 3.10 95 2380 325 95 326 1021 102 7 12
oy F+ SiICL 7.0 1.15 2.65 378 2070 296 50 300 852 68 8 13

F 6. GEREEEZFER T

Table 16. Analysis for the grape leaves with the symptom of manganese deficiency.

E i i #5 F28 i il s 60l

Ht,
5 ommmmmmmmmmee s s ppm------=nmmmmmmeee
% A 2.99 0.10 0.97 0.93 0.29 40 29 37 76

il L 2.46 0.15 1.52 1.10 0.18 67 24 33 18
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(M) §% (Iron deficiency)

%= 17.

Table

LfEAR ¢ BREEAT & 2 AR B A st s b T A TEARED o ORI AR 0 AUETHYEE R AR
B B NEREERRFFIER 24k o R a]ZEER > & 8 68~202ppm » M #E 1L
HERZ# 58 K26~33ppm ©

2. FAME  PHEEMBETK RFMARE Sy DIEECAIKE T8 5 E R - ATH
GRS IR R 2 RN 1T R R 18 -

3[375/ £ (3,4,5,12,13,15,21)

(1) THEH  FEEEEERMMNREERMMEN - S WEE%REE T BT
A AR E A B R EE TR A ES~ 10T - W AR S MRS AR 4
BEEEE S - —fBEM: T8 o] FIFeEDTA » it + I8 A FeDTPA - it EEERIH
FeEDDHA ; JRE A& RIAMEE R - (5 SOREUE SRR o] i FSRSE - 8
B I T T B = T R L W] DAL (R -

(2) BEEMEE  — R E R BRBETE 80,1~ 0.2% 2 /KRS b iy BATE Bt -

(3) HEOFHE ¢ LA LRI BB SRR 2 -

(4) BIE I REIE © B R 88 R0 8T E O

A A IR AT

17. Analysis for the soils where grape showed the symptom of iron deficiency.

AR SRR EET AR IT R

i% EC ﬁ%m
% % E# pH mmhos/ Bray-1 §5 § g & & #
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- ppm---------=  —--mm-- ppm----------
#28 £+ SL 8.1 0.32 0.66 71 1220 55 20 20 202 177 5 6

%

%=+ SiCL 74 2.16 3.70 79 5520 240 55 68 68 464 6 5

%= 18.

SR A E R AT

Table 18. Analysis for the grape leaves with the symptom of iron deficiency.

Hb,

g E i i 5 B i b 23 i

-------------- Qo==mmmmmm oo B GGCEE L EEEEE] 0]0))) EEEREEEEEEEE e
== £ 336 0.14 1.03 1.02 0.20 33 195 90 8
PP W 2.83 0.17 1.44 1.26 0.28 26 97 38 16
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(71§ (Copper deficiency)

LEAR - S LB - B PIEE 5 BR A - ZE R - BEAS

BORFFIER 24kt - LI A AU 2 & 8 f2.4~8. 1ppm » B/ ZH & 824~
6.0ppm °

2. SRR ¢ 25T A A A 5 PR AR SE B I 1 SR i 1 T SR o % 2R T DASR B 1R D

BAL A RER & WHE TS %4E - AL 2B IIRER T i@ s - R

FIAAS Z Sl A A 398 o Z $5 88K S BT A » ATHBR S TR EE | 22 S A dd R a2k 19

R 7220 °

) Bﬁ}éﬂi - (2,12,13,14,18)

(1) BRHFEREBBARLE - BT LEFEER RS EEE -

(2) "B H- 25 (3t b Bk S 0 35 S AL #5100 fe /K ) - (B E B R SRR LR
Dlte i 2§l RRE S £ 5T - UBIRE A R ZEHIH -

() B ARt T DL BEEAE-THEUVIRSA T BE - (ERK S 6 E
B EE ISR A DB > DU R > IR SEEE

(4) TETME R E470.03~0.1% » (I [FERFR7 /67 F 0 A SR =R

*19. GhEEEEZ LB
Table 19. Analysis for the soils where grape showed the symptom of copper deficiency.
jﬁ:f%i EC HH%E”" H Rk ARG B AU E TR
HhBE A EH, pH mmhos/ Bray-1 §5  § # #f & #  $ #
cm cm ppm  --eeeeee- pPpM----mmmmmm e ppm----------
e 0-15 CL 42 0.32 2.71 216 403 28 41 210 78 9 5 37
15-30 CL 4.1 0.21 2.17 30 212 12 39 179 61 6 3 24
HEh 0-15 CL 5.0 0.43 2.40 186 1760 174 27 395 183 21 12 8.1
15-30 CL 6.1 0.38 1.22 18 1998 214 18 58 136 59 6 3.8
KFf 0-15 SiCL 7.5  0.85 1.38 602 3175 393 192 244 439 73 17 4.9
15-30 SiCL 7.6  0.88 0.68 168 3386 410 186 76 410 51 7 34
%20, BREEEEEZER T

Table 20. Analysis for the grape leaves with the symptom of copper deficiency.

Hb,

E i i #5 F28 i il e 60l

o Ofgmmmmmmmmmmmmmmene e 13)5) | E———

H
H
R

243 0.30 1.50 1.10 0.09 114 1112 276 4.5
B 328 0.49 1.42 1.30 0.30 66 246 54 2.4
= 2.94 0.21 1.80 0.98 0.22 101 82 115 6.0
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(73)%.E (Fluorine toxicity)

=21

LEAR © #4 Z  EEIR B AR & R — e — e A/ NV RE SR D 7y - BEE iR 2 3

[ — & /N SR BB 4 B 220 87 (7] BE 7 PR B0 4 K T B SR AR Z AR B 57 - 8 2 TE 2 EARED
TR E > BEHEH ZERIZE2)QAEMER - BER(EESMGER > 258
& % B A 50ppm A I -

BRI ¢ PR TR o B K % e e 55 TR 2 R 2 AR B R U % Y R T

SIHEHEET 2 ZHHETE R RITIFTSER - W - FER - kRS - 2
F TR AT 2 ZE R T R A % (Eppb 2 BALY) - HE — U EY E T DUE A
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Table 21.  Analysis for the grape leaves with the symptom of fiuorine toxicity.
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Table 22. Analysis for the soils where pear showed the symptom of potassium deficiency.
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Table 23. Analysis for the pear leaves with the symptom of potassium deficiency.
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PHYSIOLOGICAL DISORDERS OF FRUIT TREES
IN CENTRAL TAWIAN

Ching-Fang Hsieh

Taichung District Agricultural Improvement Station

ABSTRACT

This pape is a report of an investigation conducted for studying the physiological disorders
of the fruit trees in central Taiwan. It mainly consists of the four parts: (1)description of the
physiological disorders for the fruit trees, (2)sampling and analyses for the physiologically
disordered plant samples, (3)sampling and analyses for the soils in the physiologically disordered
area, (4)some recommendations for the prevention of physiological disorders. For the convenience
of reference, it was presented separately with the kinds of friut trees, and this paper is only limited
in the three fruit trees, citrus, grapvine, and pear. Citrus Was mainly deficient in the single
element of either magnesium, zinc manganese or iron, but deficiency in the double elements of
manganese and zinc was found in grapefruit, pomedo, and valencia in Changhua Hisen. Grapevine
was deficient in the single element of either potassium, magnesium, manganese, rion, or copper,
but deficiency in the double elements of magnesium and copper or potassium and copper was
easily found in the diluvial soil area, and fluorine toxicity was found in the brickfactory area.
Potassium deficiency was a widespread problem of Henghsan pear Tungshih. The symptoms of the
physiological disorders were described on the spots in the orchard. The recommendations for the
prevention of disorders are made based on the data of the previous worker and the experience of
the author.



