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— R VO (S e ST KRR A 4 (dlluwal sons) ERURILIEY SURS N i
LRE N VE?%”W/P’ Vﬂfﬁﬁﬁg@%l " f rlzlﬁ]l% %Mﬁé@? T iiﬁ‘/éai F‘F%El '/F["
T SRR T RV RR A A ﬁt‘TWJ F/Hﬁ? H:Tfﬁ' & RPN o 312 Z‘»‘Flth/El
N3 (ki (sandstone and shale alluvial soils} 2157 ) 7 Fy LR A B f[155 .V 1 By > H Eﬁﬁiﬂl
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— ~ M+ERE (Citrus)z £ IR[E R K [h AR
(- )i (Magnesium deficiency)
1,#;{& 47{%;315{{@}5_(#{1;&3 PNE}T L BT E VO RE T @
R ESTRE  hpf F?‘ [/ﬂéH r= fﬂﬂfi ﬁﬂi TR ﬁ’léﬁiﬁfﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂ% 2 AR
H[ fli Fﬁi%ﬁ’fr il’ LEFIESED NeteR A NIINNINT 2 S NI R S A Tré
LEE A [/HI S ]Mfﬁw W)V R ST e TS SRR I 2 R O
VI o R TER o 4 M g FA'E% £7, 14~78ppm HIE SR
rﬁé% ES 500~800ppm
2. 9% % Pyl 2 %léﬁiﬁ?’ﬁﬁ‘iﬁﬂ CEE R G ) AT AT A LR T e g R
[ 4 SRy BP9 T P 4 e A TR S MR Vi R N R L A2
3|-S-5$|’I,|Et . (3,4,5,9,10,12,22)
(1) & BRECE - BHGRR T s ST RS (TP R *’!‘4 g ) o
AER R B F s G RPRERSTTUR] o (E S R AR ERT R R RY
R s
(2) B FifEds  [EFG1~ 206k [ 2~ 4% (JIY[IFe, Zn, Mn SRR kISR > 5
Y05 T R ([ ) L~ 200 H TR T R BAfR
A 57 T IR LG Pl S i I Iy e

A1 MR LY 4 BoTAT

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

+ i EC ¢ spr R b Pt s [E AT e U
B5T VE'E WTHs pH mmhos JO;“ Bray-1 & & 4 & B & 4
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- pPPM-----mmmm e ppm----------
gi# 0-15 CL 420 051 248 202 30514 20 142 85 8 4.4 3.2
s# %+ L 457 019 541 610 69878 24 356 184 55 3.6 2.7
HI% %4 SL 412 030 127 45 34532 38 54 147 15 43 48

eSS N R

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

" - £ Bo® 5 B # & o 81
-------------- B L EEEERET o] o] ¢ | EEEEEEEEEEE e

Ptk (i) 2.42 0.14 1.62 3.26 0.08 110 164 30 6.8

EW (A ) 2.03 0.12 1.79 4.02 0.06 94 72 23 7.0

FligcCHies ) 2.25 0.11 2.44 3.60 0.05 156 125 28 19.0
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(= )& (Zine deficiency)

LR ¢ R DR TR R R ST IR T 5 et
Efﬁ”ﬁ (GRS Oyl :F'%{[,—?'“e%f’lffi? a7z FﬂjEﬁ F‘Fwﬁ ’ L}fﬁ VR
Fio s R RS s R VIS - G VR 2hemRe] s iR
R = N rﬁ%% £50.6~3.9ppm- F [~ 5 A J/%rﬁéi 10~ 14ppm-

2.5 Byl - 2 %'é@i%‘”’pﬁ' Pk I VAR IER & ARG~ SR e D
(A A 00~ 9 SRl S BT e i AR
T3 MTRE N YRR A4 -

3]@»{3#’[3}; . (3,4,5,8,10,12,13,17)

(1) = BRECE  1] 02047 PPVl AG T + 8 o A R U 4 B H 5 i kP EEE
TR f”’gﬁﬁi/ﬁ - 'J‘ir%* | RG> T FE—F'%ELV e g5 35 o JERI LM 2 T T
I m#” pH =X F! o 3BT EE Y NG BT FE AR R (P S e Y D

(2) H P hg - AT e % |y B ¥ 5 0. 2067 % 5 10, 296 T 7 7MFL RS i)
FH?JJJDO 5%/ J.La‘c %DJEI lﬂj:r pp,,ﬁj&rj_ ﬂélpgr , [QT F' I ;[[)E r}/ﬁ Fr[@wz\z\?ﬁ
Th 1L 8 Wtulﬂﬁf JI:I%I.%J*EM NALIEE vpéfajmﬂjfﬁy%%z%z VR o [iE g f 90%
TRFIEE10% [T EE VBRI I I Eﬁﬂ’%iﬂ,ﬁ['?{% =) [‘”J r X e

3. SRR LY 4 BoTAT

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

4 EC -« ppr 0P CERIEHEEY [ A e =
7. E Z-

Papiy £ RTES pH mmhos, J(y; Bray-l 5 (& 4 & B & g
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- pPPM-----mmmm e ppm----------

flige &+ SL 4.7 0.16 0.8 30 171 92 34 48 283 39 0.6 3.2
M %4 SL 8.0 0.45 0.5 37 620 94 95 100 188 81 2.4 4.2
3y 4+ SL 7.8 0.28 0.6 27 703 78 48 53 266 88 3.9 5.0

e R BB

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

—————————————— %----------------- R EEEEEEERY o] o] ) EREEEEEEEESSPEE
fli % 2.36 0.24 1.51 3.48 0.23 110 32 11 15
= 7 2.13 0.19 2.20 3.56 0.33 98 47 14 12

ES 4 2.40 0.26 1.86 2.00 0.31 118 39 10 16
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(Z )& (Manganese deficiency)

LR s U AL PR B SR T ﬁ' o 2 RUESRELE A 2 EHIIE %
T PR S e Ijﬁ 73V EERE 0 W F‘ﬁ eS| gf}’%‘gl o 41l
EFvEEDY F,E% BV 77~114ppm> By ("B A J/%’. r’jé% £y 7~ 15ppme

2. 98 P90 ¢ 2 el FARITRE AR A~ Bl M S S LA
H Bl o h TR S A VS ARE N I AB R A

3. B’%$F,IE& : (3,4,5,10,11,12,16)

(1) 4 BRECE ¢ 1) 0.1% 0. 20647 [ i + 1 0 HERI [0 M 5l 2 T ) o gy U - R
AL AC RN ‘%DH%IHG.SJ Y B E s [%ﬂ‘iﬁﬁ BB S [0S = T
FE s > PR T AN Y EE Y 5 -

(2) HifERS ¢ [EF50.1~ 0. 2947 [k i 7#1?& P F—JF'EMF‘,%‘% BT ==

(3) A= & R %iﬁ [H BN P e

A5 AN 3 8 i

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

+ i EC  » pope [138BE  TEUEHEES [ A e =

e EIES T . , .
%Eﬁ %@ T#y  pH mmhos; o Bray-1 &5 & &) & & & # M

0

cm pPM  —oemeev PPMenenmenn  memmeenee- pPPM---snnsn-
# 7+ 0-15 SiCL 5.4 2.05 3.2 98 1900376 100 330 1028 77 7 13
15-30SiCL 6.6 2.37 2.4 47 2145382 94 291 1137 106 8 11
# - 0-15 SiCL 7.4 1.74 2.7 26 4565340 106 50 530 114 9 8
15-30SiCL 7.7 1.80 1.9 22 4616369 80 30 765 102 7 9

26 GEHIFLY R

Table 6. Analysis for the citurs leaves with tiienptom of manganese deficiency.

}lﬂ#,‘ —————————————— B e S ppm------=---nmnm--
F(HE) 2.98 0.12 2.70 1.89 0.27 48 7 30

o (=) 2.66 0.17 2.58 1.13 0.21 61 15 36
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(Mg (Iron deficiency)
1R ¢ T e J;[FIF] [~ ?\H{Zﬁ pgm\}zﬁ f{u ) #k]gﬁi_ill = ?ﬁi
H~JFIJF[[’ P ﬁ’ﬁﬂfﬂjj |5\Fljf1;&c| -+ A YR F‘ji‘l Ei56~121ppm F.l[' ﬁ
g J’;@F,E k%23~ 36ppme
2. 58 Bl YA AR ISR I D I = B T R A TR
HIBE A S5 i 700 48 -
3. ]_ﬁjﬁ:[ii : (3,4,5,10,11,12,13,15,21)
(1) HRACE R IUMi?@’@wﬂﬁﬁjﬁwgw@?@ V)4 i
[lVﬁ“%qb$¢ﬁ“vaJWﬂp%%§ E IS - SN 1 TR EENAGE - Ty
Bt 2 B pHEE Y 2 6.0 I - — RIS VGBI Fe-EDTAS i1t
fLPinﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmuFFeDTPA,[ﬁyﬁjgmp%erEDDHAo
(2) B Sk © 5 2R R P AR L ST 50~ 1007
o B R 1~ 29 6yl SR 50~ 100psEs ] i T AR -

A7, BRI 4 g

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

i EC  pggy (09 EHERERT R VERE
1‘*‘5}3‘#‘ Y8 i) pH mmhos; % Bray_]_ \’i;‘f,j % é;ﬂ \%gl 5 5:5 \(% @ﬁj‘
cm em ppm oo ppm----====== —mmeeoeee- ppm----------

*yy 0-15 LS 7.7 0.30 0.39 36 127695 45 44 56 101 16 7.0
15-30 SL 7.8 0.28 0.33 28 1457110 52 55 67 116 12 9.0
~# 0-15 SL 8.0 0.57 0.44 25 720109 87 53 121 72 14 44
15-30 SL 8.1 0.48 0.36 21 650 91 83 48 97 68 11 4.0

F 8. GBI B ST

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

3 k- Ea & 5 = B 2 &t

£ 3 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
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()& S ﬁj??i,v (Manganese and zinc deficiencies)

LR s G IR o VRl R RO S o ) P BN > 2 BT
e A A ﬁ’ﬁ]ﬁa#ﬁﬁw > Ay PSS o (E ] e ’“Jﬁ“ﬁil_*‘[ﬁl
(O Ey - ERe o ) (0T VR A (RO AT ] R G F (NS
4 EE R VRS SRS £ F566~ 144ppm 2.6~ 6.4ppm> [ij % H & f £%20
~22ppm~ 8~ 15ppme-

2,98 % Pl 2 E)'3@%'5“?lff@ﬁﬁqﬂ/*ﬁﬁ?liﬁﬁj PIBR MRS ~ PR
T CEIE S A A S Pk iR 9 R A 10 -

3. F’B?Fdi 3¢ Hi% BE| S A1 ﬁ 73 e

ﬁ—v
- \

SR

/BL

1.0, EHHAHATRIGIY 4 B

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

e EC gy P CRIEREST O RVERCH A S
=L YR Ty pH mmhos 0/; Bray-1 45 & & # @& & &
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- pPPM-----mmmm oo ppm----------

IF A4 SICL 7.6 2.10 2.67 34 2876260 140 164 645 122 2.6 12.0
UE * 4 SICL 7.7 2.21 2.75 28 2789254 110 175 689 144 3.5 14.0
#y 0-15 LS 7.8 0.71 0.78 41 1372115 58 65 107 78 6.4 4.6

15-30 LS 7.9 0.56 0.84 35 142699 62 71 120 66 4.2 5.1

* 10, FEESE ){?;‘fg e

Table 10. Analysis for the citurs leaves with siyenptom of manganese and zinc deficiency.

b it i & 624 & & s o

—————————————— R e T EREE o] o] | EEREEEEEEEREE
g CREAD) 2.38 0.18 1.65 1.02 0.15 115 20 9
ﬂ\ﬁ(?ﬁa&lw £ 2.27 0.22 1.71 1.05 0.10 55 20 15

Ay CHIAS ) 2.48 0.12 1.60 1.70 0.21 78 22 8 11
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— %) (Grape)lz £ IE[E 1 & Bh A
(4

109

)i (Potassium deficiency)

LS RS AR SR BBy TS AL B [ R 3 AR R
R R [ ?‘ [P F= AR e Ji R A §ﬁ Fi i BAsgf g PR
SR B R DA e IR RIS 5 B KR40~ 160ppme [ R V5
&l ?30.6~0.8%°

2. 9% & BT Fﬁ%ﬁf'y@m ?ﬁ%éﬁﬁ s plEE L}F SR SRR o 1) I/§F{p§[i
(GEELEY 3T R E L L SR mwm@nb%u
32k (3,4,5,6,10,20,22)

3. BJ?F iﬂ B \

(1) PIPrRE S R E RSP B R 2RI R DRI RS IR -
FEE
(2) #EBI - WRUHIN VSRR R TS
(3) 1= EUK e R L — Y R B EERARR 4557 Y R RS L } 53 ;V?% &) PR 59
0.57* ’?;Vfﬁﬁ@éﬂ' SR BE Z_[/Tﬂ)@j—j Palh o BARFIHNE1.57 ) Eﬁ*l’ VB
R P RIS RIS S S T B atv > okl BT -
(4) [htf] ~ g~ AR ST b;f"ﬁ’f‘ ke g5 o
e RS B
Table 11. Analysis for the soils where grape shibthe symptom of potassium deficiency.
- % T~ B4 Wiy ! {8 I* =%
jﬁ EC ¢ By £ It K }zi[iffiﬁnb? [} ”I{Ifﬁr”fg'n +
i‘*‘i&#,‘ %R w#y pH mmhos, . Bray-1 &5 & & & @ & &
0
cm cm ppm e PPM-mmmmnnen oo ppm----------
55 #+4 SiCL 55 2.18 2.32 126 1284151 30 160 722 170 28 13
gl A+ L 4.9 0.39 2.18 110 97857 25 121 92 7 5 4
g8 %+ SL 80 0.34 1.21 66 950 57 16 40 755 272 11 9
F 12, FEEERDY B ST
Table 12. Analysis for the grape leaves with §ragtom of potasium deficiency.
By OB B w8 8 & 8
; (A R ——— PPM=-nmmmmmmmmnnna-
]’ﬁ #0212 0.48 0.80 2.24 0.15 165 310 240 19
P o 2.31 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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(= )iz (Magnesium deficiency)
s RS T SR N INE SR s S R
A ?’Jﬁﬂﬁéﬁ““fﬁdff SEVPY BRI o AR o (AL G
G tgr; &% UL P B ER 13~ 40ppm B A 5 ) £ £50.07~0.09%-
2.8 % BB ¢ RIS TS B S RIS g A - iR
B 7J7F’:F AN U1 13K A 14 0
3. ]_ﬁjﬁilﬁ_ : (2,3,4,5,9,10,12,22)
(1) & sRugl
() & A I [0 220 TR RS o RIS F o RO R R RO T -
(b) HER — RN 2V T SRR VTR o ) BRI AR R 2T
B e
(2)@@-4@ #ig
() FEl IR P A 1~ 296 st > RIIg— lfF] 0 il s -
() VG 2 [ SRFS Pl VA5 R PR B8~ B[R SR ~ WP SR - [fPRER - BT A 18R Y
oo IMH

FrPIELE o B [TV BRI E 550.5~1% > ’@Fiiﬁ!ﬂr‘ﬁwﬁ% 1458 - 5 o T [FR
A ERE 1~ 2% ﬂij‘@% °
# 13, JEEARW D T
Table 13. Analysis for the soils where grape shibthe symptom of magnesium deficiency.
i EC . e T CHIERES it 3 01 R
PSR V% TTES pH mmhos R I I
cm cm ° ppm oo 0] 0] 14 R ppm----------
g7 0-15 CL 4.3 0.45 2.22 204 36215 25 172 72 8 3 2
15-30 CL 4.2 0.50 1.95 32 289 13 22 210 48 7 4 3
'F’,EI % 4 L 4.4 0.32 1.60 136 11520 18 50 79 5 2 3
YFL #4  SL 40 113 1.40 54 166 40 35 92 290 5 3 4

ES TS G TS S Ak

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

” - N S - T
-------------- %0------mmmmmmm-- il ¢] 011  EEEEEEEEEER s

¥ o 2.41 0.29 1.48 1.10 0.09 114 1095 286 4.5

'F'[ El 2.40 0.21 1.46 1.20 0.07 132 450 135 6.5

E L 2.27 1.80 1.70 1.47 0.09 168 311 89 7.4
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(= )i (Manganese deficiency)
Lsfs - B PO S e R BB iy I ﬁ' 2 RISEL T BT T

i E*'T%!" IE'FII'”EF:&EI?‘}W?J/ PN EEZE - 7= 23 i N R s

JERSTEIE T o IR R VIR 5 £ R 68~ 102ppm: pji‘%*f g Bl 24~

29ppme

2. L% 90 1 - ;‘*gr*;@ﬁmfgl I F[['[‘i&}f%’(ﬂﬁ'[‘iﬁi{éﬁﬁ?”ﬁl*?—# ﬁﬁf’éﬁ% RNl
R A PR AR R B o R el TR L R B R
#1580 %16-

3]?5?',:"%[; . (3,4,5,10,11,12,13,16)

(1) HERD {0 P18 2T ) 1Rk Y pHEFE= 6.5 1 It Y = ey = ff
VI s R IR R )

(2) [P 1 S P+ 1)t S T RS S L) V4 BRI
RSP LY B B S T -

(3) B UL Hﬂf&lim@ﬂ & ﬁJ,WFF{IJ g e %d@‘:'[g o

(4) o SRR E R SR PP ORI R T ORI B RS
I 5 0 M IMNEDTARIHE) P U5 -

(5) e HG e S BE Vﬁ%\‘ﬂfﬂ%ﬂf“* ﬁ'ﬂ%ﬁﬁ' I R Y SRR -
PR M R 590.05~0.1% {5 B TS~ 7] = T*’ﬁ"] | sHE RS 02 1 B P ek
PR3t T B 205 T B 0P U 8 o T R e P == R 5 P
y[ltﬂ’?ﬁ\lﬁfjﬁw#\%m W PRI E J’H [/rj—;iggjz »J Pﬂ]}“{ﬁ‘p&ﬁ

* 15, R AR D 4 T

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

ik EC g P CRIREST  [RVERCHA S
%%ﬁ#@ BBy pH mmhos; 0/; Bray-1 &5 & &) & @ & #
cm

i{yﬁﬁ #*+ SiCL 7.3 1.98 3.10 95 2380325 95 326 1021 102 7 12
W~ &4 SiICL 7.0 1.15 2.65 378 20796 50 300 852 68 8 13

# 16, R AERDY B ST
Table 16. Analysis for the grape leaves with yragtom of manganese deficiency.

2 om0 o & & B & H#

Eﬁ -------------- Q0---mmmmmmmmmem e ppM=------=---------
® (Fﬁ 2.99 0.10 0.97 0.93 0.29 40 29 37 76

H o 2.46 0.15 1.52 1.10 0.18 67 24 33 18
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(Mg (Iron deficiency)

LR ¢ A R PRI RIS S (U SR D U R R
RN R T *I/w%hl HERFITE S VIR 7 8168~ 202ppme iy [
#H J/%F,EE £ 26~33ppm

2.9 % PS¢ I R L (Y ST T BB U - 4
T IS A VST TR R 1T A 18 -

3 ]_ﬁjﬁ:d},‘ : (3,4,5,12,13,15,21)

(1) AR ¢ 2 U TR S S S0 - B SRR ) R
i R RIS IR S 2 FI5~ 1020 T 5 IR R I R R
LU FER) - 4fE 4 1 ¥ FeEDTA [l 4 1 IFeDTPA. i R
FEEDDHA; {1 9/ % REYIS A » (Y 0 2P i il 2 IS8 A - 5]
[T PSR TJ 2 IIAE S T I

(@) R © - AEICREP0.1~0 236 it S -

(3) B A= H B AT PR A S

(4) FyEL B R R PR R g

A7, SRR 4 T

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

Ex' ] EC . g (IFEE RHUSHEST RIS %
BB B T pH mmhos J(y; Bray-1 #5 & & & # & 4
cm cm ppm  --eeeeeee- pPPM-----mmmm e ppm----------
g8 %+ SL 8.1 0.32 0.66 71 122055 20 20 202 177 5 6
%{Fﬁ #+ SiCL 7.4 2.16 3.70 79 5520240 55 68 68 464 6 5

* 18, SEEERR YR ST
Table 18. Analysis for the grape leaves with yragom of iron deficiency.

Z %E” % &5 »; \rr;)l v il
” - AR S s g2 # & g gt
—————————————— %0-----mmm e e L EREE o] o] | EEREEEEEE EREE
& & 3.36 0.14 1.03 1.02 0.20 33 195 90
Y q!ﬁ 2.83 0.17 1.44 1.26 0.28 26 97 38 16
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(5 ) (Copper deficiency)
LA R E Vs {1 PsEl s BAE
B BURf LV et o 4 SRET 3 VIS SR £ B EE2.4~ 8. 1ppme B4 V8 5 B

6.0ppm-

2. 3% Pl ffﬂ ﬁcu?ﬁ
B FIVE T Uy DT g

#4200
3. ik

(2,12,13,14,18)

o o

= e}

R

91 WP PR I A e
o L R ] B A

Ll*“jﬁ

113

B TR H 2

e -E )
S I E - oS
W*ﬁ?%ﬁﬁwjﬁwV%%#ﬁm@Woiﬁﬁﬁjﬁﬂﬁﬁyw%?%W%w

(1) 35 RE FOST BT LTS5 00 i -

(2) MR = %

INEEE. IRG 0 PR

L

2.4~

5;1@&[*]11/

ik ( 35k @fz%ahpsﬁ? G G5 IL00Y <) - (1R AR S B
, [. s [ 4}1{:{% i = Y Tuj{‘”ﬁ:”
(3) BB " | f:f@&%,uj ey [E;;;\ “El# O BB 72 S S L U I %gﬁﬂﬁjﬂé

i 58 %+

(4) B ISR 750,03~ 0. 1% INRI [l P 3 1 1 4 7 Ty

# 19, SSRERIR D 4 ET

Table 19. Analysis for the soils where grape shibthe symptom of copper deficiency.

f

IR T R R o Al R A o g [

- EC 4 pyyr P CRIHE R %
%Eﬁ %K@ T#y  pH mmhos, Bray-1 &5 & & &' @ & #
cm B <11, P— . PPM---n-em--
g 0-15 CL 4.2 0.32 2.71 216 40328 41 210 78 5 3.7
15-30 CL 4.1 0.21 2.17 30 212 12 39 179 61 3 24
M3k 0-156 CL 5.0 0.43 2.40 186 1760174 27 395 183 21 12 8.1
15-30 CL 6.1 0.38 1.22 18 1998214 18 58 136 59 6 3.8
“F} 0-15 SiCL 7.5 0.85 1.38 602 3175393 192 244 439 73 17 4.9
15-30SiCL 7.6 0.88 0.68 168 3386410 186 76 410 51 7 3.4
$.20. SRR A T
Table 20. Analysis for the grape leaves with tyragtom of copper deficiency.
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P w 2.43 0.30 1.50 1.10 0.09 114 1112 276 4.5
ik =k 3.28 0.49 1.42 1.30 0.30 66 246 54 2.4
-~ ko 2.94 0.21 1.80 0.98 0.22 101 82 115 6.0
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Table 21.  Analysis for the grape leaves with yragtom of fiuorine toxicity.

Bow £ ®m om B B # #H

F
_i_'j—Er

#f 2.70 025 184 0.96 0.16 87 83 146 8 56
#f 254 028 172 1.10 0.20 96 75 113 7 125
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=~ Bi(Pearz £I2ERE K FH A
(= )FSF (Potassium deficiency)
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Table 22. Analysis for the soils where pear shothedsymptom of potassium deficiency.

-+ e EJBE R BUEHREES BRIV R
BHP T R pH DT Bray-l 5 s &0 B & G 4
cm ppm  —-eeeeeee- 8] 111 B ppm----------

N5 0-15 SL 6.4 4.54 391 1750 247 216 710 42 3 10
15-30 L 5.9 1.93 279 880 150 171 52213 8 6

%23, G E VR A ST

Table 23. Analysis for the pear leaves with thestpm of potassium deficiency.

%%E@%ﬁ%%%%%ﬁﬁ
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[\ o 241 0.18 0.53 0.27 0.23 182 106 25 16
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PHYSIOLOGICAL DISORDERSOF FRUIT TREES
IN CENTRAL TAWIAN

Ching-Fang Hsieh

Taichung District Agricultural Improvement Station

ABSTRACT

This pape is a report of an investigation condudtadstudying the physiological disorders
of the fruit trees in central Taiwan. It mainly ists of the four parts: (1)description of the
physiological disorders for the fruit trs, (2)sammgl and analyses for the physiologically
disordered plant samples, (3)sampling and analfj@ethe soils in the physiologically disordered
area, (4)some recommendations for the preventigphg§iological disorders. For the convenience
of reference, it was presented separately withkihds of friut trees, and this paper is only lintdte
in the thee fruit trees, citrus, grapvine, and p&itrus Was mainly deficient in the single element
of either magnesium, zinc manganese or iron, biitiéacy in the double elements of manganese
and zinc was found in grapefruit, pomedo, and veienn Changhua Hisen. Grapevine was
deficient in the single element of either potassiunagnesium, manganese, rion, or copper, but
deficiency in the double elements of magnesium empper or potassium and copper was easily
found in the diluvial soil area, and fluorine toXicwas found in the brickfactory area. Potassium
deficiency was a widespread problem of Henghsanr peangshih. The symptoms of the
physiological disorders were described on the spotthe orchard. The recommendations for the
prevention of disorders are made based on the afatihe previous worker and the experience of
the author.



