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Effects of Different Fertilizer Combinations on Growth and Nutrition
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Abstract: The effects of different fertilizer combinations on the growth and nutrition of Camellia oleifera were studied
to select the fertilizer combination that is conducive to the growth of C. oleifera. Ten-year-old common C. oleifera
Cenruan 3 was used as the material. Ten experimental treatments with different N : P : K ratio and dosage, and different
dosage of organic fertilizer were set. The physiological indexes of fruit traits, leaf traits and nutrition of C. oleifera at
different growth stages were measured, and the analysis of variance, multiple comparisons and correlation analysis were
performed. The results show that 0.5 kg N : P : K (20 : 8 : 17) +5 kg organic fertilizer+0.25 kg medium elements wa-
ter-soluble fertilizer (Ca+Mg=10.0%) had the best growth effect on C. oleifera. This fertilizer combination could ef-
fectively increase the fruit size, leaf area, net photosynthetic rate, transpiration rate and contents of nitrogen, phosphorus,
potassium, calcium and magnesium in trees, which is conducive to the storage and distribution of tree nutrition. In con-
clusion, 0.5 kg compound fertilizer N : P : K=2 : 1 : 2 and 5 kg organic fertilizer applied together twice one year in the
Spring and Autumn had a better effect on the growth and nutrition of C. oleifera.
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M 2% ( Camellia oleifera ) J& T 11 &%
( Theacae ) ILZ5/E (Camellia) HHY), K EM
7 B ARAMRL B R, 2 AE TR R
Tyl kg XU A E A S A Uk, E
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R S 1 A 11 R L0 [ 854 | P O R 5 A = I
PR LA BRI R SRR I R AR A T
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—o AL BE. BMERSEmAEYEREB LT E
JLE, FELO AP AR R =gk Bl 3y
A, W Wb RonReDeE SR, AHYIEE
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MRA AT, RILHE/DN . R o3 BE D AR E AR
RO sk B B RO BUEE . BB B
Mk S BIR , HEPIPOms U R BIR g S 224510
TEARYAR S S B FE v, e “BERAE” R
TBCRE o7 e I 5 7 T A o AR Ty | kAR
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TR, T AE B B R S AR AR AR K, PR R
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e AR & . B H s R g
AL R R R, ek i AL
ALY SIS ICE, ERefeis - gty . 31
SRAEARPOE BRSO, (HARRCE M g, #
& A R AUIE 8 5 25 & TR B it L 2 —
Jit P %ok 9k 5% 7 e (i ot A AU R, AR
ANt A HUIEFN S A5 NE I T A R 4, (B A
B A B AT ] 2 A D7 TR AN [R) it
ZH A XTI AS A RN 3 1Y) 5 i) 5 A 41

KT, A5 B ERAREAL AL EE (4
FEEANA . B PRI L . APUER )
XHRZS AR AE TR, 3 Bk A 2
000700 W42 e BT Py & =2 4 7 B S L7

1 #MHE5FZE
1.1 ##

AR AR R TV AR E IR AR 3 S
FAEA AR . R T AR AR I TIX
A /NGRS, oAb #56 T ih VT KR
113°35'E, 24°15'N, J& Wy 8L fIX, 44F
SR A, WE TR, FEEE, R 203 C,

4E H BEATEL 1706 h, 4ERUE 6529.4 °C, 4FHRE
W 1530 mm, AHXHRE 79%, 5 & iR
402 C. AR E-53 C, HERMA 15d,
Wb AR HL AR 220~1300 m, AR 138 d 46 i A
AFRA M TR R FMAR, PALberEh 3, pH
4.5~6.2, WMAEK R

12 Ak

1.2.1 KB ARMRDAK 3 SRR
%, EAAFEAAYUE . &G AR R 2 H A
R AB TR L, ATl A A K A S B (%
1) o S/NGLAkIZ AR 3 S-3E1T 10 FhAS [6]5i IR b
B, WHEIAY 2021 4F 9 H RN 2022 4F 4 A, HA4MK4E
FRPEFE 10 B K S — S H A BOIR UL IE 7 IR 2 3
Fe AR, HEERI U FRIC

x1 FREEERASLE

Tab. 1 Different fertilization combinations kg

HrE LR K AL R

AN (N-P-k) HHAL

Qb ~ Medium element water
Treatment Sﬁrzneg 0(111\?_de_6:1$ f(e)rrtglélllzlecr soluble fertilizer
(Ca+tMg=10.0%)

T 0.5 (15-15-15) 2.5 0.25

T, 0.5 (20-8-17) 25 0.25

T, 0.5 (15-15-15) 5.0 0.25

T 0.5 (20-8-17) 5.0 0.25

Ts 0.5 (15-15-15) 0.25

T 0.5 (20-8-17) 0.25

T, 1.0 (15-15-15) 0.25

Ty 1.0 (20-8-17) 0.25

Ty 0.25

CK

1.2.2 #5AFM R 5 77k 0 i i AS (W) b R
WERFT, WA, v W, 5. B, JF
T 10, 12, 3. 7 HIURARTRSy, 4 e R A= 2
Bhr, 4. 8 HIANRI . IR SRR A B g
B o BEALIE R AE B AR 30 A4S, dien = R
i fE 2 ( transverse diameter, Td ) . %\ &
( longitudinal diameter, Ld ), 51 £ 0.01 mm; £
JEFR%L (fruit index, Fi) = LY/ RLRE;

3 3ok T A ] 0E R A R R R S R
( fruit size, Fs ) [P1; BEHLR AL BN K
J7 I M A EAE I A 30, B RIE K (leaf
length, L1). M 5& (leaf width, Lw ), ¥ %
0.01 cm; ffi ] YMI-G A9y i im ARURS: I 4SC 0 2 -
A R LI-6400 4500500 & Hgot &
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W H[P,, umol/(m*-s)] . M B #[T,, mmol/(m?s)];
D 5E I FFE 5 28 HaSO4-Hy0, TH & IS, RAPLIGE
R e R S, SR AR B DT H kil e il 7 i
KA BRI e A i, SR AR IR o
JERE B ESS . B R
1.3 #HiEAE

% Origin 2019, Excel 2010 %45¢ & %
21 B B SR SPSS 22.0 B G E s
KT 225081, IEZE .

2 ZBRERW
21 AEEEAERTHIFRIZ LK

3 o X6 AN [ e A 2 5 ) 9 4% 4 SR 0 SR Stk A T
FEMT (F 2) , SAERRIVRFAEW
WE S VLA [R] it I Ak 23 e A 3 A it A A 2k
R R LA LIRS A TR K., #
AR E bR (B 1) "TLAES, EIEAE!
EFRMBRLAERKET, TERE . PR IIRE
K/NF I, ST CK, Hr T, 03k
BT, RS2 KN R 2,70 em?, 2% BRZH 552 0.81
em® ) 1Y 3 4522, 11 A [t AT Ak B ] g R 52 /N
BARFEES, Ty, Ty, TL0HE Ts, TebhHZ
() R 22 S A R, 1k B it A 2 R P A ) BER b 26
K FH B TE EE BE [R) 2252 iyl A5 SR S K/ S T 48
i 9 ARWA 4 A 2 HIREAEALBE, eIl 2%
ISR R R HIT 200 (£ 3) , Al

it A ZH A5 1] AS SR AR A2 L AR IR SR/ N4 A7
R g2 RE 2 AA, fE 4~8 AR R
R EFEY, EERMAAERSCPGER K, T
HEBAEN RS RIEIRECT M, @i A F i
NEA A XS EE, Zead—4F 2 IR I T, M NE AL BT 9K
AL PRSI R R, KE T 17.59 em®, J&xt
MR 2 {52, A A IR/ BEZER
AR AN [R] i A Ak 334 fig 1 R SR SRV B A T
T,. T3, T4bBY CK A8 & 2R H & T84k
FRAEIAME 3 Ts. Te ARFRIAL T4 A0 FEOF- 34,
5 CK LR EER; T, ToAbHS5YEAY,
NFHzZH, AR EREE.
2.2 AEHEAE A IE X im0 F AR A RN

308 3 X A [ i A 2E A5 B S A5 A i 2R A
Zh (£ 4), FA AR5 A, F
A AR FZE NS BRI AN B 225, KT
FAF7E B 5 25 5, U B R[] it N Ak BB 6 R A 1
FAEHE bR AR, R Y E R E 2
—, REYHITCE MZEBERNFERE, &
R LA ir, fE— B RN A, ]
AT A . ZZBE R R, AR,
FR UM 7K BE 7 Aty , 2 17 (] e 8 =

WAL A b B AR AR (B 3) W LLE
i AL REFE S AN AR KN, Ty Ts. T 0HR S
CK 5 3, Hrph T, 0B RCR s, il
K/NHg 2476 em®, 25K CK (15.15 cm®) ) 1.63

R2 AREERASHHFRIYRB|AESH

Tab. 2  Analysis on ariance of fruit in young fruit stage of C. oleifera with different fertilizer combinations

PEIR Character 77 Fil Sum of squares [ FH & Degree of freedom )77 Mean square F {H F-value . # M Significance

Btz 4 [H] 263.724 9 32.965 8.445 <0.001™"
HN 316.201 90 3.904
it 579.925 99

Wi ZH 18] 245.392 9 30.674 10.931 <0.0017"
HN 227.303 90 2.806
it 472.695 99

eS| 2 ZHIH] 0.191 9 0.024 2.800 0.009™
HN 0.690 90 0.009
it 0.880 99

RN i 2548.452 9 318.557 10.259 <0.001™"
HN 2515.250 90 31.052
it 5063.702 99

T T TTRORAR B 22 R (P<0.01, P<0.001) .

Note: ™, " indicate extremely significant difference among treatments (P<0.01, P<0.001).
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Tab. 3 Analysis of variance of fruit during fruit expansion stage of C. oleifera with different fertilization combinations

MR Character SEJ7 il Sum of squares  H H1 ¥ Degree of freedom 477 Mean square  F {H F-value 3% Significance

fite | 561.111 9 62.346 19.269 <0.001""
HN 291.201 90 3.236
i 852.312 99

N 2 1] 678.774 9 75.419 41.656 <0.001""
HN 162.946 90 1.811
it 841.720 99

RIAEE ) 0.046 9 0.005 1.070 0.393
HN 0.427 90 0.005
Bt 0.473 99

RIKN o) 875.056 9 97.228 35.768 <0.001""
HN 244.646 90 2.718
it 1119.702 99

T TTFORAL A 22 R B2 (P<0.001) .

Note: " indicate extremely significant difference among treatments (P<0.001).
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Fig. | Histogram of fruit characters of C. oleifera in young fruit stage with different fertilization combinations
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Fig. 2 Histogram of fruit traits of C. oleifera in swelling stage with different fertilization combinations
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Tab. 4 Analysis of variance of leaf index in spring shoot of C. oleifera with different fertilization combination

P{k Character SEJ7 Ml Sum of squares

1 fH B Degree of freedom

LIRS 2H 6] 17.370 9
HN 38.655 90
it 56.025 99
5% 41 ] 5314 9
HN 12.435 90
Bt 17.749 99
&/t 5E 41 [H] 0.387 9
HN 1.783 90
Bt 2.171 99
L NTEA 2H [i] 601.915 9
HN 1308.144 90
it 1910.060 99
FOta R 4l 3.379 9
HN 0.055 90
it 3.434 99
7 R 41 [H] 3.163 9
HN 0.060 90
it 3.223 99

)7 Mean square  F {H F-value 3% Significance
2.171 4.550 <0.001"""
0.477
0.664 4327 <0.001"""
0.154
0.048 2.199 0.036"
0.022

75.239 4.659 <0.001"""
16.150
0.375 135.529 <0.001"""
0.003
0.351 117.530 <0.001"""
0.003

T TFRALHRR SR B (P<0.05) , TURARALIEE 22 R B E (P<0.001) .

Note: * indicate significant difference among treatments (P<0.05), ~" indicate extremely significant difference among treatments

(P<0.001).

%, FEMH I SE 7T, Ty T3 AEEST, . T,
AbPE>Ts, Tg. Ty, Tg ABFE>Ty, CK ALEE, XLk
HOCE R MZERE R, T, A H A R i
fr, HROE Ty Ty A Ty AbBE, &AL BEE] A5
HHORBIA D25 AR B[R] 25 5 % S IR
ASRE D = s v SN 12K R EE T A o B 0113 4
Qb BEANAN e AT 80 KR SR IN, fi HL R K1
FRUL SAB AR (0 G SR R ZE I 0K, JE ks
PP B4 37 LU ) 0 A R TR T IR B i 7
2.3 A[E)HERE b 28 X+ i 2E A E 3R O R M

ARG R ORI - 35 % Bl A AR A s e 4
=) O R A W =[] D K S B L LN =
FEIATRIM, AR AT RS R 2T AR
LR WL SR EIINTE 12.59~12.77 .
0.75~0.78 . 6.20~6.28, 8.99~9.12. 1.19~1.24 g/kg
Z I8l Sl AR EARAL RS, 7E 4 MmASE KR
ANFEEHE 10, 12, 3, 7 AR H ) E FRL R
i, AMHTRIA (R 5), ANFEACBEE . . A
SHESWMBE (P<0.001), SRR E
(P<0.001), & EZERANEE,

LZHEWHBERE R (£ 6), TP RTES
B, EEE N 1571 gkg, H CK(12.17 g/kg)
& 3.54 g/kg, HRE T3 AbFE (15.26 g/kg ); Takt
TR T ER S, FTPHES 1.07 gkg,
CK (0.77 g/kg ) ¥ 0.30 g/kg, Hikjd: Ty 4bH
(1.04 g/kg ); TP HITER SR, F7H
B} 7.51 g/kg, L CK (6.20 g/kg ) = 1.31 g/kg,
HUJE T AL BE(7.37 g/kg ); A AL BRIAIFG TR &
TR EET, &HE N 8.90~9.94 g/kg; 45 4b 3]k
TTEGE (R CK 4) TREZER, 8N
1.40~1.44 g/kg, X RIEITLRTEN 1.19 g/kg.

3 Ao it A I VR A A A A A BT R I 3R 4
Br CEL4) FIH1, AFRa& AR TE 12 A 2 34E
3 HiBWiREAL, —4Erh 3 A A& =R, 3~7 A%
s, 2 10 HFRWREAL; B EE 12 HE
BUAE 7 H WAL, 7 A &R, 7~10 HZ1gF
s e R SRR, 12 HE=BU4E 10 A48
AT E—TFRE—Ttm, 7 A& aill; 55aE 12
AZBUE 7 AL TR, 8 10 AHEL L7 8
SR SR, 2 BT FRENER
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Fig. 3 Histogram of leaf index of spring shoot of C. oleifera with different fertilization combination
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Tab. 5 Analysis of variance of nutrient element content in leaves of C. oleifera from different fertilization combinations

F8 45 Index 77 Fil Sum of squares [ FH & Degree of freedom  #475 Mean square F {f F-value I % Significance

e 2 ] 142.390 9 15.821 37.410 <0.001"""
HN 46.520 110 0.423
Bt 188.910 119

W 4 1A] 1.083 9 0.120 12.234 <0.001™"
HN 1.082 110 0.010
Bt 2.165 119

Ao 2 1] 22.005 9 2.445 7.719 <0.001"""
HN 34.840 110 0.317
Bt 56.845 119

4o 41 [a] 10.838 9 1.204 1.399 0.197
HN 94.655 110 0.861
Bt 105.493 119

o 2 [ 0.564 9 0.063 2.225 0.025"
HN 3.099 110 0.028
Bt 3.663 119

e TR HE 22 R BE (P<0.05) , TTRARALBHE 222 BE (P<0.001) .

Note: "

(P<0.001).

HITEL 4 I, A ARPRSC, W, B 45, B
BT CK, H T AR B, A7

indicate significant difference among treatments (P<0.05), *" indicate extremely significant difference among treatments

To Ab¥S CK REUHE, 1B 5t Hh i T 3K
AERIE A BESR R AR B B A, A AR B[]

PO ==y

5 HLHL 1
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Tab. 6 Multiple comparisons of annual average contents of nutrient elements in leaves of C. oleifera with
different fertilization combinations g/kg
Qb3 B 7 IGZ Nutrient element
Treatment N P K Ca Mg
T 14.19+0.68° 0.95+0.11% 7.04+0.59° 9.90+0.93 1.41£0.16°
T, 14.46+0.71° 0.96+0.11% 7.15+0.54"° 9.89+0.88 1.4240.16°
T 15.26+0.69* 1.04+0.12% 7.37£0.53%™ 9.86+0.91 1.414£0.18°
T, 15.71+0.74° 1.07+0.11° 7.514£0.53" 9.93+0.96 1.44+0.17"
Ts 13.28+0.53¢ 0.86+0.10% 6.50£0.56% 9.90+0.91 1.42+0.18°
Te 13.41£0.55¢ 0.87+0.10% 6.60+0.55% 9.94+0.99 1.41£0.17°
T, 13.80+0.54" 0.92+0.09¢ 6.74%0.58°% 9.92+0.96 1.41%0.17°
Ts 13.87+0.60" 0.91£0.10° 6.87+0.59" 9.86+0.94 1.40+0.16°
Ty 12.24+0.74° 0.77+0.06° 6.2240.57° 9.83+0.91 1.41%0.17°
CK 12.17+0.66° 0.77+0.07¢ 6.20+0.58° 8.90+0.88 1.1940.16°

e RAEEEEAR/NG PRS2 5 B2 (P<0.05) .

Note: Different lowercase letters after the same column of data indicated significant difference between treatments (P<0.05).

~ - T o= -
o = 125
2 16T T, e 115
S T4 g
=P I T L
WE 15 . T w8 105
f_ég 14+ \/\ —h 4§ oost
‘513_ \/\_ —Tg gg 085F
& —CK ¢
g 12+ 2 0.75 -
Al s . £ 065
12 3 7 10
H 4y Month
~ 11.50 - T,
[ - T
2 T
2 - T
= 10.50 —T:
g n —T
& g 9.50 :#
§ 8.50 | —ck
5
7.50 1 1 1 ]
12 3 7 10
H 43 Month

= - T

— 1.80 —h

Z L

< 1.60 - T

g —T;
o 2 T,
418 140 - —T
# 51 ——Tg

: I

‘#1201 —CK

&

<

1.00
= 12 3 7 10
H 1% Month

B4 AEEERASTEBMIHAIE. B, 8., 5. FTREIEZTU

Fig. 4

Changes of N, P, K, Ca and Mg contents in leaves of C. oleifera in different fertilization

combinations and different periods

PR TR K ALRHE (R CK Ah), 45, Bk
AR, R HUAC S O LAC XS5 | B
ML, (2 CK A 227 B0R, Mih & IcR
K NERLRE I AR A R R 8 L B A
24 HFRIM A EEREREEX SR
2R SRS R 25 MRS A 8] AR SC 20 2%
(% 7) FW, ROUKGRIHE, iz, R
RN R R TEAHDE (P<0.01), S5iHHC 98
MREAR, /M SERIEARSG, SEOEEEER | &
i AR B W TR ARG (P<0.05), T 5 RIEFREE
TR R s WionR SRR . e, REKR

NI BEIEAE (P<0.01), SMHK . 9.
M AL, /TS . RIEFRBE EMSE, 580k
GHR . ZEB R R B EIEM I (P<0.05); £
REEEAHER, ZBEERE R FIEMX
(P<0.05), SHABRSIH R PR A IS R 5 IE
PR K R E TR SRR RIBFER A G,
S H AR S B MlR AR BRAE AR 2 IE AR DG OE &R
JCE 5T RS R AR BE bR A A e OG
R MEASZE R R R B E IR (P<0.05),
¥ A R R IEAH R WL AR 52 s
R B EEASE (P<0.01), 103G — 3 &
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M B, B, 85, BEOCR SAPUCIDERNUBER SRRSO E BR S RBE R, 57 5, U
BEMZCR SRR, BB R WA, Tt —22 4R RA. B B OTRABRI, AR A,

R7 OHFERIMAESERERENEXES T

Tab. 7 Analysis of correlation between morphological and physiological indices of leaves in fruit of C. oleifera

M HotE A

i B ge RIBI RIK bk g rbEA

Index N P K Ca Mg oy Ld  ECFi NFs LI Lw  La THE R R
L/Lw P, T,
N 1
P 0.7377 1
K 0.278" 0.468™ 1
Ca 0.306™ 0.554™ 0265 1
Mg 0.156 —0.293" -0.134 -0.395" 1
Mtz 0.376 0.274™ 0.171  0.040 0.037 1
Pz 0.350” 0.323™ 0.196 -0.040 0.041 0.697" 1

WIEHE%C  —0.003  0.087  0.055 —0.107 0.021 —0.309" 0.462" 1
IR 0.409" 0.326™ 0.196 0.031 0.037 0.969" 0.840°° —0.081 1

RN 0.079 0.152  0.203 0.025 0.110 —0.090 —0.063 0.047 —0.099 1
5 0.063 0.108 0.176 0.055 0.092 —0.135 —0.129 0.019 —0.157 0.813" 1
T AR 0.081 0.139  0.196 0.042 0.099 —0.121 —0.097 0.042 -0.137 0.940" 0.960" 1

M/MSE 0.012 0.041  0.029  0.051  0.004 0.075 0.123  0.061 0.103 0.175 —0.426" -0.161 1
HOLEEE 03757 04137 0.399°  0.087  0.359 —0.180 —0.284 —0.010 —0.251 0.417° 0.283 0.358 0.215 1
7RI R 0.362"  0.376"  0.435° 0.089 0.260 —0.199 —0.238 0.036 —0.257 0.477°° 0.311  0.405" 0.259 0.952" 1

E: RAREEMC (P<0.05) , "RAMBEMLE (P<0.01) .

Note: " indicates significant correlation (P<0.05), ™" indicates extremely significant correlation (P<0.01).

3 Wig R AEAIEN P K=2: 12 2 HURIEE T
31 FAAM. B, FRLAERGVEAE  LALN: PRl L SRS
KB NN ZURBEMTT . HEICRES . BRI AN SR

EMATEIEORGEh ARy R gy APPSR B HOCETR, XPRRTC o
R ATE S e L VAR L AR T I G U S TN SIVEN Uy
P Tl WSl o FIHE ARG e XTI —ARR LRI B, AR
BILAE A P 25 225 0 BT b 2 PR e a2 i TR AR — AR DA 2 0, SEAHE 1 ke A7HL
HORIEAE T, 2. B SR i, I S~10 kg AL AR AN 1~2 ke A AL
KB ARF IR R 7, irat g AE S-10ke REAREHABL, Tiu To. Ts. Ty Ab3E
SERPLA W BF=2: 12 WIMIREC T REME  TERSEIUN . MR AR BHARTR A AR AR T
B 2 SRR B B s AW AR 300 g SHARPAA RS, M Ty, T, ABELT
CH4N,0+600 g CaP,H,05+800 g KCIXf G ZERy  Tiv ToARBR, BEBAHLAL A & L — UKt 5 ke,
B RN g HIA N P K=2 B—4F5E 2 U3t 10 kg e EAACATE L —
s 1 RREAR G L T e e AS P R A s RIS KA 0.5 kg, BI—4FRtiH 2 a3k 1 kg MfE. &
AUSI BF 58 B, 250 g N+1000 g P+125 g K+20 g A 1 kg+A HLAE 10 kg B A it FHXHM AS 19 28 K A
B+2 g Zn MHEACEC WA B IR AR KR, OF1S BERCRIESE
HAS ] 7 3 X ol 2% A K 5 e /N HE R N 32 HMERERTEIX R ERKIE TR
N>P>K>B>Zn, AHIFRMEAILE . B, FIC TN F2 53 SO BAT B Bete , R B AR B AE A
ol 1e DRI : 1 : 2 WA sRBETHENE . TCie WA RIZE KB BOX 35 0 1 R Bl R RO A
WRRRAC LA, RPMARSE . iR RRIREFRE) HX IR I RE ) M IR o A AT 22 5, Rt
ERIE R ORIER, 5 EARMANIIRS SRR R IR IR A S PO R A
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) R Bl H AR A, SRR MO S 37
AR, XFRATERBER, H B AR R
Feor e AP A I A% B AR AR A 7= A
BHUR AR A G DGR BT I, AR A L AR
TR SRSAEZE P AR KX 3 AN B TS AR
ARFE A K s A5 RIS 44 it MILAE + B it
524 MEBE B P HE o 25 20 K e B 5 il )
WNTEIMASAEZE e 1 vk, FRAERZR G 1
W, RHESRRIIE 2 WO B RIS
FRAE 3 HEHIAE 13k, IF7EAR . B 2240 it i A
LR AEsE I A = AP NPT —4E i 1
WENAH, B—UOndm A ETaL, 58 = Ui 5k
B, 5= F 11 ATFAE 12 Aia e, s
PABR AR AC B4 AR FSEAE 4 A A 9 A7 iEAE
TE I — 4 JE) 30 PN 0 25 6 00 5 2% B 4k 45 st 30 1 SR
SELOM R RFE SR LR, TR S AN R 4b
A HAMWER TR SR aREA-K, 5
B AL P AR L
B RS BEFRAME NS AT A, HAsAb
FEXHM AR A K AVE A B AR IEER, £ 4
FFN 9 M ASHENE 5 A i 1
33 AREMEIEAEIHFERKMNEFAZI
AWt 10 A AL LA XA A K
VB SRR MESE, B —4F 9 LIS —
A4 AHEAE 2 ¥k, ST AR LA L R
FEE AL RIS A BRI bR, BEBR RN R A R
(e At DAAR RS i T
ROTRfFEMY KR B B EENE
A, R = ROt R R E R E LR,
mR AL B BB IFRCRE TR 2 /D] S
WA AR A B TR O, B E T A T R
EAREN S BT, MR ST /ML R 1A 4 4
J AR AR 1 AR R RIS SRR, SRS, U A
EFEFE, TR REGRZ, i
KB —ANEFRR REIER . A B WL RNA
PG AL B R M AR R R E, &ad
AR L R MR A BRER bR BT BB, To AL 3T
M E A KRB FRBCR A, NSRRI LR
WA JE R K, Ty AbBRSFSEHA R4 B AL 2
BIWEIR Y R T HABL R, A, 8. BE eSSt
RIaFR AT, T 0PE . B B BN RA,
T AR L ¥ G A R 7% 1 R I T H A Ak
B, OSEELTIRAS CUR-FET PR EAE. AR
AR B U 42 it A 2 R i A B ] 2 0 R TR

[ it A 2L 5 % 3 23 A RIS R B2 W, (LR T3
IR EDH SRS 2 0y R R e xhil A K
ME IR, NS e B e 5 39, DL
AR R FEIIR 2R ot JFOORR 5 0

4 258

AW £, 05 kg E4M N: P :
K=2: 1 : 2 F15 kg A HLIE—4F N 78 K15 [l )
i 2 A AR KB SRR S E R LT, fig
RO RSN . Bk AR L R v AR
FIZEIE R, AR TRARE SR 5 50
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