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Farmers’ Planting Preferences for Soybean Germplasm based on Choice
Experiment
LIU Ya-mei' ,LIU Li*,LAN Jing'

(1. College of Public Administration, Nanjing Agricultural University,, Nanjing 210095 , China; 2. Nanjing Institute of Environmental Sciences, Ministry of
Environmental Protection of the People’s Republic of China,Nanjing 210042, China)

Abstract: In 2016, the Ministry of Agriculture proposed the supply-side structure reform program in agricultural sector named
‘ replacing corn with soybeans’ , however, due to farmers were reluctant to plant soybeans, the yield and benefit of domestic
soybean planting were low. Based on survey data from 381 farmers’ selection of different soybean germplasm attributes in
Shandong province, this study examines farmers’ planting preference for different soybean attributes by adopting the choice ex-
periment and multiple logit model, and then calculates the economic value for each attribute respectively. By taking soybeans
with low yields, early maturity, lodging and low resistance to disease as the reference group, our results showed that:
(1) Farmers’ planting preferences ( with respect to soybean germplasm atiributes selection) as following, lodging resistance >
lodging, high production > middle production=low production, medium maturity > early maturing > late maturing, middle re-
sistance > high resistance = low resistance to pests. (2) Though the purposes for soybeans planting were different, farmers’
planting preferences were consistent for different soybean uses. (3)The market prices of soybeans were lower than the total
value of attributes for the targeted soybean varieties, and so the economic value of the soybean germplasm was underestimated
by the market. The above evidences provide certain scientific supports for improving farmers’ willingness to plant soybeans,
design appropriate market price system of soybeans, guide research and development in soybean breeding industry and effec-
tively promote the supply-side structure reform in soybean industry.

Keywords: Soybean germplasm attributes; Farmers’ planting preference; Choice experiment; Economic value
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Table 1 The attributes and levels of soybean germplasm resources
JE JURE IR S H A 1L
Property Option Independent variable Explain
e &= Production] PEPEPE RN 11.67 ~13.33 kg-hm 2y REFF =1, HA =0
Yield = Production2 PEFE N 13,33 ~15.33 kg-hm 2Ry RERT =1, H4 =0
w5 Production3 HEFE P 15,33 kgehm 72 DLEIORGRT =1, 304 =0
AH W T Growl WRAETW <95 d WREFF =1, HAp=0
Period of duration CEED Grow2 WRAE TN 95 ~105 d (IR EFF =1, HA =0
e Grow3 R FWIN >105 d REHF =1, HA =0
HrERE EDN Daoful HERER R ERF =1, HA =0
Lodging resistance EREITIN Daofu2 HREHUER R ER/F =1, HAex =0
B HtE L Pesticidel BEPERAEINE N 1 ~2 RKEMF =1, HA =0
Insect resistance R Pesticide2 BB ZYME AR A 3 ~4 R KEFF =1, H4 =0
BT R Pesticide3 AR AR 5 IR LA B KRG =1, HR =0
FEERAER R R ds Price NI G B R AR (E (J8)
Family characteristics AEHY Age FEMAER (%)
) Sex FEMMNCE =1,% =0)
RHERE Edu F1E R ZBEH FE(F)
FE R Family size R GEEN TN
HBEFT 8] Farmlabor R BIFIE ST B I NEL ()
FHEWA Lnincome R PR BEFICA (L)
R2 REIXBEHFRA
Table 2 Scheme A based on choice experiment
Ja i A 5 B
Property Seed A Seed B
7= Yeild @ (11. 67 ~13.33 kg+-hm ~2) H172 (13,33 ~15. 33 kg-hm ~?)

H:F W] Period of duration

Hzh (95 ~ 105 d)

M ( >105 d)

B IR Loadging resistance AR EREITVN TR
P95 B4 Resistance toinsects and diseases (PTG 5 Ot FH A 25 5 k% LA 1) FrprE (it FH A 25 3 ~4 1R)
FhFHir#& Seed price/ (yuan-kg ") 2.0 3.0
L3 BERE ASHENRIHTINGE JL b R bR FHEE 0 % b 10 % TP

PR R R s 4 0 2l 3 RO de R AR 1 0 X T
Fe— REM TR & B B R 7 i B
BEARAE SO T A B IE , I TN ] 1 e 5 07 58
e R AR O 58, AR A NSO K7 L
RN

U, =U(X,,T,) +6,= Y (BX, +B,T,) +6, (1)
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(X, T) A i S HET7 58 7 9 m LI 788 3 i TR
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U; =By + Bp, ;Production2; + B, . Production3; +
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Table 3 Description of sample selection

At/ A A At (H AL Akt
Variable/ Type Variable value  Frequency  Proportion/%

FEA Hi X i 139 40. 41

The sample area H 88 25.58

R 117 34.01

ZATE M 5 197 57.27

Interviewee sex 4 147 42.73

Z Vi SRR [0,6] 136 39.53

Interviewee (6,9] 170 49.42

(9,16] 38 11.05

K EERLR [1,3] 156 45.35

Family scale (3,6] 172 50. 00

(6,12] 16 4.65

KEETFE ] [0,2) 19 5.52

Household labour force [2,5) 304 88.38

[5.8] 21 6.10

ARy [22,37) 22 6. 40

Age [37,52] 147 42.73

(52,67] 138 40. 11

(67,81] 37 10. 76

FKEEWA [100,10000) 41 11.92

Household income/J¢ [ 10000,50000) 170 49.42

[50000,90000) 82 23.83

[ 90000, 1200000 ] 51 14.83

Tl K I AR [0,0.2) 199 57.85

Soybean covered area/hm* [0.2,0.87) 108 31.39

[0.87,93.33] 37 10.76

1.2.2 #HABHEHE  WHEARKTT Ry E ik
FIAAT (K 4) 7 5 SUERTEX A b 2%
ORI PE IR IE S R e, U AR A 5 AR
WA ZE 90. 12% , )™ S ™ WA 22 52. 24%
80T 51 I C Y A €8T,k £ NI L D0 I 7 TR N
P TR PR AR L WA X A P
PE A2 GO PR 22 SN AT 19% .
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Table 4 The frequency of the attribute selection in the sample (%)
i HH M AR B d
Yeild Period of duration Lodging resistance Resistance to insects and diseases
Pifel et T &
= H w0 A B PR B3 A R ik ik
" ‘ ok TS TR
2.66  39.70 54.94 2.70 39.58 38.48 19.24 2.70 3.5 9372 2.70 37.84 39.06 20.40 2.70
. U B2 MR TR A W TR A, B
2 SLESH

2.1 ETRPEFRRFHXEMRBEENEITRG

2. 1.1 AR AHIERHIZIC Logit FAL
PEATA T R P AR R AT A3, S5 R A3k 5
fs o Forp BORE 1 A0 38 OR A R A i A K F
MR IR 2 [R5 T S2 DA B9 AR Ak
AREE KR 1 FIASAL 2 KRG A TR B R AR
WAL 1 RT L, R SR 4% M R AS AT A 2 /0
5% 0 E P S 3, Ul B 2R R g B 15 0 R

R A AN 3, X UL AR P A SRR R i X 1
PEPR B 3 BOR2 R, BRI 1 0 A JL IRl e
AR PR Rl B 4% TR P B 4 T R OR R
A5 T MEAR By o 2 LT R R 5 1) 3 R T 3 5 5K
SEAMRINER , BIH PR E T R MR 1 XE 5 R B Ak
Wi HRPRE AR, J 3 2 T R K A A4 o
L, AR R 4 SR [ S8 AN AR BRI Y
FBEFFEAZ BRI 1 JRITFITE

=

B
w Z

g

£S5 %t Logit EEMHITER
Table 5 The estimation of multiple logit model

S

Independent variable

172 Medium yield Production2

2572 High Grade yield Production3
F13 Medium duration Grow2
a2k Late duration Grow3
PifAR Lodging-resistant Daofu2
FHiK Medium lodging-resistant Pesticide2
EHU% High lodging-resistant Pesticidel
¥ Price Price
AL Age Age
53 Sex Sex
ZHBEFLEE Schooling Edu
FBE RIS Family scale Familysize
H i 5585 11 Household labour force Farmlabor
FEEW A Household income Lnincome

Cons

N

FE 1 T 2
Modle 1 Modle 2
flittHE fhiHE .
Estimated value Estimated value
-0.687 -2.02 -0.687 -2.02
2.650" " 4.67 2.650" " " 4.67
1.701 " "~ 3.25 1.701 "~ 3.25
-2.830" " " -8.48 -2.830"" -8.48
7.718* " 15. 81 7.718* " 15. 81
4.488" " 13.48 4.488" " 13. 48
1.423* "~ 4.25 1.488" "~ 4.25
-1.068" " -4.69 -1.068 """ -4.69
-0. 000 -0.00
0. 001 0.01
0. 000 0. 00
—-0.000 -0.00
0. 000 0. 00
-0.001 -0.01
-3.873" " " -20.93 -3.867"" " -6.36
5145 5145

VR AR P <0.1 P <0.05 Fil P <0.01 KPEEEES, FA,

and * " "

mean there are difference at P <0.1, P <0.05 and P <0. 01 levels.

The same below.
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WIS IR Ny« K7™ (Production] ) | 24
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&1 75 (Production ) |, A7 & ( Grow2 ) . B 2 ( Grow3) . PL
{H4R (Daofu2 ) | 477 9 HL ( Pesticide2 ) | 1= BT il 1
(Pesticidel ) ¥4 7E 1% ) W F 5T B3, -
(Production2) WI1E 10% 1 3 HAKT FAR B,

PR JT I, 75 7 (Production ) B AT 5 24 1E., 15 ]
TEHE SRR, S8 KR EM T, & R
SR REAE S AR P AR R RO X A S PR
&L 5 17 (Production2 ) A5 R 11 HAS i %, 1501]
Hh P R SL TR 45 A P I RO K 5 AR T
F 225 XA RE S AR AU I R R R A O

AF I, A Grow2) IIFF 5 N IE, BEHITE
HEFMAZR, 5 ARGHTHIL, hARE
FhFREAS T 25 R P B IR o X — S R AT 5 5K
SRV SIS R W NISR a  DE B b 8y o S o
Jea AR T )G, 77 e B s H AR E T A
(Grow3) BYFF5 Mt BEBHTE R 5 26 14F T, 5 R #OR
TP FAH L, B 2R A 2 R P RO, T
REAE N AR X R & — M AE 6 A b A2 i
J5 AT RERT AR G R T2 T H N — R YR
FEANIEE], 5340, ORI 09 48 J5 25 ok A AR KUK,
TR R S AN S e A e et A D R

PrE R J7 T, SR (Daofu2 ) .24 1E , B H
TEH SR AZ N, 5 EAR K SR AR LG, SR
KPR 25 4 i R S R A 8O, R (EIR 25
T IR LA ML s 7 , T Bt 81 AR b ¥~ RE 8 7E AR R
FREE bl fixX Rk

U DT T, Th BTG B (Pesticide2 ) | 1R BT
11 (Pesticidel ) A5 114 1F , 3 W 7E H B 554 A
AR, AR HUR G A AR L, AR P T ) T
FEh U A B R XA G R R,
AR HUIX — Ja M AT LA DR/ R G R Y AR 2 9k
FHAN ST B S B A A ; (H 0 HL (Pesticide2 ) Z 4L
82 X (L= T Ui R (Pesticidel ) , U BH FhT
(R0 L = O H A b B A2 00, X AT BB PR R
AP HO RIS R SR T i R, i Ak 24 3 bl
SR G WX . 5381, A% (Price ) 1 R AL
Sy, RO LR 1 #% 0 R ECH 1, BRI BE A RS
FFAA% B9 4 i, AR P R R AR | T, ROH K F
TR XA G LB O, AR P i 1] T LR B9 A A
OB Ky W =S NSRS e
2.1.2 BHaFRMEZSE  WRAEER S hER AT
M P AR (4) B Hoe i P8 B AR
A5, A DL B T A 7K P R R v K SF A 4 B

i, N3k 6 Fos. e/ m @ty m, i S8 /i
EAHTE, &7 A= i ) 2. 48 Ji-kg ™' s AE B WA
PEJT T, TP LB 1,59 Je-kg ™', MR B L EVIG
2.65 G- kg™ PR JE M 1, PUEAR R
7.23 Jt-kg ™ PO B M I, TP A AR ST
AU 4.20 g6 - kg™, FPUR HL AR BTN R 1,33
Jeekg ',
F6 BHKEHENEEKEHNE

Table 6 The value of attribute levels relative

to baseline level (yuan-kg™')
mt JR MK AR B
Property Property level Relative value
=i Yeild s 0
B 2.48
HF ] Period of duration A 1.59
M 4 -2.65
FifaRE Lodging resistance EIRELLIN 7.23
B Het: L A 4.20
Resistance to insects and diseases =P 1.33

2.1.3 BHEMEHAS  RIER 6 FrR iy K B RN 5
JEYEPRANE , X 4% T8 MK S AT HEF . K
e E R MY I, 45 8 M KOF B9 2 55 A s 2K
WU w7 > ™ = P e F B V)7 i, 45
JEMEAKT- BTN A R = AR UOR: : Thah > FLk >
M FEDTEAR M v 0 T, 45 8 1 AKCE I 2 5
B FR = B AR O - Uk > BIR ZE D0 vk )8
PEIT T, 25 J& P 7K 1 28 5% 18 Hh o B IR IR 2
thy AL > E U AL > IR L.
2.2 FEMEREHNXEZHHFMNETRH

PRI DX S PN A FhoRE R 5 s AN AR ], 7
AMFE T, R FAE TR 5 FEAS AR RY 28.50%
TR S B A A EE 29. 90% , FEAERREEY &
5. 10% , FIFVER 5 [ 36. 50% ; KRG H T2 H
di bl 58.4% A T EF KRG mEARAEREE
PR, 29 173 R AR A B AN, AT RESUE K0
JR RN PR A, 5 R B P R R S
W25 S AT RS N R £ 7 A 5 e, LA R 7 K LA
BT TH A B AR 3, A58 3 R 4 356
SPFEARERSEAT TR AT,
2.2.1 BMAZR A KT LHAKEMEFBE
JE R AR 1 0 LSO TG 3 S ) 2508, 4 AR
FER U T R A R AR i, BRI R  Ran3R
7 FiN, HERTTAL 4 SRR TR A T A
55, U HH A AR RN O R4
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Table 7 Multiple Logit models based on different soybean cultivation uses

JE T bR K= i Soybean uses
Auibute index ikt A Tkt (T

i _ . .

Production2 0. 002 0.00 -0.127 -0.22 3.065* " 2.35 -2.570" " -2.91
Medium yield

iy | . |

Production3 1. 010 1.08 0. 980 1. 16 3.409 " 1.77 5.220" " 4.40
High yield
Grow2 1.852"* 2.51 1.279* "~ 3.00 -1.174 -0.70 4.937*** 4.28
Medium duration
15 24
Grow3 -1.623*** =273 -1.765*** -3.96 -4.624 -1.38 -3.345* "~ -8.82
Late duration

EIREILTN _ . .

Daofu2 6. 715" 8. 86 5.345" " 10.33 6.713 " 1.88 13.430" "~ 8.55
Lodging-resistant

TR - . . .

Pesticide2 3.372% " 6.16 3.531" " 8.12 3.168" 1.85 7.237" " 8.29
Medium lodging-resistant

=R . .

Pesticidel 0. 387 0. 69 0. 601 1.17 1. 691 1.21 2.963" " " 3.82
High lodging-resistant

ik ) s

Price -0.418 -1.23 -0.176 -0.79 -0.503 -0.88 -2.772* " " -5.04
Price
Constant -5.324**" -10.26 -5.231*** -11.49 -4.957*** -6.04 -4.075***  -16.98
N 1893 1986 342 2430

TE R S FHAE whoR 5 ) B 2 i & AT, e
( Production2 ) & 7= ( Production3 ) | 555 HT75 HL ( Pesti-
cidel ) FMi4% (Price) AN 2, A P Xt = 5 8 7
PO HUME LD K s R 2R AN DG, B R P R B
FHUAE B, A= s 77 i K 7 45 4 P B R K
SRR ETE B 3 25 1, R AT RE B 22K Y
JE R EL AT, AR 7 v A R O L Y R AR
T A U KV S AR AR R ST R
F 20, U 3L (Pesticide2 ) 1, LI FE H B 5%
PEARASIE, 5P AR A KGR 4 e, TR s
HUMER R SR T RE S 1T 45 4R B I RUT AP AR
P PR R ST BBl TR 55, 75 WAL 2 R
2 BT BT B R BT HUE B S RT RE T A
BEREPR G AR 7 60 L it B A7 A B BE, AL, R P B
HRT R hUE R R T,

R R T DA T, A P X A PR32 1A ¢
F,HmEE KRG R, A&7 N8, b
(Grow2) A5 Rk, Ui 7 H B A A2 I, R
AR TR FAHLG, th 2 K SR 7B 4 e

SR AU AT T 24 ( Grow3) AT 1, 1 B
TERAE AT, 5 RAR KRG M T AL, B iy R
LA ST 23 BEARAR 7 BRSO K-

TE R 5L AR 48 BE I, A 2 ((Grow2 ) | B 3
(Grow3) =¥ HL ( Pesticidel ) F141 4% ( Price ) AS i,
F L VLA P 0 v s i 2R O U AN RS T
e = N PSS PNGR Y (L YN B
b IR FEERL, R, RS2 R KRR R
PRI B 5 0 5 v (Production2 ) 1 7 ( Pro-
duction3 ) YT 5B R 1E , BEATEH B A ERT, 5
= AR LR AR L, v B30 7 (9 K LA 1 4R B
g m A RN K, HLE 7™ (Production3 ) 224X
A4 XS (B T P ™ (Production2 ), Ul BH v 7 A4 b1
ARG 5 B 32 0, 3 A 4 S BRI O, R B R
AR R MR B B AT B OGS I
X R G AR I T v R, AR P 5 M ] R 4
e HUE ) R LR AT R Y R S A T
AETE A2 AR, S B0™ FE 8™, Al R BUR B R,
LR 2, A R AR Z B N1 1, AR
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PR U AR BB A ASGEE S S B e (AT
FE XS N 358 e A K S AR, 96 FH ves B A R o2 ]
P AR A L,

ERGRVERNF B, £ 8 PR An 45 R 3 W 3
A P ) TREBEPTEMR R ™ B b BT R
KEMTF,

WFFE I, A P Fpi K S DLIRHE (5l
fim ) B BN O 3 R A A R i ) T R B BT ARAR
T B | R A R TR, R R TR P BE R
WA LA 5 5 R S AR, 4R 7 Dt ] T 4T
e NN RE /IR St G = Wl iU NI e 5% B3 DO B 3
FIERRA W K S HAER TR, AR
PREEE RIS I 3 XA P B B8R K T 5 ) e R, A P
Pt i) FREBEBUER & b e B R
it
2.2.2 BHEATMEEE WRIEET PG
IS PR A (4) B oA AR AR e A

G D 8 1 S NS i =S 6 G O N v e 3 /S
FRIIBRNE, G5 R AR 8. MIETT TR K, BITE 4
ORI R & A 3 b, 7 it J@ vk, AR AR R
SRR, o HAR R 5 1318 Tt kg T
TSR 3 Fp &R, = 5067 M EME. HT
11t S A Tl S L 2 = el B [ s 1| =
4.84,11.14,13.56 f13.76 ot-kg ™', =B MBI
T, AR RORE G DR R 4 R & i
L 51 2 8.86,14. 54, —4.66 F13.56 TG -kg ',
Mt b LA I 7. 76,20, 06,18, 38 F12.42 J5+kg ™'
rEMRIE M, H Tk SRR R
iF, BT ER b B R 2 ) 32012, 60. 74, 26. 70 Fil
9.68 JG - kg ™' o P AR P I, T R
TR S L SRR D L R s S A R 3 o 2 =
8.07,40.12,12.60 F15.22 70 -kg ", B i H A
B A 1.86,6.82,6. 72 F12. 14 5t -kg ™',
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Table 8 The marginal value of the attributes of different soybean cultivation uses (yuan-kg™')
J& JE& MK ik L Tkt ¥
Property Property level Oil plants Bean products Fodder Seed
7e4r Yeild s 0 0 13.18 0

e 4.84 11. 14 13. 56 3.76
H-F ] Period of duration A 8. 86 14. 54 -4.66 3.56
65 22 -7.76 -20. 06 -18.38 -2.42
Pk Lodging resistance EIREILIN 32.12 60. 74 26.70 9.68
P B Resistance to insects and diseases e L 16. 14 40. 12 12. 60 5.22
EUE R 1. 86 6. 82 6.72 2.14

2.2.3 BMOEEE A RS nIH, BARA AR
REWHEA T2 BN S ER  RE L E 4 Ff
FHIE X R A 5 Ja AN 1 B 1 P 4 R — By, B
REL7 i Jgw P71, 4% 8 P 7K P B 2 A0 {8 H v 2
RARYTE: 7= > ™= > = R fE A 5 W R J7
T, 25 JB K B 255 (8 e BUR AR U - P >
T > W e BT B P 7 T, 4% R KR B 22
DO A e EVERAR R - PUEIR > IR 7T
JE DT T, 4% Ja R 2K B 22 5 (E e BRI
S HPHUR IR > PR > IRPTR L
2.3 ERXREmMNEEEBUEMERE

LR IRIAT DX 3 A AL ) R R i A P i 13 R
B35 MREL9 5 I 10 5 A 14 A R PEARE
LA WA 9 o ASSCLAAR P i R 4 B K E
JE S, I 4 FpOR SR M S E I M E TR
HRTGIRYENE, N AR ST TR B0 35 T A
REMBFEENE T8 LA IX SR G A1 5 A

PR B AR Y R K2 5o ik e AT 375, i 4
RAFAE— B R A1, FLR AR 6 2 A 7 | e 28 31
PR L, AT LU 7R ER i3 L, 1%
T RAT BB I, ABUE A {E D 0 (SEBR
PIRT0) AT LARR G 3 5 BYS5 2R Al 4% K
SLan i JEm AR E A T E. R 8. 9 X
FU TR, 25 DR A ol e P A (8% 78 1 3% ol
RERTHHE , 1 3 W R AR 1 19 28 5 (B
SERRAN o B RS DAY B PR BUR XK R
FAPEAT T IRAEEAMY , T IX — 070 ARl 5L A
A EARAL T, AT S BOR SR 7 M O IR TR =
AP RIS B A, BRSO R R A 32
ZIRhT RS SEAT T B, AT AR BRI, 2 i K
AT R Y 5 — RN AEAR AR K B
2 RGO HE 7 R LA X AR A 45 AR 2 Ao
TRHILR I KL A1) T ix SE AU TETE RS ) 1 BUR
KERBHITZ T
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Table 9 The common attributes and prices of soybean breed in Shandong

s T 14 wE95 W 35 5 10 = hET 13
Variety Hedou 14 Xudou 9 Zhonghuang 35 Lindou 10 Zhonghuang 13
i Yeild {958 %™ = %™ 7
HH W Period of duration 2 B i i i
YifERM: Lodging resistance i ¥ B B .

Hifi ik Resistance to insects and diseases CEE g e G LRk

i35 ks Market value/ (yuan-kg ') 6.00 6. 00 8. 00 10. 00 12. 00

4 FJE M SANE Total value of 4 property/ (yuan-kg™") 8.40 13.70 11.14 16. 88 21.84

3 g5

3.1 #ig

AHIFFE R L AR 48 K G R P %) S b 3R 9
i, IRl A% Rl R S R RO 1k o Hh % 0L 32
VEPE S0 VA B0l S Bl T A AR B AR K T R R
LRI, BT 20T Logit BERIBESY TR KL AAH
o R0 5 e P () S R A 4, 7 L AL Atk B R
545 8 MK ST AT T i 1 7K T 1 22 5 L, DA T A
I8 R G BT M (= A T S A AR R TR, (B
PRI AR SC I F 92 2598 2 7 1 REE 28 UF 4
FIE PR 2R X8 326 56 it 4 TFC 8 3 5 ) A A 7R 1 Lk I
FE, GEBEFRAE PR 2R ) 2 B8 A 4 18 A 1 35 i I R 3
T A M IX R ERP R . RSO 458 T -

(1) AHIFFE LI ™ 28 B R AV B B ik
ISRV S E SIS i NI R ) TR R IR IR e
R <= 587 B (B AR R, &5 F AR ™ M (8 =
4.96 Ji-kg ™', P HL LG 3,18 Jh kg T MR L
K 5.3 o kg ™' UEUR LB R 14. 46 JG-kg ™',
HL i B AR LS 8. 40 JC kg, BB L L
BT R 2,66 TG -kg ™' o F AT XK B i
PAESEATHEIT : =™ > b = K", th > B>
W2, e L > W o B > IRPUe AL, SR >
IR o HBFIE S J AT A, AR P B R A e L
Ty R R KSR T

(2) 4 7 BivRE K S0 FH 3815 O - K 00 AR Tk
() o5 A AR Y 28, 50% |, i T s 5 B R Y o
F 29.90% , FYERDENY) 5 b 5. 10% , FFEFP 5t
36. 50% ;78 4 JEANTR] K 5 b b, AR Rl R
SRR th P s TR R 3 R &R
= S EA . BRI, BARAR PR R K
SR T 22 5, B K S 5 M 0k M e
FA—F,

(3) RAAE P 5 by & 1% DO b K 5 8 A 4],
B ARG R BN, R 14 R 9 5
HEE 35 G T 10 5 R B 13 9 JE M SV (S R

8.40,13.70,11. 14 ,16. 88 F121. 84 ji-kg ™", MiH
A& 43 42 6,6,8,10 F112 JG-kg ™', it n] Ui,
KA AT A& BT K G s PR S e, K
NS M T (B T A A

3.2 &

(1) LAA P Qi & ok 5 1), A B0 P M AF A 4T
7 PUER TR BT HORE B R
FAE— B AR BT R . R it AR DGRBS N fin K
W TIRE IR T 45 Hb DX AR RRAE DL SR A
7=, 43 B e AL b i) BRI BT ESE S B A R R i A
AW E L R 2, Sk TR B, R DI R
T R AR RO R A B A BRI R e AR
FAPAE R 0 BRAR 1 o

(2) FeF T 75K K G B0 & R & R T 42
BT E i PR HER A, AR PRI R S
BARE, EU LM KREHUEH, RGBT Y
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O, WEIE 2R RS 5 KGR, {2 KRG
M HEZE R RS R

(3) BURF L Ik 2 % K 2 4% 19 T, Fh
Al 7T EEA — 1R 2 (A ke g — 2 R i A
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KEFF B HE 25 0 4 5 K 7 il T 3 19 55 SR A0 A
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