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Soil stoichiometry characteristics of alpine meadow at its different degradation stages.
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Abstract: To clarify the soil stoichiometry characteristics of alpine meadow at its different degra-
dation stages, the native Kobresia meadow, mildly degraded meadow, and seriously degraded
sandy meadow were selected to measure their soil organic carbon (SOC), total nitrogen (N),
total phosphorous (P), and total potassium (K) contents at different soil depths. With the deg-
radation of alpine meadow, the SOC, N, P, K, C: N, C: P, C: K, N: P, N: K, and P:
K in 0-100 cm profiles presently a decreasing trend, and SOC was most sensitive to the degrada-
tion, followed by total N, P, and K. The SOC and N in top (0-20 cm) soil could be used as
the most sensitive indicators for the degradation degree of alpine meadow. The vertical distribu-
tion of SOC, N, P, and K differed with the degradation stage of the alpine meadow. For native
Kobresia meadow and mildly degraded meadow, the SOC, N, P, K, C: N, C: P, C: K, N:
P, N: K, and P : K in 0-40 cm soil layer decreased sharply with soil depth, but those in 40—
100 em soil layer had a slow decrease and tended to be stable; for seriously degraded sandy

meadow, these stoichiometry characteristics remained unchanged with soil depth.

Key words: alpine meadow; degradation; stoichiometry characteristics; vertical distribution.
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- TR AR XS FHE ) 00 A 2 S B 1
F , TR R 5 AR O AL 250 5 4 7= 1K
(XU 55,2010) . = €M) RS R G0 L8 AL
fe A AW AT BEAZ — LE RIS R 1Y
Wi, 451 A ARG 3L L % RN S 7K %5 ( Hobbie et al. ,2000;
Yang et al. ,2010) , 5HAESRGHM L, &5
LS REMPRZE K RRSAE, SRR+
R fb2E TR RRE T (Yang et al. ,2010)

AT 2EA ST T LAE ) 20 4D 50 48
R, R KAEAE R R G IR, 20 it 90 4F
TRLLSKR Ak 2 2 B S 1 2R G Ak R A
I WAE bl b A 25 RGP B I 5E (Elser et al.
2000; Sterner & Elser, 2002; % 4 4= F1 5k 2% [H |
2010) o IEAFER A AL AT 2E T E Y & R AR,
XUEHF gy FEAE T 1) X, C : N @ P b2 s
¥ J5y be FLBK 5 K K J7 18 ( Han et al. ,2005; He et
al. ,2008; Han et al. ,2011);2) i AEXFRE?SE N = P
FEARAYFENE ( Zhang et al. ,2004) ;3 ) AN [a] 18 25 B B
PeAREY M LR N = P HERAA L I N P 1kt
TERAAE Bl AR 2 AR G R AR A FE R AR (02448
45 20105 BBEHRSE 2010) ;4) bR e Sk
BREGFER LR (Yu et al. ,2010) . SR, LAAEXT
i b AT P U b 2 T i R IR B A R R (A% J)
IR 2 |kt - 9 U B A4 T B R A i F 55 4
X8/ (Yang et al. ,2010)

o FE R A S R G T RRER I M BT RS
AR BREE 2 | Xof DX 3l A0 A2 A RN 28837 0 i iy SRR
BRGNS, FARAA T N (2N,
2010; Yang et al. ,2010; FIHi%F,2011), LI3gilh
i, 305 Y 433 km KA E Y R B 20H 24 200
km LT E RGBS, FHIR L 2 8RR
BKONERE T 0855 , R 1) < 2A 4= 0™ AVD AR D )
KR (EmVEEE,2010) o BCAS [R1E Ak B B vy 2E
i) A 3 b A e U B R G B (AR IE TR B IR AT AT
ST I, AR SC LI v i LA SR 1 e 9 R A
Skt G ok e FE R IR AL R A S A R R R
JEEAR b ) R S VDb A 3 AR BT A A R
PRIEFTIRSY, LA 4E 7 o 2 R A AR At A2 b 4 1 ik
RUBEEP L L B RRAE 1 AR AR A8 R, o v FE R A 2
RGBT B (912 W i 8 1 A ORI SR 4 4R
i, I R AR S IR PR (LR 2K 4

1 HARMXREHARTE
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il B Hm A 1 M — A sl 8 67 T
B 3, HOR A PR, T I3 SR, M
PR 7 9 1 i 2R 3 (33°06/30"N—34°30"15"N,
100°45'45"E—102°29'00"E ) , ¥§ 4k 3300 ~ 4806 m,
A HETE AR 96.05 J7 hm? , I 45 KIREIHb 85.87 77
hm? , i BB 89. 5% , BT FH b 83. 03 J7
hm?, (5 HEH A TR 9 96. 7% S A5: LA 5 FE IR =,
(G A RHE AR 1 ~2 °C L, T SRR 253. 6 °C,F
WIRGE 7.5 m - s B KK 36 m - 71, 24F KK
HAE77.1 d(8 LI L) 4F H R4 2583. 9 h 4R
K 615.5 mm, AEFE K 13534 mm, F & 3K
R Fof) 4, R IR A LR kR e
TMTERALSR 4320 Z B Re i E 55 ,2010) o A B
T LATS B 1 B8 5 55 ( Kobresia humilis ) (R}
)55t 5 (Stipa aliena) -5 ( Festuca ovina) FIHERHR
P ( Elymus nutans ) | 3% B9 G 922 B2 2% ( Po-
tentilla anserina) N L H M, B EBF 1 Bl 2441 3% 46
( Anemone obtusiloba) ¥ WLFRN , 1 A£G HoAth 22 75 11
PR FE B A
L2 BT
121 HPAMAA LU ARG ST DX i 9 )
FRIR A AR B, ) P 2 M) A AR I 8] 5 85 18 05 v
(JEARP A 2005) , 7E [ —iR L R4 L 3EEL T 3 Fh
SRAURFE | R J5UAE 8 5 5 ) (33°457297'N, 101 °40”
39"E, 4K 3503 m) 2 REIRAL F A (33°537147'N,
102°08"29"'E,, 344 3423 m) FIyb L #i i) (33°54'47"
N,102°10'38"'E, #§4k 3438 m) . 5 FEHAH ¥ 35 5
FY AR ACE AR S LK (0 ~ 20 em ) 4N
R 1R, &RHHIE BRI, #IZSE <10°
FRF- 2 e FE ), JiU A o e e ) R IR Al ) 1
gerp FE LI VR g rh FEEE LI R
NE AR B R A RD R A D TR IR ML
) kL B K TR IR A R A, AR s e )
FEPIPE T R R s ) th R R RIS R
AHTA]ZH 8, YAl B 3 A R BRIYS R LA )
A 35 5 ( Kobresia tibetica) KE9 25155 3% ( Potentilla
anserina) % w5 ¥ ( Kobresia humilis ) | 5%t 5% ( Stipa
aliena) JEFEEL ( Scirpus pumilus) S5 ( Leymus seca-
linus) 2B 46 #5225 ( Carex atrofusca ) FUHLH: 25 B2
( Kobresia robusta) 5% .
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Table 1 Plant community types and main characteristics in alpine meadows of different degradation stages
FEHL bk 5 e ) e 36 L] 0 ~20 cm BRI A AL (% )
(%) (%) F Wik e 23
(<0.02 mm) (0.02~0.05 mm) (0.05~2 mm)
JE A e A 92+1 PR (82) M TK(5) & 6 3.4%0.7 80. 1+2.4 16.5+1.7
/4
B IR Ak R ) 9242 SEE(29) YR K (16) 26 3.220.6 67.4+5.2 29.425.7
TR FERER/9
[t AR 5+0 M (3.4) BB (1.4) 5 0 0.80.2 99.220.2

HDH %0 5

FAFEHBELEEI 3 A 1 mx1 m B9RETT, A

3.5 em By LB R RAE L AR AL BURE R 2y
0~10.10 ~20.20 ~40 .40 ~60 .60 ~80.80 ~ 100 cm
to )2, HAFEMIL 18 MRS LA, 3 AL 54
R =
12,2 HIEFRPNGE AT SRR AR 52
B m BT, ZRERAE R AR RT3
W), SR IR IR AL 7 (2 mm ) I BE#%4 60 H
O TS HLET S i R R B AR Ak - A i Bk
SE R LR E BB E ; 28R NaOH i
WE-FRBR T L AR E , T JCEE R THE I E 4B
MELE R T EIT, 0~100 em + I3 BRI
FRATE TN 0 ~ 10,10 ~20 em +HEFLL 10% Fi
20 ~40 40 ~60 .60 ~80 .80 ~100 ¢cm ;L) 20%
) S,
1.2.3 Geitortr RJH SPSS Giit o Mk i 41
(SPSS 16. 0 for Windows , Chicago , USA ) X} £ #1748
o, AR IER SR 2EF REEHZHIL
B E SRR AT 7 22 VRS 5 T 2R i 45 2R
HFEHE SR AT LSD kAT 2 H LU 4 7 2R IR 4 2R
FAEFFMH, WA Tamhane’ s T2 T2 & s, o
1720 ORI 2% B e 5y A SRR (LA e
JRAIES, B In(a+1) ) LA R TEZS 041 25K A ANO-
VAR, TEZS A PG 26 R A R BEAF % -7 oK
W T (one-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) .

2 HRE5HM
2.1 BIEAYLER R e ARl

PR AL BT ,0 ~ 100 em THERY A HLIR 4
AR BTG, B IA R R
fSFERMAEASVYA M (F£2), NEASR
T PR R A, A AL 2 2 A
BRE R RIEAR T 38% 36% 33% 8% ; M\ A 2
R ] | A A 1 B B S I 7 o = W o S Bl
FEEALT 95% .92% 54% 37% . X FHAE
FA B FE 0 ~ 100 em HIHEAHLIR AR AL
8 LA B 4 B AR AT ) R B AR VR >

TR B AN R R LR 2R &
B4 A S i R B RS (- 1) . Bl
AR, R RIR B 35 43 B 5 0 1R B A
BN TR] (B 1) TR AR s e o) 4 B 3R b 7] 1Y)
AP AN A R R G R R
JOITT AR AV 5 17T L A e ) R R A o o) 11 4 458
S DA S VDA A Y A AL R SR
ST B A T TR B O 1 0 A PR REAS A (A
1) )220 em HHEAHLERIY LB R BN R IR 1k
Ffa) (57% ) > Jit A v R ) (52% ) > YD Ak = )
(20% ) ; SA HLEK B LA AL, 22 20 em 34
R LB IR 4% B IR AL ) (51% ) >R A i R B
1 (50% ) >UPALFA (20% ) 5 TR )Z 20 em HHES
WA LU ) 2R B A A O R B ) (32% ) ST IR fh B
1 (25% ) > A (21% )

B = SRR (0 3G , A R ) RN AR
AL 1) - A LK AR 2 R AE 0 ~40 cm
TP B, 7E 40 em DLF 1B RRIF T RUE
A ) B R R AL A, R)2 0 ~20 em +

£2 0~100 cm TIEHEVR SR . SHNLESE (g- kg™')

Table 2 Content of SOC, N, P and K in soil within 0-100 cm

Ffa) A EERiIR X0 el

J A i R ) 26.29+3.56 a 2.2420.25 a 0.7120.04 a 17.1220.49 a
RRA R ) 16.39+1.70 b 1.44%0.13 b 0.48+0.01 b 15.70£0. 84 b
b E A 1.24£0.01 ¢ 0. 18+0. 00 ¢ 0.33+0.01 ¢ 10. 70+0. 08 ¢

BAE A A 22 | A R FhE 3R 3 MR 2R A7E 0 ~ 100 em LI 25 53R % (P>0.05) , AN FhE R 22 5 % (P<0.05)
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Fig.1 Content and proportion of organic carbon ( C) , total nitrogen (N) , phosphorus (P) and potassium ( K) in soil with

different depth

BB N bR 22 R[] TR 3 o ) 2 BT [ R E 18 0] A 28 5 1 (235 (P>0. 05) , AN 7 REROR 225+ .35 (P<0.05)

A LR 4 R B o IR T 31% |
35% 1 47% , W\t A v R fe) B0 AR R ), 0 ~ 20
em I B | 45 R A8 5 5 4 0 BE AR
T 98% 97% 10% F132% , H40, kbt %2+
AT RS | 4 ORI i () LU A9 2y S 300 T A i
) N AR AL R ) TR 2 A ML A2
1) b ) 2 B Sk A (T 1)
2.2 HHEAHUR 2R UM e ks
e R AL AR, 0 ~ 100 em IO A
B B HL BRET L U H  EURR EE AR L S B
IRAYRE S IR EUEL BB b | 0 L A0 U8 He e A
o LR AR R AR AL R (VR R B 2T (R 3)

DA g ) B R AR A ) IR AL
WL RSP LE  ZURE LU VB LR L A I B T
3% 1% 32% 4% .30% 1 27% ; M JFAE & B 5 )
NV Ak w0 B R LD B L BB HE AU
L U LU RN B A L 43 i BE AR T 43% \90% \92% |
82% 87% M 26% , XKWIFERL MRt #rp,0 ~
100 em - 3EA HLAK 45 4 0 LS4 B AR Y A2

1o FE AR b o B R [ R 8 - A i L
Bl L RS LG 0B LU | EUH LU RN B L 2 AR
kass (B 2) , 34, B Rf R Ak AN IR B £
IR L B L BRHR HE U L | U E DL R
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Table 3 Ratiosof C: N, C: P, C: K, N:P, N:K, and N : K in soil within 0-100 cm

LN B C:N C:P C:K N:P N:K P: K

JE A v A 11.71+0.31 a 36.86+3.10 a 1.54+0.24 a 3.15+0.19 a 0.1320.02 a 0.04+0.00 a
B2 R b R ) 11.36+0.22 a 34.32+3.85 a 1.05+0.13 b 3.0220.25 a 0.090.01 a 0.03x0.00 b
Vb B ) 6.73+0.15 b 3.78+0.13 b 0.120.00 ¢ 0.56+0.01 b 0.02+0.00 b 0.03+0.00 b

BN I bRl 2 | R B MR 28 80K 3 P B 2 0 ~ 100 em H3ERIAY 25 R B35 (P>0.05) , ANRIFERRR 225 535 (P<0.05)
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Fig.2 Ratiosof C: N, C: P, C: K, N:P, N: K, and N : K in soil with different depth
BB VI E R i 2 5 A0 R B3R 3 R fa) S B AR ] R B2 L 38 ) 1) 22 S AN B3 (P>0. 05) , SR - BER R 25 53 i 35 (P<0.05)

B L 18 T A P AN TR DA ) - Y
W EL B EL U He | U B DA R B L R £
TR 1 14 0 T R AR, T AR R L A S R R
Z AT R 2 5 e AR AL A Y R IR AL
el L BB EU  UR LL | U B DL B B B
SR P 114 1 o 2 AR A e A T U ) - S 1 sk
R BB LG B AR LE AR L U B DA K B LL R
T IRUREE I INEAR MRS, S 4b, i 4 4
/“‘EB’\JiEﬂu,JEE%HE’@%ﬂié&“@%%ﬁlﬂ%ﬂ@
T U EL Bl EL B HL | UM Lb | U L RN EL AR
0 ~40 cm LR N, 75 40 cm DL F 218 LI
TREE?2),

RIS i .
3.1 EFERERE B A PR 2R e
X fe 9 ) AR A ) BURR

EFER )R AR 0 ~ 100 em 3 HLEKR |
R AN AR AR X R 0 ~
100 em - 3EA BRI 2 T8 B A a1 19 SO M I
A B EAY BUSPE MR RS . 35l S A
BB 0 ~20 em 1Y A HURRAR T 75 44 H 1% 8
SRR B I INGER S 2 & e T SEY AR I[P
JER A DL & 2 (AR BEAE 2005) 1 5 H 2
JE IR AR ] (9122 W 3R WL B 1 A Y X R W
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Fel v € ) AT R T I 0 () TSRO T

TEA AR AL B 2 FE /L) 0 ~ 100 em +IEHT
T BB AL B ) (57 % ) NG 5 55 ) (529% ) B3R
JZ 20 em TEEA BRI L HE T 2RAEBRGTH
KA (45% ) (1 1) 5 {H J2 BE A vy 2 0 ) 1) 1 B2 IR
b, = EH VAL A R )2 20 em - 5EH HLEK 19 L B
(20% ) 2 i T B 20 A T 4 BRK P (Jobbagy &
Jackson,2001) , [AJFEHL, 5 IR L B A (51% ) A

LR (50% ) B93R)2 20 em 34 Y L A5
T RERAS RGOV EIKT-(39% ) (K 1) B2

e R ) ) AR RE R Ak, T VD AL B ) R R 20 em
TIERREIG] (20% ) 2T B AR T4 5koK
- (Jobbagy & Jackson,2001) ., 3% BIAHXS T 45k
HAARAE X, T A= i e ) A R Al e 1Y
AR N 42 oA B i P B ) A AILAR A 42
R HR)ZA I3 A1 7T BE H = FE R A HE AR R T2 Ak
7345 A & ( Jobbagy & Jackson,2000; Yang et al. ,
2009) , fHIE B i € ) 4 ELIR AL, Y R
AR JZ 3 DL A 42 R 2 8 FAIG, T2 LA AL
AN AR AR B s TIRZ T (& 1), I,
FKJZ 20 em 1Y L IEAHUBRFN 42 E AT AE g RAE 5 FE 5L
A4 RGBT B IR U TR FR MR R .

J A v R (32% ) R IR AL ) (25% ) Fil
YMEEA (21% ) )2 20 em 13 2B H 4] 3T
T 2RSS RGNV EIKT (49% ) 5 J5i A s mim
] (19% ) JRERAL B ) (21% ) FIVDALE ) (20% )
L2 20 em TSR AR T 2RAET R
G- 44 7K (31% ) (Jobbagy & Jackson,2001)
X R WA T A BR A AR 4 X, AN ] 1R Ak By B ey 7€
T 1 WA 2 H 0 A R, HLBE A R
FERLA) IR AL TR T S4B L BB MR A 1A
() IR Al B B e FE R ) 3 B Y LU PR R RRE
3.2 kAT O FE R R AR A IR
F14) i) 37

SRR A S R G TP K (C 2 N s
P=186 : 13 : 1) (Cleveland & Liptzin,2007 ) #H Lt , A
[Fi) 1R A i B ey 2 ) ) e 280 LG L B LG A UM L 2
BAK, FEEFA AR AL AR BE T AR A L ik
WL BB L AR LL BV L LA R B L B
A I ANTR] B H SRR B A 3G N, D A i e
IR R R B AL B L BB L A
LE B LB LEAE O ~ 40 em S B I BE0, 78 40
em DL A2 BRI TARE i v0 A 5 fa) 18 19 ik

AL BB L BB L R L U L DA R LE B
A IR R AR A (8 2)

5 A DL 4 EAE L, AR AR By
Bt A AN R B S A S 4R AR O AR E | X
SR T AN AR 2 R G T R A L R A R R E B &5
(Cleveland & Liptzin,2007 ; Yang et al. ,2010) , [F]H}
AN AR B2 - S A LU AR R e AT & A2 a2y
AR HEA SN, B LA 5 A9 T i 2 — R R
A A 38 5 A3 5 HAH R B8 AH X [ 5E F 32 00 ik
(Sterner & Elser,2002) , {H 2[Rk i B i) 1%
B LU AT B LG 3R 1 Bt 1 SRR B 10 1 o 22 AR
A FTRE R T IR )= - T R ) 40 A AR B DA B A
AR RS 5 T ( Callesen et al. ,2007)
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