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tion rate of litter for main domi-
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Table 1 The aciual value of litter lost rate of main dominant plants
L A ® Months
Plant species 1 z | 3 i 4 | 5 s | 7 | s 8 | 10 | 1 12
* x 9,06 [ 0,30 | 1,90 [ 2,55 [ 4,02 | 7,27 [13,66 [26.73 (28,06 | 28,87 ‘29.11 29,32
Leymus chinensis
ARLETS 0,08 | 0,37 | 1,50 | 2,85 { 5.4 10,14 21,23 |30,42 [34,32 | 85,30 35,67 15.76
Lathyrus
guinquenervius
o i 0,08 | D.47 | 1,68 | 3.64 | B.82 [14,74 (22,08 (30,69 (44,93 | 47,80 | 48,79 | 49,02
Suaeda glauca
» % 0,05 | 0,35 | 1,30 | 8,58 | 6.88 [14,05 (22,33 (97,32 (41,30 | 44,02 | 44,57 | 44,72 .
Artemisin anethifolia
», S 0,03 ] 0,96 | 1,11 | 2,68 ) 6,12 | 9.86 |17.45 29,35 |32,07 | 85,58 | 34,08 | 84,27 -
FPuccirnellia tenuiflora .
I - 0,05 | 0,87 | 1,00 | 2,219,493 | 6,15 |12,49 |23.72 |25,55 | 26,08 | ze.31 | 28,62
Calamagrostis epigejos
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Fig,z The seasonal changes of lost rate of main dominant plants in Leymus chirensis grassland -
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Table 2 The contents of N and C in litier of six planis

L BET L i v & | w % \ £FF
Plant species | Leymus i Laihrus Sueadal Arfemisia Puccinellic | Calamagrostis
chinensis ' quinqguenesvius | glauca | anethifolia tenuiflore }epgejos
Ngm = 0.369 ' 0,601 ' 0,827 0,507 0,487 | 0.305
N content( 25 ‘
Cagp ! 42,16 . 43,18 19,28 40,12 41,32
C content 1
C/N [ 114,25 71,85 La[.as 67,20 ; 91,85 l 135,47
56
i a
L) 2 -—lﬂ-l.eaf
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S ] SN B -3 Root
[ o 0
e E);-
KT 2 85
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o L
o B,
#E
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L ot in N EXIL I
g B T 'Sﬂiﬁ- ]@1‘
C/N Months
B3 HEErrS®SC/NER B o4 FEef, X BHREREGER
Fig.3 The relationship between litter Fig.4 The comparison of decomposition rate among
decomposition and C/N leaf,stem and root of Leymus chinensis
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Table 3 The chemical composition of different dead organ of Leymus chinensis

# 0w | AR l TR | B | AR

Organ Organic carbon ISolubility carbohydrate! Amylum | Nitrogen Lignin C/N
(%> | (%) ' (%> (%> (%)

ot Leaf 47,61 2,52 R o518 ! 318 | stz

% Btem 50.05 1,69 7.47 0,28 I 3.32 178,78

& Root 47,94 a,.04 ’ 8.5 0,21 ‘ 2,44 |:23.2s

i
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Table 4 The meode]l of litter decomposition of main communities

itd ¥ HHRR SrBEs LS e -

Communities Equation Decomposition rate Litter vield
(g.g—l.a—IJ g/m‘&

2 6 25 ! 1Y = 5.3132=0_3470¢ ‘ 0,3470 1, 203
Legmus ¢fifnensis
commuflity

RMERK IgY =5,8289 ~ 90 ,4081f 0,3081 340
Weed commaunity

[ o lgY = 4,875 -0, 4197t 0,4197 15 r
Puccinellia teru-
iflora community

ESES lgY =4,3477—0,8323¢8 D.6323 Ti.3 !
Sueada glauca
communily

2 £ X &
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STUDY ON LITTER DECOMPOSITION IN LEYMUS

CHINENSIS GRASSLAND
——DECOMPOSITION RATE AND LOST RATE OF DOMINANT PLANTS

Guo Ji-Xun Zhu Ting-Cheng
(Iustitute of Grassland Science, Northeast Normal University. Changchun, 130024)
Decomposition rete and lost rate refleclted the dynamics of litter decom-
position from different aspacts, The seasonal change in the decomposition
rates of Levmus chinensis, Calamagrostis epigejos, Suoeda glaucae, Puccine-
llia tenuiflora, Lathyrus guinguenervius and Artemisia anethifolia in Leymas
chirensis grassland assumed similar inverse *V” type, The seasonal change
in their lost rates assumed “S" {ypc which reflected the dynemics of lifter
loss, The chemical composition of lifter was the main reason which caused
the decomposition diversity of different plants, Especially, C/N was closly
related to a fast or slow litter decomposion,In initial stage ol decomposiiion,
litter loss accorded with an exponential atfgenuation model, The model was
used to forecest the time ol 95% Ltter loss: levwmus chinenisis community.
2.8 vears, weed community, 9.7 Years, Puccinellia tenniflora community,
7.1 years, and Suseds glasca communily, 4,7 ¥ears,

Key words: litter, decomposition rale, lost rate, Leymus chinensis grassland,
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