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Abstract; The use of chemical herbicides is considered the effective methods to control the expansion of Stellera
chamaejasme. Limited studies have been conducted on the vegetation and soil ecological stoichiometric characteristics of S.
chamaejasme patches after removing S. chamaejasme. Therefore, the ecological stoichiometry of plant and soil C, N, P
content and their ratios of different S. chamaejasme patches after removing S. chamaejasme by chemical herbicides were
analyzed by selecting the same number of branches of S. chamaejasme using the principles and methods of ecological

stoichiometry. In order to provide the reference for ecological restoration and utilization of degraded grassland of
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S. chamaejasme, we explored the interaction of plant and soil stoichiometric characteristics and nutrient circulation of
S. chamaejasme paiches. The results showed that the biomass of Gramineae increased after removing S. chamaejasme and the
biomass of Leguminosae and Forbs were significantly lower than that within the S. chamaejasme patch (P<0.05). N content
of Leguminosae and P content of Forbs were the highest with different patches, and plant C, N content of removing
S. chamaejasme were higher than that of other patches. P content of Gramineae was significantly higher outside the
S. chamaejasme patch than within the S. chamaejasme patch ( P<0.05). The outside and within the S. chamaejasme patch C
‘N of Cyperaceae were significantly higher than that of removing S. chamaejasme (P <0.05). The Cyperaceae and
Leguminosae C :P and N :P of removing S. chamaejasme were significantly higher than that of outside and within the
S. chamaejasme paich (P<0.05), forbs of removing S. chamaejasme was significantly higher than that of outside the
S. chamaejasme patch (P<0.05), and C :P of Gramineae of within the S. chamaejasme patch was significantly higher than
that of removing S. chamaejasme and outside the S. chamaejasme patch ( P<0.05). The C, P content and C :P of soil in
different S. chamaejasme patches were within the S. chamaejasme patch > outside the S. chamaejasme patch > removing
S. chamaejasme, and N content, N :P were removing S. chamaejasme > within the S. chamaejasme patch > outside the
S. chamaejasme patch. The soil C :N of within and outside the S. chamaejasme patch were significantly higher than that of
removing S. chamaejasme (P<0.05). The redundancy analysis (RDA) showed that the plant and soil C, C:N, C:P, N:P
were significantly positive correlation, while N, P were significantly negatively correlation. After removal S. chamaejasme

the N content, N :P and P content in plants and soil had a greater effect.

Key Words: chemical control; Stellera chamaejasme patches; soil; stoichiometry
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Table 1 Plant and soil C, N, and P concent and stoichiometric ratios correlation analysis in different S. chamaejasme patches

szl

Treatment PC PN PP PC/N pPC/P PN/P
SR SC 0.675 -0.699 -0.488 0.726 0.668 -0.067
SN 0.606 0.55 -0.891 -0.232 0.75 0.888
SP 0.64 0.446 -0.737 -0.075 0.538 0.662
SC/N 0.473 -0.833 -0.214 0.764 0.432 -0.318
SC/P 0.577 -0.727 -0.395 0.705 0.598 -0.131
SN/P 0.55 0.547 -0.924 -0.29 0.838 0.951 "
SPW SC 0.626 -0.175 -0.774 0.397 0.653 0.843
SN 0.479 0.008 -0.628 0.235 0.501 0.713
SP 0.491 -0.064 -0.724 0.246 0.542 0.813
SC/N 0.853 -0.624 -0.978" 0.72 0.893 0.990 **
SC/P 0.667 -0.221 -0.779 0.45 0.685 0.838
SN/P 0.451 0.035 -0.547 0.224 0.457 0.624
SPO SC 0.379 0.142 -0.319 0.125 0.179 -0.031
SN -0.13 0.218 0.178 -0.071 -0.28 -0.543
SP 0.596 -0.017 -0.546 0.306 0.42 0.189
SC/N 0.795 -0.214 -0.8 0.319 0.792 0.987 "
SC/P 0.255 0.228 -0.191 0.022 0.046 -0.144
SN/P -0.379 0.274 0.42 -0.2 -0.498 -0.737

x ok FoRM B EH K (P<0.01); * F7m B FEAMIK(P<0.05); SR; B % R % Removed S. chamaejasme; SPO ; T 7 BE Bt 4b Outside the
S. chamaejasme patch ;SPW ; JR % BB 4 Within the S. chamaejasme patch; PC : KL ik 75 £ Plant carbon content; PN : A %) % & & Plant nitrogen
content ; PP ; /4B £ & Plant phosphorus content; PC/N :#i#Jfk/ & L Plant carbon/nitrogen ratio; PC/P ; ##Jik /B H Plant carbon/phosphorus ratio
PN/P . AEYI A/ Wi Lt Plant nitrogen/phosphorus ratio; SC : 1 3€5% & & Soil carbon content; SN : 3% &% f Soil nitrogen content; SP ; - HE & & Soil
phosphorus content; SC/N : +3fif/ %t Soil carbon/nitrogen ratio; SC/P : +3fifc/ B kb Soil carbon/phosphorus ratio; SN/P ; +3E%(/# L Soil nitrogen/

phosphorus ratio
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