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Leaf litter decomposition rate of main tree species in broad-leaved Korean pine

forest and its relationship with leaf traits
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Abstract; The mixed-broadleaved Korean pine forest is a typical forest in Northeastern China, which plays an important
role in maintaining the stability of regional ecosystem. The researches on litter decomposition of broad-leaved Korean pine
forest can enrich the basic data and provide reference for nutrient cycling in this area. In this study, we selected 30 tree
species and 16 leaf litter functional traits. Using litter bag method in the field and laboratory analysis we study the leaf litter
decomposition rate of main tree species in the mixed-broadleaved Korean pine forest and the relationships between leaf litter

decomposition rates and the leaf litter functional traits. The main results are as follows. After 365 days of decomposition, the
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mass loss of 30 tree species ranged from 20.56% to 92.11%. The mass loss rate of Pinus koraiensts is the lowest while the
mass loss rate of Philadelphus schrenkii is the highest. For the different life form tree species, there were significant
differences in the mass loss rate among different life forms, with shrub species having the highest mass loss rate and arbor
species having the lowest mass loss rate. The fitting results of Olson model showed the decomposition coefficients (k) of 30
tree species ranged from 0.24 to 1.64, with Euonymus verrucosus having the highest k and Pinus koraiensis having the lowest
k. The time required for 50% decomposition takes 0.43—2.86 years for different species and the time required for 95%
decomposition takes 1.83—12.37 years. Correlation analysis showed that 12 of the 16 traits were significantly correlated with
leaf litter decomposition. Among them, leaf thickness, leaf N content, leaf P content, lignin content, lignin:N, lignin.P
had a strong correlation with litter decomposition rate. Therefore, the decomposition rate of litter can be predicted by some

physical and chemical properties of litter leaves.

Key Words: leaf litter decomposition; the mixed-broadleaved Korean pine forest; physical traits; chemical traits
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A

2 WRFE

2.1 FEHLRY AP ERE

F 2010 4F 5 HERK AL ARG X AR FE 2P AR N (42°247017N, 128°05'517E) B¢ T i#1K 4 100 m
BYITIERE D, 2020 4 5 HXHRERBIEAT TS, SRR R 43S 10 mx 10 m B/NRE T RERE S 9 T A AR
KT 5em MHEARMATREARK R IR T ZFR 02 B m S BN E S AREAISFEAOCE B, M THEA
AR R A HOE A G LR TR ORE T iC A > 1 em BITEAR BN SRR B IR, A SE UG, ik
521 DA O MVEARM PO I3 3 R G IR IE IR R . BARTT ERFILER 1,

2.2 JAVE SR AR S R I

F2019 49 H & 10 H R USRI R AL 30 D FB EE IR 50, WK R 0.7m, IKH A LR
4 Tmm (¥JE IR 02 b I 7 B O 30em, B T 0 7 HE AR Rl A FE R AR I 7 Ip e % A AR AH I8 K
TR PRTE T, X T3k SEAR e A AR 20 DA 3k E AR TR e R,

R T RS L R 2D AR P S AR T ik 3 5 R T R s MR 0 DG R A B L THT
FU(SLA) HFJEE (LT) R8I (TH) Bhism s (TS) Aniidik J1 (WHCstd) A F145 7K 7 ( WHCmax ) 45
6 NIRRT IEH AL C N P KRR LF4E K (Cellulose) i 5 ME2#MEIR,C:N N:P C:P L:N L:P
SR, Ho SLA A 08 P i B v AR A H AR L LT ek R R I

TH F1 TS S I , LKA 5 B v F B 24 0 T3 VR ik e TS B (i e ] — B Bl g i
B JE KA TT R YT 0.5 em FEAYHE 5%, — i e I BT [, 53— [ 8 A 45 B o FREE )
THCE) b high b i B R Wi e skt i W R A R ) R 10 A, EEAE 3 IR LAV T
PR 2t R B 77 o TH AR R — B A i 32 3 5 4 R 7 3 e R/ N i 9 [
b A BRI — LA DR IR ] 4 T8  L J DJ) [B80 A b S e e it D A7, o AR
204 LA 0 P Bk 2 T E T 5 R L T RN T (B0 ) b 38 SR 220 g B R A S B A
FREME, AN E 10 5, HE 3K,

FRUEREK R K it 1h Je it R s S0t R TR HE, MAREACRINEY i B 7E7K iR 24h
Jea it R E S R HE

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



14 1 ZEALJE AR UL LA PR T Rl A 9 i i R R S I RR B SE R 5897

AR A R < T B 58 75 I 22 WIS ( MM400 ) B3R I 3 60 H 57 5 4% 46 bk, il FH BT R 00
{(FLASH 2000 CHNS/O) W7 iy it 4 C 42 N, AR &IH S 2566 T (760 CTR) SR AR
U EZME T4 P S, FE MR R R RAF 4 R & il i Btk vk ke
2.3 PR RS

T 2019 4F 9—10 H 7EA 1 L FE LA BRI R FH S #5324 30 A0 Bl e O & i, R4 [m1 A% 9 % i
FE 60°C (i B FHE T E ™ e S , BB R SIRREL 6g 7% A R T M AS H  AS K/
20emx25 em, MR EAEH Tmm, Ry 1 B 1R HET 5 09 8 % IR A2 AE — 28 B9 7K 3, K B F5 00 08 % it 34331 B
30y (R 6g) CAEMLAE TP & T 75°C FakEept + 2, LI Je MAS TR g S b A4 0E , HEF S A9 RE
oM L0 e T A A RS [R] 43 g s[RI 5240 it R4 S B AIE Ik L 2.2 wh < ARsE R e

FIA SEEMER SE UG , T 2019 4F 10 A 26 H ¥ 360 4~ (30 M Ffx3 Y& x4 W a1 Je e A4S A
3 A B BUK B R b A3 i A8 AT I 58 iU, 4300 T 180d,240d ,300d F1 365d J5 43 4 U IR 43 i
42, ISR B A3 Aty Bl S50 28 N R U R A N S TR T it AP AEE BR824 e - MR R A RIS 4 Bl
Je B BT R B AR R P B TR T 75°C IR TR T R E AR E
2.4 FdmabrE

SrFRAS DR LG S I TARE S, PR I R R (R) E A A (1) 15

M, - M

t

R x 100% (1)

A Mo ] - B RS ISR TE () , My MRS NIRRT AR IR T (2) .
AN [ ol 8 9 I ) i R & T3 Olson FEERE IS ISR 0L A1 2 B TEJS 1 Olson I AT 785

M
— = qe™ (2)
M,

P M2 ] © B0 e R 7 R T (g) , M I iR N AR R LG T3 (), o NIBIEREE
s oy il 2R
WRAEAF(3) T (4) TSR TR & 238 509% F1 95% It 22 (4 i 1] .
tos =In(0.5)/( - k) (3)
toos =1n(0.05)/( - k) (4)

K 1,5 RRIATE 53 50% Fr IR ] I | .05 ZETTE I 20 95% BT F A BT[]
SRR 2 Ty 22530 W F A [R) A2 358 2R 8 9% I 1) 49 i 38 23R 5 R Pearson AH G A3HT T 3, 40 B 0 6 Ik bR
S50l BRI R , A MG BrifAE SPSS 19.0 B ik,

3 ZBREHS

3.1 R[EFR AR A

F 1 0 30 ARSI 6 ANSPERRIRE . AT I, 30 AR P ERRIR 7 AR E] 22 A0k, Hi, WHCstd #;
KBTI N IR 348.32% , i /INHY LT R A 40.43% , 5 KAE S Fe/IMEHY 8.62 175, AR FD SLA Ay 41H
345.45 em’/g, LIZKKTAEMK SLA fie Kl 594.49 em’®/g, 214 SLA $5/MY K 76.58 em®/g, %t FAS [ B Fh 8 9% -
LT, LLATAA Y LT BE{E R KN 0.62mm , Fe/IME N 0.032 mm N FHAE8, IEA B A% LT 488 0.1mm, AJA]
AR TH 7E 0.5—2.41 N/mm 2Z[a] , {5 1.17 N/mm, ISZHERIETE T TH Fok, B8E /N, A ER bR %
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x1 AEWHEEITEER
Table 1 Physical traits of 30 selected tree species

i I T e AN T0 T = T
Tree species Life form  WHCstd/% WHCmax/% (em’/g) LT/mm  TH/(N/mm) (N/mm?)
I #E ( Betula platyphylla) TR 91.2 270.1 211.18 0.13 1.39 1.42
438 ( Acer mandshuricum) TrAR 82.6 236.0 285.72 0.03 1.27 1.39
F A1 (Ulmus japonica) EIEN 52.5 227.7 162.77 0.18 2.28 1.12
K754 (Populus ussuriensis) A 257.4 362.9 205.06 0.11 1.25 1.32
BB ( Juglans mandshurica) TR 137.2 261.4 287.83 0.17 1.06 1.23
£IHA ( Pinus koraiensis) A 40.4 52.9 76.58 0.62 / /
AR ( Maackia amurensis) EIN 348.3 413.4 257.58 0.10 1.03 1.00
H{ BE ( Phellodendron amurense) A 97.4 356.3 261.94 0.03 0.50 1.29
WAL ( Tilia mandshurica) EIN 191.5 406.1 339.02 0.11 0.94 1.28
U4 ( Ulmus laciniata) A 180.0 344.3 190.06 0.19 1.06 1.24
S KR ( Quercus mongolica) EIN 70.9 187.01 221.22 0.23 2.41 3.17
FTAM(Acer triflorum) A 162.8 276.08 368.15 0.09 1.50 2.05
AN (Acer mono) EIN 80.9 280.75 334.11 0.13 1.12 1.63
LLi# ( Populus davidiana)) A 128.8 230.72 177.83 0.12 1.83 1.98
K A0 ( Fraxinus mandshurica)) A 70.0 236.43 174.84 0.14 0.98 0.68
IKAGTAEK ( Sorbus alnifolia) FIN 166.1 509.07 594.49 0.04 1.15 1.14
LML ( Tilia amurensis) A 53.9 277.99 299.38 0.16 0.85 1.15
T 7 (Syringa reticulata) INRAR 187.3 438.84 354.11 0.07 0.72 0.85
#% B (Acer barbinerve) IR 168.7 328.32 438.57 0.06 0.69 0.78
A 8 (Acer pseudosieboldianum) INFEAR 172.8 320.87 435.89 0.06 1.05 1.22
TFREM (Acer tegmentosum) AR 149.9 283.63 294.88 0.05 1.54 1.18
4 WL 2% ( Rhamnus diamantiaca) TEAR 113.0 383.86 321.72 0.07 0.79 1.44
ZRACI B ( Deutzia parviflora) A 206.9 360.75 403.50 0.06 1.20 1.53
W AEZ 4 (Lonicera chrysantha) A 251.3 484.08 525.73 0.07 0.96 1.36
Y225 BE ( Ribes maximowiczianum) AR 128.1 478.26 434.34 0.03 0.80 1.66
K TLF ( Euonymus verrucosus ) HEA 151.8 526.91 256.39 0.05 1.01 1.65
EHE( Corylus mandshurica)) TEAR 224.7 477.78 588.26 0.09 0.78 0.86
HACIIHGAE ( Philadelphus schrenkii) A 178.7 508.36 573.08 0.05 0.89 1.20
TP (Euonymus alatus) TEAR 130.4 467.25 454.02 0.05 1.95 2.20
B AL (Lonicera praeflorens) AR 265.8 331.04 558.70 0.05 0.81 1.07

WHCstd ; b3 7K 11 Standard water holding capacity;WHCmax;Ey;j(?%ﬂkj] Maximum water holding capacity ; SLA ; AU MR Specific leaf area;

TS #)#: Toughness; LT ' J& B Leaf thickness; TH: $ii§7 58 leaf tensile strength

K L R LT RA AR P DR b () I AR 25 PR e Al 2 2 AR R ) 25 S R (6 2) . A N Sk
FIR BN AR I N SR 1.7% , fe/NARZERN R 0.75% , F{ER 1.09% , 728 5 ZECH 20% ., MR C &
B RIBF LS, C R 50.94% , /N ARG B8 37.85%, C & i B (R IA{H hy 43.90% , 25 S5 R
IMXH 9% , AT ULER S AR A FE R RS S8 R P S RAE 0.06%-0.18% 2 18], AL I HEAE & fe s, 21
g, 30 MR P S EARIRIEN 0.12% , 8 7 R BN 27% , KRJRE (L) S EIREES 20.20% , 2 5
RECH 19% , DL 8 30.06% , ZR LI AR R 14.5% , 2R & i KA R 29.5% (HALR4) ik
IMER 12.8% (Ffi) o 30 DRI AYLF 2L 2R B s AR A (E Hy 20.48% , % 57 R ECH 19%

ST HAD 5 AN B EEAE LN C:N N :P L:P Fl C:P 28{kJ5F4 9 T 8.53—45.7,23.8—76.0,
5.5—17.8,85.2—510.5 F1 237.4—849.0 Z [A] , BJ{H 53 5124 19.47 41.28 10.00,196.42, 7E 5 b1t 2 4F
PEFFLL L P AR SRR R R BOAR] 47% ,C N 2R SR/ NVEF RN 27%
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Table 2 Chemical traits of all selected tree species

_ , ) I53 . o i
A W wm m o AWK mmk 0w me mew D
Tree species N/% C/% P/% /%  Cellulose/% LN C:N N:P C:P L : P"'
FIME ( Betula platyphylla) 1.1 48.1 0.08 19.5 15.6 17.4 43.0 14.0 601.8 244.0
I 2538 ( Acer mandshuricum) 1.1 43.9 0.16 17.2 23.8 15.1 38.5 7.1 274.6 107.3
A (Ulmus japonica) 1.0 42.3 0.13 21.4 12.8 21.8 43.1 7.5 325.0 164.3
i ( Populus ussuriensis ) 1.1 42.5 0.09 22.9 18.6 21.6 40.1 11.8 471.8 254.3
BB ( Juglans mandshurica) 1.0 47.7 0.10 26.4 13.6 26.1 47.2 11.2 530.1 293.3
Z1 KA ( Pinus koraiensis) 0.7 50.9 0.06 30.6 22.2 45.7 76.0 11.2 849.0 510.5
M ( Maackia amurensis) 1.4 47.2 0.08 25.9 19.6 18.2 33.2 17.8 589.9 323.4
B BE ( Phellodendron amurense) 1.4 46.9 0.17 21.8 28.6 16.2 34.7 7.9 275.7 128.5
W ( Tilia mandshurica) 1.3 46.7 0.13 18.7 20.8 14.5 36.2 8.6 311.1 124.7
U467 ( Ulmus laciniata) 1.0 38.3 0.12 16.3 19.2 15.7 36.9 8.7 319.5 135.7
SR (Quercus mongolica) 0.9 47.0 0.10 25.6 21.5 28.1 51.6 9.1 469.8 256.0
FFA (Acer triflorum) 0.8 442 0.13 17.0 21.7 22.6 59.0 5.8 340.3 130.6
KM (Acer mono) 1.1 433 0.12 16.2 21.8 14.6 39.0 9.3 360.7 135.3
1145 ( Populus davidiana) 0.8 46.4 0.14 17.2 21.7 22.4 60.3 5.5 331.6 122.9
JK A ( Fraxinus mandshurica ) 1.0 42.6 0.10 23.5 22.7 22.6 40.9 10.4 425.6 235.0
TKMGAERK ( Sorbus alnifolia) 0.9 44.1 0.08 17.3 27.6 19.0 48.5 11.4 551.4 216.1
48 ( Tilia amurensis) 1.2 46.4 0.11 23.9 19.6 20.1 39.0 10.8 421.6 217.5
TR T4 (Syringa reticulata) 1.3 43.8 0.14 22.5 25.6 17.2 33.4 9.4 312.5 160.6
$EBM(Acer barbinerve) 1.0 46.3 0.13 15.7 16.5 16.4 48.3 7.4 356.3 120.9
B A (Acer pseudosieboldianum ) 0.9 47.0 0.07 19.4 17.7 21.1 51.0 13.1 670.9 277.4
MM (Acer tegmentosum,) 1.3 41.4 0.11 16.8 18.2 13.3 32.9 11.5 376.5 152.6
4 W FR 4= ( Rhamnus diamantiaca) 1.1 38.9 0.13 17.1 19.0 16.2 37.0 8.1 298.8 131.2
LA ( Deutzia parviflora) 1.2 37.9 0.11 18.1 19.6 15.7 32.9 10.5 344.1 164.1
WAL 2.4 (Lonicera chrysantha) 1.4 42.7 0.18 17.3 23.1 12.4 30.5 7.8 237.4 96.1
Y325 ( Ribes maximowiczianum) 0.8 45.5 0.11 23.3 17.9 28.8 56.1 7.4 413.2 212.1
IR TF ( Euonymus verrucosus ) 1.3 47.3 0.18 15.3 16.6 11.5 35.5 7.4 262.7 85.2
FEHE( Corylus mandshurica) 1.0 44.4 0.09 21.3 21.0 22.4 46.7 10.6 492.8 236.1
ZRACILAEFAE ( Philadelphus schrenkii) 1.7 40.5 0.15 14.5 22.0 8.5 23.8 11.3 269.7 96.9
T5F ( Euonymus alatus) 1.0 42.9 0.07 23.3 20.5 22.4 41.2 14.9 612.4 333.1
FLAE B4 (Lonicera praeflorens) 1.1 433 0.08 22.8 29.5 21.3 40.4 13.4 540.8 285.3
C. Wk Carbon;; N. A& Nitrogen ; P.# Phosphorus ; L. KR Lignin
3.2 AS[RIAR T v P fih R
2232 365d 13 fif , AN [) AR B ] 9 i 1) Jo o 460 2k 3
FRIMB R 257 (3R 3) o 30 DRFh 7% w o 5 461 2% 80 - b
o . T
RIE 20.56%—92.11% Z ], 51 9 R IJ(H N 56.04% , 7F a.[b T
s, 5 o ENUON 60 -
FREN 26.85%, LRI K RER N e : .
Ve a Xz T
92.11% , Ho Ik hy 18 46 A 4 (185. 19%) Fl & &L T op WSy |
. s s i A
(84.61%) , FUEPR REAR AR Fh F B4 L0 50l ==
y = 2 =% 20 |-
BE B AR URE S, TR R 40% . B
PR AR LA, AU 20.56% , AN ] AR 36 7R S 5T 0
BRI R I 1) 3 R 1% TR e R A e A . ﬂd‘ﬂ A
. N 1% Life form
#2257 (P=0.004) , ATR AR BT & 408 2% 26 e e (IR
48.23% , HEARBFP BT im0 R 5 69.63% B1 AESEEMMAEHRERLRLE

Z:Iﬁﬁx‘j‘ﬁ 0 % IH_ ﬁ%ﬁ ;J,IEQ ﬁ%@*ﬁﬂ?ﬂ %él:':l: H ﬁﬂ Fig.1 Comparison of mass loss of leaf litter for different life
RAPUR. R AFHRRET Oon Uil W0 s
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1 95% FIr s BRI BE KA 22 5 TSI 509% FI1 95% Fir i (4 IR 18] 17 L 210 B 75 0 Isf 1) e 1 S ke 0%
B st IR) fe e, TR0 50% FIF 35 O IRHE] R 2.86 4F, 40l 95% Fif s B st 18] Ay 12,37 4F SR KL 17 40t
50% [t ity BB TR R A 0.43 4F, 43 95% JIrits (R (8]S4 1.834F

£3 TREMFHRERERRERLE

Table 3 Mass loss of different species in different time periods

T Fh T2k #E Mass loss rate/% HMEERAZ/ %
Tree species 0—180d 180—240d 240—300d 300—365d Total mass loss rate
HH#E( Betula platyphylla) 13.44 14.11 6.61 5.78 39.94
254 ( Acer mandshuricum) 18.28 13.11 14.11 14.94 60.44
M1 (Ulmus japonica) 18.33 10.39 5.56 5.33 39.61
K75 (Populus ussuriensis) 22.44 9.83 10.33 2.83 45.44
BB ( Juglans mandshurica) 20.67 9.39 3.78 2.06 35.89
L1¥ ( Pinus koraiensis ) 7.78 5.72 5.61 1.44 20.56
AR ( Maackia amurensis) 19.33 13.17 10.00 4.39 46.89
B B¥ ( Phellodendron amurense) 25.06 14.33 23.67 11.17 74.22
BEREE ( Tilia mandshurica) 19.44 11.33 9.78 7.28 47.83
ZUHHT ( Ulmus laciniata) 18.61 15.78 11.78 5.00 51.17
S MR ( Quercus mongolica) 10.89 9.17 9.61 5.33 35.00
FYRMAcer triflorum) 15.17 14.72 15.44 5.61 50.94
AN (Acer mono) 20.22 11.83 15.72 5.50 53.27
114 ( Populus davidiana) 19.17 11.33 7.89 5.83 44.22
K 490 ( Fraxinus mandshurica) 28.06 17.28 12.39 10.33 68.06
IKMTAERK ( Sorbus alnifolia) 19.83 21.11 7.44 4.61 53.00
8 ( Tilia amurensis ) 11.06 14.56 13.83 2.56 42.00
I T (Syringa reticulata) 25.58 19.58 16.50 10.58 72.25
FEBME(Acer barbinerve) 20.94 10.44 23.89 5.11 60.39
R (48 (Acer pseudosieboldianum ) 14.11 12.44 16.06 4.17 46.78
R (Acer tegmentosum) 23.61 9.94 21.78 4.33 59.67
4 W1 B2 ( Rhamnus diamantiaca) 29.50 19.25 20.89 6.36 76.00
FRACIM B ( Dewtzia parviflora) 44.83 3.17 12.47 14.81 75.28
A4 (Lonicera chrysantha) 39.92 17.17 3.64 24.47 85.19
5 BE (Ribes maximowiczianum ) 21.06 11.44 5.39 13.28 51.17
IR TF ( Euonymus verrucosus ) 46.89 16.17 16.17 5.39 84.61
EHE( Corylus mandshurica) 17.11 7.94 4.94 15.72 45.72
IRACILIAMEAE ( Philadelphus schrenkii) 31.39 28.61 17.72 14.39 92.11
TF ( Euonymus alatus) 17.11 12.17 12.17 4.00 45.44
HAL 4 (Lonicera praeflorens) 34.4 14.11 19.27 2.94 71.22

F4 FERFETEM 52 Olson fiEH = E&E

Table 4 Olson Negative exponential decomposition model for leaf litter of 30 selected tree species

) Fel HEHY HE RA I3 FAL

. tys/a toos/a
Tree species model R? k
FIME ( Betula platyphylla) 102.20e 7053 0.94 0.53 1.31 5.65
I 24538 ( Acer mandshuricum) 104.20e 07 0.90 0.75 0.92 3.99
A (Ulmus japonica) 100.98 &0 0.99 0.51 1.36 5.89

F 1 (Populus ussuriensis ) 101.05 0% 0.98 0.62 1.11 4.80

BB (Juglans mandshurica) 99.47 ¢ 048 0.98 0.48 1.44 6.22
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A A HesE R R I3k B

Tree species model R k los/a foss/a
LI (Pinus koraiensis) 100.90 &% 0.96 0.24 2.86 12.37
WL ( Maackia amurensis) 101.90 063 0.97 0.63 1.10 4.75
H#{5E ( Phellodendron amurense) 104.63 ¢ 0% 0.88 1.05 0.66 2.85
MRt ( Tilia mandshurica) 102.07 ¢ 07 0.97 0.62 1.12 4.84
Z4 4 ( Ulmus laciniata) 102.74 &7 0.94 0.70 0.99 4.31
S A% ( Quercus mongolica) 102.5 ¢ 042 0.93 0.42 1.67 7.21
F¥ M (Acer triflorum) 102.89 706 0.91 0.62 1.13 4.86
KN (Acer mono) 103.11 ¢ 08% 0.93 0.84 0.82 3.54
114 ( Populus davidiana)) 101.48 ™03 0.98 0.58 1.21 5.20
K #iMI ( Fraxinus mandshurica ) 102.85 &0 0.95 1.00 0.69 2.99
IKAAERK ( Sorbus alnifolia) 102.38 ¢ 07 0.94 0.76 0.92 3.96
LM ( Tilia amurensis) 103.55 708 0.89 0.54 1.28 5.52
5T % (Syringa reticulata) 103.95 ™0 0.92 0.92 0.76 3.27
LMK (Acer barbinerve) 104.08 &8 0.89 0.82 0.84 3.64
B (Acer pseudosieboldianum ) 102.79 705 0.91 0.56 1.23 5.33
T HEBR (Acer tegmentosum) 101.92 &7 0.91 0.75 0.93 4.00
4 NI 2= ( Rhamnus diamantiaca) 103.74 ¢! 0.92 1.20 0.58 2.50
AL B ( Deutzia parviflora) 100.70 ¢~ 1% 0.98 1.18 0.59 2.53
# A (Lonicera chrysantha) 102.18 e 13 0.94 1.33 0.52 2.25
RIASHE (Ribes maximowiczianum) 101.95 6% 0.96 0.64 1.09 4.69
JARE T F ( Ewonymus verrucosus ) 101.70 e~ 0.97 1.63 0.43 1.83
Bz ( Corylus mandshurica) 102.29 e70-52 0.93 0.52 1.34 5.80
ZRACILMEAE ( Philadelphus schrenkii) 104.48 ¢~ 0.87 1.53 0.45 1.95
T ( Euonymus alatus) 102.39 70> 0.95 0.59 1.16 5.02
WAL 2.5 (Lonicera praeflorens) 103.26 ™12 0.93 1.25 0.55 2.39

to.5 <Lo.os 7T B R PRTE I 31 50% \95% it FH B4y st [i]

3.3 SrfiR AR S R IEHRIR R

AR R JR 75 o3 f R sE R TR L 2 Sy R 2T RA BRI T BE 30 AR R I 5 0 B PR A 40 3 R
kBIEFR, 30 AR Fl WHCmax , SLA | LT J2 TH 5 I J& W 53 fiff 3 R A7 7E W 25 A AH G E &R (P<0.05) , Horf
WHCmax ,SLA 5 #7573 50 IEA GG R LT & TH 587 o iR R A OGO R, ARk
DL WHCmax 58 74 -2 gt s R A e e o0 0,55, X T H A BEMR , WHCstd A1 TH -5 -9 9% 9 73 i
WA I A G (P>0.05)

PRV A2 TR I 1 S A3 A R AT — 28 1 SE ), AN TR 27 70 26 RV I o3 A R 1 s i LI 3. AT LA
A, 30 MR N C P BRI Y5 R B W o iR AEAE B I AH COE R (P<0.05) , Hor N R P 5t %
W5y ff R R IEAHOCOC R, C MR ZR 5 VR W o0 i 2 SAAHOCOC 2R, T 9 2 4k 28 W) 55 k- 9 400 A ok 1%
A B AP >0.05) . AREFHARLI R N 5008 75 9053 i H0R A S i o 0.63, X TR TR
eI R L LN (C N L P C P S VG 9 40 i 52 i 3 U OG vk . R DL Lo N R U 9 0 i 3 R 1 i
FEAE J1dcom , M ICHE R -0.66, N =P X V& M40 i s R A i R pE A 22

PR Iy BRPEAR Al MR A A (] B [ B P %o U % - o e 4 2R i RS2 B2 R R (R 5) . BURRILN,
TESEHHT 180d #1 180—240d, it " WHCmax LT M N &t KTER \L:N L:P 5& 0Bk 24 &
AR, FESE =B B (240—300d) , P3HRAN LT 5 B0 ph B I 450 2K SR A AE S B A M fb 2 MR AR TR |
L:N.C:N.L:P 5L BEs i 5 2c FA7 70 W25 A, R U e B B2 mi U 94 0 ik 110 =6 22 1 38R R 9% 4k
WIS RS, SR B S — A B, B R AU V% T WHCmax T SLA 5 B B 5 e 5 2k SR AE A
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Fig.2 Relationship between chemical traits of leaf litter and physical decomposition coefficients
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Fig.3 Relationship between chemical traits of leaf litter and decomposition coefficients
x5 AEASBHREREREAEZSAEFEHERNXR
Table 5 Correlation analysis between mass loss and leaf traits
PR AR R
Leaf traits 0—180d 180—240d 240—300d 240—365d
FrfEREK J1 WHCstd/ % 0.39" 0.08 0.00 0.19
Mo FHEK 51 WHCmax/ % 0.52** 0.48** 0.07 0.42*
Heo AR SLA/ (em?/g) 0.30 0.33 0.12 0.41°*
MR LT/mm -0.46 -0.36" -0.39" -0.36
P TS/ (N/mm) -0.18 -0.22 -0.15 -0.11
PrpisE g TH/ (N/mm? ) -0.34 -0.32 -0.33 -0.27
BN/ % 0.53*" 0.46** 0.36 0.39*
Wk C/% -0.46** -0.25 -0.25 -0.32
W P/ % 0.42" 0.36 0.15 0.52**
K Z Lignin/% -0.41"* -0.40* -0.40* -0.30
24k 2 Cellulose/ % 0.13 0.33 0.26 0.25
ARFTFE: A L:N -0.55"" -0.50** -0.46 " -0.36"
fif: & C:N -0.58** -0.44" -0.36" -0.37"
HHE NP -0.14 -0.02 -0.08 -0.31
e C:P -0.52*" -0.34 -0.33 -0.51**
ARFTHE: W L:P -0.47"" -0.39" -0.38" -0.46 "

x Fll# = A3 BIFIRAE 0.05 F10.01 K F B3

s A 2 VPRI fo A A R A v o i R (G B AR . A RIS T 2 Ml il 25 52 i 4 v
R, I NP ORRER LF4ER LN S5 PR RTINS X o0 R i R 3K
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